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Haspelmath, 1993

An inchoative*/causative verb pair is defined semantically: it is a pair of verbs which
express the same basic situation (generally a change of state, more rarely a going-on) and
differ only in that the causative verb meaning includes an agent participant who
causes the situation, whereas the inchoative verb meaning excludes a causing agent
and presents the situation as occurring spontaneously.

*TepMHH yCIIOBHBII, TO3/1HEE XacmeabMaT OT HETO OTKa3bIBAETCS M HCIONb3yeT Oonee o0mmii ‘noncausal’



Haspelmath, 1993; IIagmy4eBa 2001

The inchoative member of an
inchoative/causative verb pair is semantically
similar to the passive of the causative (the stick
was broken), but it crucially differs from it in that
the agent is not just unexpressed; rather, the
situation is conceived of as occurring without
an agent, spontaneously. This does not mean
that there cannot be an agent in the objective
situation. In (4a), the melting process is
presumably caused by the same factors as in (4b),
but only in (4a) is it conceptualized as occurring
spontaneously.
(4) a. (inchoative) The snowman melted.
b. (causative) The sun melted the snowman.

(1) a. John broke the window ‘I0H pas6un 0KHO’;
6. The window broke ‘okHO pazbunocsy’;,

(2) a. John opened the door ‘[I)x0H omkpwin nBEpS’;
6. The door opened ‘nBepb omxpuinace’.

Y nexay3aTHBa, KaK M y IaccuBa, OOBEKT HCXOMHOTO YNOTpebONeHus CcTaHo-
BHTCS CyOBEKTOM — MEpeXOoJMT B MO3HLMIO noanexatuero. Ho cynsba OeiBLue-
ro cyobekTa y maccHBa M [€Kay3aTHBa pa3Has: IJaroj, nepeBeleHHbIH B mac-
CHBHYIO (OPMY, MO-NpexHeMy NOHUMAETCS KaK areHTHUBHBIH, T. €. Cpeld ydacT-
HHMKOB 0003HauaeMoii UM CHTyalUHH eCTh LieJIenoJiaralolHii Kay3aTop — Aresc;
a Jekay3aTHBhl broke, opened B (16), (26) 0603HaYalOT CHUTyaLHIO, B KOTOPOMH
HET lienenonaraiolero Areica. Tak 4To TAKCOHOMHYECKas KaTeropHs riaroja
B I€Kay3aTHBHOM YNOTpPeOJIEeHHH — 3TO He AeHCTBHE, a NIPOUCLIECTBHE (TEPMHUH
«IPOHCLIECTBHE» — MEPEBOA aHrN. happening U3 [Wierzbicka 1980], npenio-
xeHHbIA B [bynbsirnna 1982]; cm. Takke [[Tagyuesa 1996: 103]).



Bohnemeyer, 2007

Inchoative VS Middle Voice

As shown in (5), both cut verbs and break verbs participate in the middle. The difference between inchoative and
middle forms is that inchoatives, unlike middles, may refer to individual events under specific time
reference, and do not introduce a cause or agent of these events into the discourse representation.

(5) a. The vase breaks/cracks/shatters easily.
b. The bread cuts/cubes/slices easily.



Haspelmath, 1993

Direction of semantic derivation is not matched by a uniform direction of formal derivation: central claim of this
solution is that the kind of meaning that is relevant for diagrammatic iconicity is conceptual meaning, not objective

meaning. Objectively, the meaning 'melt (tr.)) may be more complex than and derived from the meaning 'melt
(intr.)', but conceptually, the relation between the two meanings could be quite different (cf. Lakoff (1987) for the
distinction between objective and conceptual meaning).

If the semantic properties of a word are only the objective semantic features discovered by semantic decompos1t10n
(as, for instance, in Mel'cuk 1967), then eauss ' ves and the
existence of or even preference for anticausatives is a mystery. But iconicity in language is based on conceptual

meaning, and the correlation between formal and semantic basic-derived (or markedness) relationships
should be understood in cognitive terms, as in Givon's (1991:106) principle:
(24) Categories that are cognitively marked tend also to be structurally marked.



Haspelmath, 1993

Verbs like 'break', 'burn', 'melt', 'roll', 'open’', typically occur in such alternations (cf. examples
(2)-(11)), but verbs like 'work', 'dance’, 'cut', 'build', 'criticize', 'sleep’, never do.

The basic situation must be a change of state or a going-on. This excludes three large classes of
situations. First, a state cannot be the inchoative member of an inchoative/causative alternation.
Second, an action that does not express a change of state (c.g. 'help’, 'invite', 'cite', 'criticize', 'read')
cannot be the causative member of such an alternation. Third, agentive intransitive verbs like
'talk', 'dance', 'work', etc. cannot be the inchoative member of an inchoative/causative pair because

they are not conceived of as occurring spontaneously. This still leaves us with a large class of
transitive verbs such as 'wash', 'build', 'cut', 'dig', 'paint', etc., which do express a change of state.




Haspelmath, 1993

Absence of agent-oriented meaning components: since the inchoative member implies the absence
of an agent, it cannot contain agent-oriented semantic elements.

'cut' (='by means of a sharp instrument' ) VS 'tear (tr.)'

(11) a. The girl tore her pants.
b. The pants tore.
(12) a. The tailor cut the cloth.

*The cloth cut.8

=



Haspelmath, 1993

(13) a.

(14) a.

(15) a.

‘wash’: agent-oriented meaning element ‘by means of
soap and/or washing instruments’

no inchoative alternant possible

‘clean (tr.)’: no agent-oriented meaning element

alternation:  e.g. Russian o¢isc¢at’ ‘clean (tr.)’ anticausative
ociscat'-sja ‘become clean’

‘execute’: agent-oriented meaning element ‘sanctioned
by the regime’

no inchoative alternant possible

kill’: no agent-oriented meaning element

alternation:  e.g. Lezgian (labile verb) g’in ‘kill’/‘die’

‘tie’: agent-oriented meaning element ‘by wrapping
with strings, etc.’

no inchoative alternant possible (Gothic bindan ‘tie’ / anti-
causative *bund-nan)

‘untie‘: no agent-oriented meaning element
alternation: e.g. Gothic andbindan ‘untie’ / anticausative
andbund-nan ‘become loose’



Bohnemeyer, 2007

Guerssel et al. (1985) (see also Hale and Keyser 1987) argue that the syntactic differences between break-type and
cut-type verbs derive from their semantic representations (their lexical conceptual structure; henceforth, LCS), as
illustrated for break and cut in (6)—(7):
(6) break LCS: y comes to be broken
(7) cut LCS: x produces “cut” on y, by sharp edge coming into contact with y
Break verbs are semantically monadic, encoding a state change event without attributing a cause to it. On this
account, the inchoative reading is basic; the causative reading is the result of a productive rule that introduces a (generic)
causal event whose participant is linked to subject. Cut verbs, in contrast, are semantically dyadic—they lexicalize
causal impact on a theme as the result of contact between the theme and some instrument or body part. This type
of LCS blocks inchoative readings, but licenses conative alternations.
On Guerssel et al.’s account, the conative reading comes about when the cut component is removed from the main clause
of the LCS and inserted into a purposive clause; the main clause is replaced by a motion description. The result is (7°):
(7°) cut Conative LCS: x causes sharp edge to move along path toward y, in order to produce cut on y, by sharp
edge coming into contact with y



Bohnemeyer, 2007

Guerssel et al.’s account of the syntactic properties of cut and break verbs hinges critically on the assumption
that break verbs, unlike cut verbs, are semantically monadic. But this assumption is far from uncontroversial.
Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995) assume that the causative form of break verbs is the basic form in English; the
inchoative form is derived by an A-structure operation. If A-structure alternations in the narrow sense are viewed as
polysemy patterns, as in the present article (in line with, e.g., Cruse 1986: 74-76; Jackendo. 2002: 339-342), it is not
obvious that either direction of derivation is privileged. Either sense may arise as a metonymic extension of the
other. And Haspelmath (1993) shows that both directions are found in A-structure derivations in the languages of the
world: some languages have unaccusative break verbs that causativize; others have base-transitive break verbs that
anticausativize. Once it is acknowledged that break verbs may be just as dyadic as cut verbs, Guerssel et al.’s
explanation for why the former, but not the latter, produce inchoative forms can no longer be maintained.



Bohnemeyer, 2007

An alternative account of the A-structure properties of C&B verbs, which rests on two basic principles of the
lexiconsyntax interface, stated in (8)—(9):

(8) Morpholexical Transparency: productive A-structure alternations that relate two lexemes in a semantically transparent fashion
can add or delete generic, but not specific, subevent representations from the event structure of the verb.

(9) Complete Linking: a well-formed syntactic projection from a verb lexeme requires all thematic relations spelled out in the
verb’s semantics to be linked to arguments or obliques specified in the verb’s A-structure, unless they are blocked from linking by
voice operations.

Principles (8)—(9) predict the possibility of A-structure alternations that relate a lexeme meaning ‘cause to become broken’ to one
meaning ‘become broken’ (while barring a lexeme with the meaning, say, ‘cause to become rich’ from being transparently related
to a lexeme meaning ‘cause to become broken’). The causal subevent of break verbs can be removed by A-structure alternations
because it is semantically generic (similarly Levin and Rappaport Hovav 1995: 107, 242; Pinker 1989: 106, 198). There is any
number of conceivable ways in which one can break, shatter, tear, or split something—no particular manner of action and no use of
a particular Kind of instrument. or indeed any instrument at all, is entailed.




Bohnemeyer, 2007

Cut verbs, too, are rather flexible about the action performed and the instrument used. What sets cut verbs apart is
the notion of contact between the theme and some kind of instrument (including an Agent’s body part). Cut
verbs specify some property of the instrument or of the way it is used* (cf. Koenig et al., forthc.; e.g., cut, slice,

hack and saw entail use of some blade-like object, whereas bore, puncture, and prick entail use of a pointy object). A
particular result state may or may not be specified as well; this seems to motivate the distinction between cut

verbs (sensu stricto), which undergo the conative alternation in English. and carve verbs (e.g., carve, slice,
cube, grind), which do not (Levin 1993: 156—158)—the latter are the ones with specific result states.

* VS break-verbs no particular manner of action and no use of a particular kind of instrument. or indeed any
instrument at all, is entailed.




Bohnemeyer, 2007

The fact that carve verbs, which specify clear result states, do not appear in conative clauses, whereas cut verbs sensu stricto do, strongly suggests
that the latter are not semantically specific on the change the theme undergoes. As Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995: 103) argue, what blocks
cut verbs from producing transparently related inchoative lexemes is the impossibility of referring, however implicitly. to an instrument without
referring to a cause (Keyser and Roeper 1984). It is this same impossibility that prevents inchoative forms of break verbs from combining with
instrument phrases (though not with causal adjuncts):

(10) The cup cracked/broke/shattered (*with a hammer/stone/kick).

Since cut verbs entail the involvement of an instrument in the event, reference to the cause of the event cannot be suppressed, and thus the verb is
blocked from producing transparently related inchoative forms.

Cut verbs (sensu stricto, i.e., not carve verbs) -appear in conative constructions because they specify only a generic result. For instance, a cut can vary
from mere incision in the theme’s surface all the way to separation of the theme into two parts. In line with (8), this lack of specificity licenses deletion of
the state change event and theme from the semantic representation. The theme is then reintroduced as a goal, since its presence is still required by the
contact component. The result is the conative construction. Break verbs, of course, are barred by (8) from producing conative variants, since they
cannot be transparently related to lexical items that do not encode a specific state change.



Bohnemeyer, 2007

1) Across languages, C&B verbs fall into two semantic classes: those that specify use of a particular kind of instrument and a generic
state change (cut verbs) and those that specify a particular kind of change or a particular type of theme argument, but are
nonspecific regarding instruments involved (break verbs).
i1) Across languages, break verbs may (but need not) occur in transparently related causative and inchoative lexemes, whereas
cut verbs never produce transparently related inchoatives. Cut verbs, in turn, may (but need not) occur in transparently related
causative and conative lexemes, while break verbs do not produce transparently related conatives.
(111) Four of the languages—Biak, German, Mandarin, and Yukatek— have complex predicates that are semantically specific on both
the properties of an instrument used in the action (or the manner in which it is used) and the state change inflicted on the theme.
These bipolar verbs represent a third type, distinct from both the cut- and the break-type. In line with the principles of
Morpholexical Transparency (8) and Complete Linking (9), bipolar verbs are inert regarding A-structure alternations: since both the
causal and the resulting subevent representations are specific, neither can be removed from the meaning of a transparently related stem.
This inertness can be illustrated with the English carve verbs, which are simplex bipolar verbs. Carve verbs undergo neither the conative
(11b) nor the causative-inchoative alternation (11c):
(11)  a. Carole carved the stone.

b. *Carole carved at the stone.

c. *The stone carved. (Levin 1993: 158)
Bipolar verbs make a bipartition of the C&B domain in cut and break A-structure classes impossible in those languages in which they
occur, refuting prediction (ii). At the same time, their failure to participate in A-structure alternations offers another source of support for
the validity of the crosslinguistic generalizations (8)—(9).



™n cneuundukaumns => cneundukaums =>
rnarona MHCTpYMEHTa BO3MOXHOCTb change of BO3MOXHOCTb
non-causal state? conative
(Heyna4Ho
NoNbITKK)
CuUT + Henb3asn - MOXHO
BREAK - MOXHO + Henb3s
CARVE + Henb3s + Henb3s

®dunartos AHapen
18:27 CeropnHs

=> HeybupaemocCTb areHca u3
CUTyauum
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Voice VS Anticausative

Many languages have polysemous constructions that encompass both anticausative and middle-voice or passive-like interpretations.
Since the latter interpretations occur with both cut- and break-type verbs, such constructions can make it difficult to test hypothesis (ii) that
only break verbs have transparently related inchoative lexemes.

Let us assume that anticausative derivations produce inchoative stems from causative bases by removing the causal subevent from the base’s
meaning, whereas middle voices merely block linking of the causal subevent’s participant:

— Anticausative derivations satisfy (9) by removing the causal subevent from the semantics of the verb. The result is a derived inchoative
stem that encodes the state change lexicalized in the base without expressing the cause of this event. The principle of Morpholexical
Transparency(8) restricts this process to break verbs: break verbs encode a semantically generic causal subevent that can be removed by
a semantically transparent A-structure-changing derivation, whereas cut verbs encode a semantically specific causal subevent that
cannot be deleted without loss of Morpholexical Transparency.

— Middle voice operations satisfy (9) by blocking the linking of the agent role. The result is a verb form that presents the event as caused,

but leaves the agent unspecified. Since voice operations do not change the semantics or A-structure of the verb, they are not restricted to
break verbs.

See p. 167
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Spanish has a form—the pseudoreflexive— that has both anticausative and middle-voice functions. This form also has a passive
function. As the predictions of (i) and (i1) specify, the anticausative interpretation of the pseudo-reflexive is restricted to break verbs
such as romper ‘break’ (18). The pseudo-reflexives of cut verbs like serrar ‘saw’ cannot receive an anticausative interpretation; instead,
they require a middle (19a) or a passive (19b) reading (cf. Maldonado 1992):

(18) Spanish

La taza se rompio.

the cup REFL broke

“The cup broke/was broken.” (anticausative or passive)
(19) Spanish

a. Las ramas de éste arbol  se sierran  facilmente.
the branches of this tree  REFL saw easily
‘The branches of this tree saw (off) easily.” (middle)

b. Larama se serro.

the branch REFL sawed
“The branch was sawed.” (passive)



Haspelmath, 1993

'decapitate’: no agent-oriented meaning components
VS
no inchoative alternant — >

inchoative alternation: no agent-oriented meaning components + spontaneity

A verb meaning that refers to a change of state or a going-on may appear in an
inchoative/causative alternation unless the verb contains agent-oriented
meaning components or other highly specific meaning components that make
the spontaneous occurrence of the event extremely unlikely.
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Three main types of inchoative/causative verb pairs:

Causative: the inchoative verb is basic and the causative verb is derived. The causative verb may be marked by an affix (6a), by a causative
auxiliary (6b), or by stem modification (6¢).

(6) a. Georgian duy-s ‘cook (intr.)’
a-duy-ebs ‘cook (tr.)’
b. French fondre ‘melt (intr.)’
faire fondre ‘melt (tr.)’
c. Arabic darasa ‘learn’
darrasa ‘teach’

Anticausative: the causative verb is basic and the inchoative verb is derived (hence the term anticausative, which was coined in Nedjalkov and
Sil'nickij 1969). The anticausative may be marked by an affix (7a), by an anticausative auxiliary (7b), or by stem modification (7c).

(7) a. Russian katat'-sja ‘roll (intr.)’
katat' ‘roll (tr.)’
b. Lezgian xkaz fun ‘rise’
xkazun ‘raise’
c. Hindi-Urdu khul-naa ‘open (intr.)’

khol-naa ‘open (tr.)’
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This alternation is particularly regular in verbs that are derived from adjectives. For example, every German
factitive derivation can form an anticausative with the particle sich, and every Russian factitive derivation can form

an anticausative in -sja.

(17) German adjectives, factitives, and anticausatives

flissig  “‘liquid’: verfliissigen ‘make liquid’
sich verfliissigen ‘become liauid’
anders  ‘different’: verdndern ‘change (tr.)’
sich verdndern ‘change (intr.)’
voll “full’: fiillen “fill (tr.)’
sich fiillen “fill (intr.)’
stark ‘strong’: verstirken ‘reinforce’
sich verstirken ‘become strong’
(18) [Iucsij ‘better’: ulucsit' ' ‘improve (tr.)’
uludsit’-sja ‘improve (intr.)’
vysokij  ‘high’: povysit' ‘raise’
povysit'-sja ‘rise’
Sirokij  ‘wide’: rassirit' ‘widen (tr.)’

rassirit'-sja ‘widen ( intr.)’



MWA

La cCikSex Sal_anna corsa, icber. (Hanne)
Don’t sit on this chair, it is broken.

Hanna habla ikte$, $kol_ihréna. (Abu Sadi, Abt Sahin, Hanne)
This rope is torn, take another one.

Hanna korSa i¢leh. (Abt Sahin; Hanne)
This bag 1s ripped.

Hanna xiiza minacbar, ii hoc_cuppoyta éu minéabra. (Abu Sadi, Obas_Sarcis)
This teapot is breakable, while this glass is not breakable.
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Non-directed alternations (or oppositions):

Equipollent alternations: both are derived from the same stem which expresses the basic situation, by means of different affixes (8a),
different auxiliary verbs (8b), or different stem modifications (8c).

(8) a. Japanese atum-aru ‘gather (intr.)’
atum-eru ‘gather (tr.)’

b. Hindi-Urdu  suruu honaa ‘begin (intr.)’
Suruu karnaa ‘begin (tr.)’

c. Lithuanian® [zt ‘break (intr.)’
lauzti ‘break (tr.)’

Suppletive alternations: different verb roots are used

(9) Russian goret’' ‘burn (intr.)’
zec' ‘burn (tr.)’

Labile alternations: the same verb is used both in the inchoative and in the causative sense
(10) Modern Greek  svino 1. ‘go out’
2. ‘extinguish’
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The main criteria for identifying the basic stem:

e phonological markedness
Arabic: darasa 'learn' / darrasa 'teach’

e direction of neutralization
Arabic:

CaCaCa (e.g. darasa), CaCiCa (e.g. rakiba 'ride' / rak-kaba 'make ride'), and CaCuCa (e.g.
sarufa 'be noble') >

CaCCaCa (II)

Hindi-Urdu:

phir-naa/pher-naa 'turn (intr.)/(tr.)', pit-naa 'take a licking' / piit-naa 'beat up'

e criterion of productivity
Arabic:

** CaCCaCa —> CaCVCa




MWA
igtel VS 1nogtal

iqtel — equipollent (?7)

inoqtal — anticausative (?)
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Russian
German
Greek
Rumanian
French
Lithuanian
Hebrew
Arabic
Georgian
Armenian
Swahili
Finnish
Udmurt
Hungarian
Lezgian

Hindi-Urdu

Turkish
Mongolian
Indonesian
English
Japanese
total

0

1.5
16.5

7.5
0.5

S =N == W »
h

W

W WO == OO W e m o e B -

—_
[=>

A/C
46.00
29.00
27.00
24.00
10.25
2.92
2.73
2.00
2.00
1.88
1.00
0.88
0.84
0.78
0.66
0.54
0.51
0.27
0.04

Y% non-dir.

26
53
56
17

Abbreviations:
= anticausative alternation
= causative alternation
= equipollent alternation
= labile alternation
suppletive alternation
A/C = ratio of anticausative to causative pairs
= percentage of non-directed pairs

“eromao»

% non-dir.

Table 4. Expression types by verb pairs

18.
25,
29.

6

30.

4.

‘boil’
‘freeze’
“dry’
‘wake up’

. ‘go out/put out’
. ‘sink’

‘learn/teach’

. ‘melt’
. ‘stop’
. ‘turn’
. ‘dissolve’

‘burn’

. ‘destroy’
. il
. “finish’

‘begin’

. ‘spread’

. ‘roll’

. ‘develop’

. ‘get lost/lose’
. ‘rise/raise’

. ‘improve’

. ‘rock’

. ’connect’

. ‘change’

‘gather’
‘open’
‘break’
‘close’
‘split’
‘die/kill’

total

W w

WL OOOOoCOO O

=)

A/C
0.04
0.17
0.30
0.33
0.41
0.42
0.47
0.48
0.61
1.07
1.40
1.40
1.55
1.60
1.67
1.67
1.83
1.89
2.00
2.56
2.67
2.67
3.00
6.00
7:33
7.50
8.67
12.50
15.50
23.00

Table 5. Expression types by verb pairs (Nedjalkov 1969)

‘laugh/make laugh’

‘boil’
‘burn’
‘break’
total

EOE\]OU’

others A/C

0 0

1 0.05
0 0.42
2 2.44
3 0.27
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i¢bar ~ yicbur ~ ¢obar ~ i¢ber ‘to break (tr); iCbar ~ yicbar ~ ¢obar ~ icber ‘to break (intr)

ikta¢ ~ yiktu§ ~ kota§ ~ ikteS ‘to cut, tear (tr); iktaS ~ yiktaS ~ kota§ ~ ikte§ ‘to cut, tear (intr)

i¢leh ~ yi€luh ~ ¢olah ~ i¢leh ‘to tear (tr); i¢lah ~ yi¢lah ~ ¢6lah ~ i¢leh ‘to tear (intr)

ifrat ~ yifrut ~ foret ~ ifret ‘to dismantle’; ifrat ~ yifrut ~ foret ~ ifret ‘to fall apart’

ifsal ~ yifsul ~ fosel ~ ifsel ‘to separate, divide, cut off (tr); ifsal ~ yifsal ~ fosel ~ ifsel ‘to cut off, disconnect (intr)
1grah ~ yigruh ~ gorah ~ igreh ‘to hurt (tr)’; igrah ~ yigrah ~ gorah ~ igreh ‘to get hurt (intr)’

thrab ~ yihrub ~ horeb ~ ihreb ‘to destroy (tr)’; ihrab/ihreb ~ yihrab ~ horeb ~ ihreb ‘to break down, be ruined’

iftah ~ yiftuh ~ fotah ~ ifteh ‘to open (tr)’; iftah ~ yiftah ~ fotah ~ ifteh ‘to open (intr); become sighted’
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A factor favoring the anticausative expression type is the probability of an outside force bringing about the event.
Conversely, the causative expression type is favored if the event is quite likely to happen even if no outside
force is present.

Events such as freezing, drying, sinking, going out, and melting occur commonly in nature around us and do not
need an agentive instigator.

On the other hand, events such as splitting, breaking, closing, opening, gathering and connecting are typical of the
kinds of things that human beings do. In both cases. the correlation is only typical. not necessary.

Direction of derivation: spontaneous vs. caused events

(23) scale of increasing likelihood of spontaneous occurrence

‘wash’ | ‘close’ ‘melt’ I\ ‘laugh’
= p MTIE CAUS
ARTL 1 CAYUS

inchoative/causative alternations




skC (B] [G] auch mit s) [c&o] II sak-
kaC, ysakkaC (1) auskiihlen, abkiih-
len, kalt werden (etwas) - subj. 3 pl
mahhéilli ta ysakkaC sie nehmen
(die Milch vom Feuer) herunter, da-
mit sie abkiihlt I 39.44; (2) kalt
werden (jd-m); frieren (intr) - prat. 1
sg sdkkaCit ana es wurde mir kalt I
56.18 - perf. 2 sg. m. CsikkeC? ist dir
kalt geworden? frierst du?

vV askaC®, yaskaC kalt werden
(jd-m); frieren (intr); erfrieren - prit.
3 sg. m askaC hann askra die Ar-
mee fror III 99.50 - prat. 1 sg (3
askCit 11 5742 - prat. 3 pl askaC
IIT 99.57 - pras. 3 pl. m. CammaskCin
111 99.51; [G] mas@kCin 11 40.38

ksr 484

uns zuriick II 64.11 - ipt. sg. m. mit
suff. 3 sg f kus@rna! 1aB von ihr
ab! 1 68.20 - perf. 3 sg. m. kasser
I 91.19 - perf 3 pl e kissirin
CORRELL 1969 1X,20

kussur kurz, klein (Person) -
wakcéa kussur kurze Zeit III 52.19;
ib wa kussur wenn er klein(er)
gewesen wire II 18.28 - m. sg. det.
kussora SP 355 - f sg indet.
kussor IV 15.5 - pl. m. indet. kussurin

I 22.15

aksar el. kiirzer

ksr? kasra [€ioo < b < lat cas-

trum] (1) Burg, SchloB, Palast v
4317; B 1 84.13; [ 11 69.18 - cstr
kasril malka KonigsschloB IV 4.
314 - pl. kasro; (2) Zimmer im
ObergeschoB [cf. BARTH. S. 661]
PS 71,29

kss [0, jid-pal. YIP, of 8] I
akas, yikkus, ikkas, yukkus (1)
abschneiden, beschneiden, (Baume)
fallen - prat. 3 sg f mit doppelt. suff
kasslalla li§Sona sie schnitt ihr
die Zunge ab PS 4,7 - ipt. sg m.
koss 1 88.190 - mit suff 3 sg f
kussa 1V 55.2 - pras. 3 sg. m. mit suff.
3 sg f kasesla 1 32.11 - pras. 1 sg
t [§] nkassol lanna xI6sa ich schnei-
de die Nachgeburt ab II 6.11 - pras. 3
pl ¢ kossin 1 32.4 - pras. 2 pl. c
mit doppelt. suff. Ckasslilli raysi ihr
schneidet ihm seinen Kopf ab I
88.185 - pris. 1 pl. m mit suff. 3 sg. f
nkassilla Ca felka wir schneiden
sie in zwei Halften PS 50,28 - mit

suff. 3 pl. c. [B] nkassillun 1 35.10; (2)
(Haare) schneiden - prit. 3 sg. m. mit
doppelt. suff. kasslele saCre er
schnitt ihm sein Haar III 49.28 -
pras. 3 sg. f kassos sa€ra sie schnei-
det ihr Haar ST 3.2.1,3; (3) scheren
(Schafe) - prat. 3 pl. m. mit suff. 3 pl.
m, kassunnun 111 23.7 - subj. 3 sg.
m. yukkus 1 39.21 - subj. 1 pl. mit
suff. 3 pl £ [ nkussennen 11 8.1 -
prés. 3 sg. m. koses 1 39.23 - mit
suff. 3 sg f kasesla I 234 -
pras. 1 pl. m. nkassitt tarsa wir
scheren die Herde I 39.20; nkassill
Camrun miClén wir scheren ihnen
die Wolle 1 49.11; (4) zuschneiden,
zurechtschneiden - pras. 1 sg £ (G
nkassol lan dahéta ich schneide die
Armel (beim Nzhen) zu II 7.5; (5)
formen, zurechtbiegen - pras. 3 pl. m.
mit suff. 3 sg m. hanna kassille
hattato xsusay l-naCla die Schmiede
formen es speziell als Hufeisen II
283

IV gkes, yokes zuschneiden lassen,
schneidern lassen - pras. 3 pl. m. (3]
malkissil batlotun sie lassen sich ih-
re Anziige schneidern NAK. 2.7,16
(dort irrt. maksil)

I, inkas, yinkas geteilt werden, auf-
geteilt werden, entfallen - inkas
Ca xull ahhad hamme$ emCa riyal
es entfielen auf jeden 500 Rial I
60.144

ikses abgeschnitten, zugeschnitten,
geformt PS 4,8; [ 11 28.2
kassa As (im Kartenspiel)
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In simplified terms, the basic generalization is that:
e causative coding, especially analytic coding, of a verb pair is more likely when the
noncausal verb’s meaning is on the higher end (the left-hand part) of the scale,
e anticausative coding is more likely when the noncausal verb’s meaning is on the
lower end (the right-hand part) of the scale
e basic (non-derived) verbs (with either a causal or a noncausal meaning) are most
likely to occur in the middle of the scale.

(2) the spontaneity scale

transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk™) (*freeze (intr.)") (*break (intr.)’) (“be cut’)

more causatives more anticausatives
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Haspelmath, 2016

In simplified terms, the basic generalization is that:
e causative coding, especially analytic coding, of a verb pair is more likely when the
noncausal verb’s meaning is on the higher end (the left-hand part) of the scale,
e anticausative coding is more likely when the noncausal verb’s meaning is on the
lower end (the right-hand part) of the scale
e basic (non-derived) verbs (with either a causal or a noncausal meaning) are most
likely to occur in the middle of the scale.

(2) the spontaneity scale unaccusative
transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk™) (*freeze (intr.)") (*break (intr.)’) | (*be cut’)

more causatives more anticausatives



Types of verbs

Transitive: an agent impinges directly on a patient, especially in a physical way.
Unergative: agentive intransitive, (typically volitional) human actions that are not directed specifically at
another participant and that have no inherent limit.
Unaccusative: intransitive verbs with non-agentive meanings implying changes of state, typically of
inanimate participants
o automatic: a process that is easily construed as occurring on its own, without any external energy
input
o  costly: a process that does not so easily occur on its own, but typically involves some energy input
(“cost™)
Agentful: (potential) verb meanings that refer to processes such as ‘be cut’, ‘be washed’, ‘be beaten’
which are quite difficult to construe as occurring on their own, without an agent, because of agent-oriented

manner components in their meaning (i.e. they seem to require reference to an agent in their definition).



Types of verbs

Table 1: Five types of verb meanings on the spontaneity scale: Some examples

Transitive

(most spontane-

ous)

Unergative

Unaccusative

Automatic

Costly

Agentful
(least spontane-
ous)

‘cut’, ‘wash’,
‘throw’, ‘eat’,

b

“hit’, ‘see’

‘talk’, ‘dance’,
‘walk’, ‘play’,

‘work’, ‘scream’

‘melt’, ‘freeze’,

‘dry’, ‘wake up’,

‘sink’, ‘go out
(fire)’

‘break (intr.)’,
‘split (intr.)’,
‘open (intr.)’,
‘close (intr.)’,
‘change (intr.)’,
‘gather (intr.)’

‘be cut’, ‘be
washed’, ‘be
thrown’, ‘be
eaten’, ‘be hit’,
‘be seen’



Types of verbs

(3) basic verb
(noncausal meaning)

a. Turkish ol- ‘die’

b. Japanese kawak-u  ‘dry (intr.)’

c. Lithuanian  deg-ti ‘burn (intr.)’
(4) basic verb
(causal meaning)
a. Russian otkryt’ ‘open (tr.)’
b. Hebrew picel ‘split (tr.)’
c. Swabhili vunj-a ‘break (tr.)’

causative verb (with special coding)
(causal meaning)

‘kill’ (= ‘make die’)

‘dry (tr.)’ (= ‘make dry’)

‘burn (tr.)’ (= ‘make burn’)

ol-dtir-
kawak-as-u
deg-in-ti

anticausative verb (with special coding)
(noncausal meaning)

otkryt’-sja ‘open (intr.)’

hit-pacel ‘split (intr.)’

vunj-ik-a  ‘break (intr.)’



Types of verbs

The term noncausal comprises what has sometimes been called
“inchoative”, but 1t 1s used 1n a much broader sense here, for any verb
meaning that contrasts with a causal verb meaning and lacks its ‘cause’
component.

Thus, break (intr.) 1s noncausal when compared to break (something), but
break something 1s noncausal when compared to make someone break
something.

For verb pairs that make no formal difference between the causal and the
noncausal use (e.g. break), the term labile 1s used.



CAUSAL NONCAUSAL

transitive ‘make cut’ ‘cut’

unergative ‘make talk’ ‘talk’

automatic ‘make freeze’ ‘Irecze’

costly ‘break (tr.)’ ‘break (intr)’

agentful ‘cut’ ‘be cut’
(2) the spontaneity scale
transitive > unergative > automatic > costly = agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk’) (‘freeze (intr.)’) (*break (intr.)’) (‘be cut
<—— more causatives more anticausatives

)

>



Universals



Universals

Universal 1: the higher the noncausal meaning of a causal-noncausal pair is on the
spontaneity scale, the longer and the more analytic any causative marker on the
causal verb form will be.

Universal 2: the lower the noncausal meaning of a causal-noncausal pair is on the

spontaneity scale, the longer and the more analytic any anticausative marker on

the noncausal verb form will be.

(2) the spontaneity scale

transitive > unergative automatic costly > agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk™) (“‘freeze (intr.)’) (‘break (intr.)’) (‘be cut’)

more causatives more anticausatives



(7) a. (causative pair) analytic causative (anaC)  basic noncausal

English make s.o. believe believe
b. (causative pair) long causative (I1gC) basic noncausal
Japanese hasir-ase- hasir-
‘make s.o. run’ ‘run’
c. (causative pair) short causative (shC) basic noncausal
Japanese kawak-as- kawak-
‘dry (tr.)’ ‘dry (intr.)’
d. (labile pair) basic causal basic noncausal
English break (tr.) break (intr.)
e. (anticausative pair) basic causal anticausative (A)
Russian otkryt’ otkryt’-sja
‘open (tr.)’ ‘open (intr.)’
f. (anticausative pair) basic causal analytic anticausative (anaA)
Lezgian xkaz-un xkaz Xun

‘raise’ ‘rise’



Given these six categories,” we can say that the causative-anticausative coding scale
in (8a) roughly corresponds to the spontaneity scale in (8b).

(8) a. anaC > lgC > shC > labile > A > anaA
b. transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful (= 2)

Labile pairs are generally used for automatic and costly meanings (e.g. melt

(tr./intr.), split (tr./intr.)), and analytic anticausatives are mostly used for agentful
meanings (e.g. be cut, be eaten).



Universals

These universals are special cases of the primary Universals 1 and 2, using the less abstract
comparative concepts of (7a-f):

Universal 3: If an analytic causative can be used with base verbs of some type, it can be
used with base verbs of all types higher on the spontaneity scale.

Universal 4: If a synthetic causative can be used with base verbs of some type, analytic
causatives will not be required with base verbs lower on the spontaneity scale.

Universal 5: If an analytic anticausative can be used with base verbs of some type, it can be
used with base verbs of all types lower on the spontaneity scale.

transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful

=

(‘cut’) (“talk™) (‘freeze (intr.)’) (‘break (intr.)’) (‘be cut’)

more causatives more anticausatives




Universals

Universal 6: If a language has synthetic causatives of transitive verbs, it also has synthetic

causatives of intransitive verbs.

(12) a. asak ool-du ette-en (11)
old.man boy-acc hit-psT
“The old man hit the boy.’

b. Bajir aSak-ka ool-du ette-t-ken
Bajyr old.man-patr boy-acc  hit-cAUS-PST
‘Bajyr made the old man hit the boy.’

transitive > unergative >
(‘cut’) (‘talk’)
< more causatives

automatic
(‘freeze (intr.)")

ool  dowy-gan
boy freeze-pst
“The boy froze.’

asak ool-du doy-ur-gan
old.man boy-acc freeze-cAus-pST
‘The old man made the boy freeze.’

agentful
(*be cut’)

> costly >
(‘break (intr.)")

more anticausatives >



Universals

Universal 6: If a language has synthetic causatives of transitive verbs, it also has synthetic
causatives of intransitive verbs.

Table 2: Synthetic causatives: Some language types
(C = synthetic causative, anaC = analytic causative)

Transitive Intransitive
Tuvan C C
Indonesian (anaC) &
(unattested) C anaC
transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk’) (‘freeze (intr.)") (‘break (intr.)’) (*be cut’)

< more causatives more anticausatives >



Universals

Universal 7: If a language has synthetic causatives based on unergative verbs, it also has
synthetic causal verbs corresponding to unaccusative noncausal verbs.

Table 3: Synthetic causatives: Some language types
(C = synthetic causative, anaC = analytic causative)

Transitive Unergative Unaccusative
(‘cut’) (‘talk’) (‘freeze; break’)
Tuvan C C C
Indonesian (anaC) : C C
O’odham (anaC) | (anaC) ‘ &
(unattested) . anaC ” ‘ C . anaC
(unattested) & C anaC
(unattested) C anaC C
transitive > unergative > automatic > costly > agentful
(‘cut’) (“talk”) (‘freeze (intr.)’) (‘break (intr.)’) (‘be cut’)
<

more causatives more anticausatives




Universals

Long and short causative markers:

(22)  Georgian: a-X-eb- vs. a-X-ineb- (Nedjalkov & Sil’nickij 1969)
a. duy- ‘boil (intr.)’ a-duy-eb-s  ‘boils (tr.)’
b. c'er- ‘write’ a-c'er-ineb-s ‘makes s.o0. write’

(23) Malayalam (Dravidian): -CC vs. -(pp)ikk- (Asher & Kumari 1997: 276-277)
a. muruk-‘be tight’ murukk-  ‘tighten’
b. koll- ‘kill’ koll-ikk- ‘make s.o. kill’

(24)  Guarani: m(b)o- vs. -uka (Velazquez-Castillo 2002)
a. ngakua  ‘be big’ mo-ngakua  ‘make big’
b. mopoti  ‘clean (tr.)” mopoti-uka “make s.o0. clean s.th.’

Universal 8: If a language has several causative markers of different lengths, then the longer markers tend to be
used with transitive bases, and the shorter markers tend to be used with intransitive bases.



Length of the markers

In another type of language, the choice between the two markers is conditioned by
the distinction between unergatives and unaccusatives. Examples are given in (28)-(31),
where the (a) examples have an unaccusative base, and the (b) examples have an uner-
gative base."

(28) Halkomelem (Suttles 2004: 234-237)
a. me? ‘come off” mél-x ‘take off”
b. Zimax ‘walk’ Zimax-stox”  ‘make s.o. walk’

(29) Japanese (Shibatanai & Pardeshi 2002: §2.1)
a. kawak- ‘dry (intr.)”  kawak-as- “dry (tr.)’
b. hasir- ‘run’ hasir-ase- ‘make s.o. run’

(30) Ambaric: a- vs. as- (Amberber 2000: §3.1)
a. k'allat’>  ‘melt (intr.))’  a-k’allat’s ‘melt (tr.)’
b. c¢affara  ‘dance’ as-c¢ ‘affora ‘make s.o0. dance’



Universals

Universal 9: If a language has several causative markers of different lengths, then the longer markers
tend to be used with unergative bases, and the shorter marker tend to be used with unaccusative bases.

Table 4: Synthetic causatives: Some language types
(shC = short synthetic causative, 1gC = long synthetic causative)

Transitive Unergative Unaccusative
(‘cut’) (‘talk”) (‘freeze; break’)
Tuvan - C C C
Indonesian 7 (anzi.CH)H | C C
O’odham (anaC) o (ana( ) ............... C
sl 1gC ___________________ e S \h( _____________________________
Halkomelem lgC o | gC . shC
(unattested) shC 1gC | anaC
(unattested) lgC anaC shC

(unattested) anaC shC IgC




Universals

Universals 6°-7’: If a language has an analytic and a synthetic causative, then the analytic
causative tends to be used with transitive/unergative base meanings, and the synthetic
causative with intransitive/unaccusative verb meanings, respectively.

This universal shows that Universals 8 and 9 are very similar to Universals 6 and 7, and all
follow from Universals 1 and 2.



The other side

Automatic noncausal verbs are more likely to have a causative counterpart, while costly
noncausal verbs are more likely to be anticausatives, with a causal basic verb as their

counterpart.

(36) automatic verb meanings  noncausal causal
(basic verbs) (causative verbs)
a. ‘melt’ French fondre faire fondre
Arabic saaha sayyaha
Hindi-Urdu  pighal- pighl-aa-
(37) costly verb meanings noncausal causal
(anticausative verbs) (basic verbs)
a. ‘break’  Armenian Jjard-v-el Jard-el
Hebrew ni-shar Savar
Japanese war-e-ru war-u
b. ‘open’ Arabic in-fataha fataha

Finnish ava-utu-a ava-ta



Prominence

Different languages have different propensities for using causatives or anticausatives.

Languages like Russian, which are anticausative-prominent, tend to have anticausatives
also for automatic verb meanings (e.g. rasplavit’-sja ‘melt (intr.)’).

And languages like Indonesian, which are causative-prominent, tend to have causatives
also for costly verb meanings (e.g. me-matah-kan ‘break (tr.)’).

Languages like Udmurt are intermediate, with an equal number of causatives and
anticausatives.



Universals

Universal 9: If a language generally has causatives of costly base verbs, then it also generally has
causatives of automatic verbs (and all base verbs higher on the spontaneity scale).

Table 5: Causatives and anticausatives: Some language types

(caus = causative, analytic or synthetic, anticaus = anticausative)

Transitive Unergative Automatic Costly

(‘cut”) (‘talk™) (‘freeze”) (‘break™)

Russian caus caus anticaus anticaus

Udmurt caus caus caus 5 anticaus
Indonesian caus caus caus caus
(unattested) caus caus anticaus caus

(unattested) caus anticaus caus caus




Universals

Universal 10: If a language has causatives of any kind of base verb, then it also has causatives
of all base verb types higher on the spontaneity scale.

Universal 11: If a language has anticausatives of any kind of base verb, then it also

has anticausatives of all base verb types lower on the spontaneity scale.

Table 6: Causatives and anticausatives: Some language types
(caus = causative, analytic or synthetic, anticaus = anticausative)

Transitive Unergative Automatic Costly Agentful
(‘cut) (‘talk’) (‘freeze’)  (‘break’)  (‘becut)
Russian caus caus anticaus anticaus anticaus
Udmurt caus caus caus anticaus anticaus
Indonesian caus caus . caus caus anticaus
(unattested) caus caus anticaus caus anticaus
(unattested) caus caus caus anticaus caus

of course, just as
Universal 10 is a
special case of
Universal 1,
Universal 11 is a
special case of
Universal 2.



Hypothetical patterns

Table 7: Causative/anticausative patterns allowed by Universals 1 and 2

Transitive Unergative Automatic Costly Agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk™) (‘freeze’) (‘break’) (‘be cut’)
type 1 anaC 1gC shC labile A
type 2 anaC anaC anaC anaC anaA
type 3 anaC anaC anaC lgC shC
type 4 shC labile labile labile labile
type 5 A A A A anaA

type 6 anaC C C & C




More universals

Universals 11a-d (absolute cut-off points for causatives, labile verbs and
anticausatives):

a. analytic causatives occur only as far down the scale as automatic meanings.
b. anticausatives occur only as far up the scale as automatic meanings.

c. Labile verbs occur only as far up the scale as automatic meanings.

d. (Synthetic) causatives occur only as far down the scale as costly meanings.



Universal 11

No language allows analytic causatives for costly or agentful meanings (cf. 11a). In
other words, no language says ‘make s.o. break s.th.’ to express ‘break (tr.)’, let
alone ‘make s.th. be cut’ for ‘cut’.

No language allows anticausatives for unergative (let alone transitive) meanings
(cf. 41b). In other words, no language says ‘be made to talk’ to express ‘talk’, let
alone ‘be made to cut’ to say ‘cut’.

Almost no language allows labile verbs for meanings higher than automatic (cf.
41c). Unergatives such as ‘falk’, ‘work’ or ‘walk’ are almost never labile, with
additional causal meanings ‘make s.o. talk’, ‘make s.o. work’ or ‘make s.o. walk’.



Universal 11

In the European languages, labile verbs are generally not used for agentful
meanings either (1.e. labile verbs never mean ‘cut’ and ‘be cut’), but there seem to
be quite a few languages elsewhere where such labile verbs are common
(especially in African languages, e.g. in Mandinka, where transitive verbs can be
used in a passive-like construction without any coding). Thus, labile verbs actually
have the same cut-off behavior as anticausatives.

Finally, almost no language allows causatives for causal counterparts of agentful
meanings (cf. 41d). In other words, languages almost never say ‘make something
be cut’ for ‘cut’.



Actual patterns

Table 8: Five language types exemplified with concrete languages

Transitive Unergative Automatic Costly Agentful
(‘cut’) (‘talk™) (‘freeze’) (‘break’) (‘be cut’)
English anaC anaC labile labile anaA
German anaC anaC labile A anaA
Latvian 1gC 1gC shC A anaA
Japanese 1gC 1gC shC A A
Indonesian anaC C C C anaA




Explanations

1. Frequency and expectedness/predictability.
2. Alternative explanations (e.g. ease of conceptualisation, iconicity via the

notion of transparency, etc.)

“Whatever the virtues of these competing explanations of the correlation
between the forms and meanings of causative markers, they are less general
than my explanation in terms of form-frequency correspondence, because they
do not explain why languages tend to employ anticausatives lower on the

spontaneity scale.”



