“Verbal case” in Ashti Dargwa

Trivia Ashti Dargwa, like other Dargwa languages, has hierarchical person agreement (Sumbatova 2011;
Belyaev 2013):
« inintransitive clauses, the verb or auxiliary agrees with S;
« in transitive clauses, the verb agrees with either A or P:

— if A is SAP (1st or 2nd person) while P is non-SAP (3rd person), the verb agrees with A;

— if P is SAP (1st or 2nd person) while A is non-SAP (3rd person), the verb agrees with P;

— ifboth A and P are SAPs, the verb agrees with P.

Case alignment is ergative. Gender agreement is always with the absolutive (S/P).

Agreement “switches”. While most finite forms in Ashti (both synthetic and periphrastic) do not overtly indi-
cate which of the arguments (A or P) controls person agreement, a minority of synthetic forms (Conditional,
Imperative, and the seldom-used Habitual) have markers -i- and -u- that occur before the person markers (in
the 1st and 2nd person only) and indicate whether the agreement controller is A or S/P, respectively (1)—-(2).
Reflexive clauses use -i- (3). Thus the full paradigm of Conditional person markers is as follows:

P
A 1 2 3

1 S | LI | B R O
2 -u-lli -i-td -i-tid
3 -ulli -u-td -ali

Initial generalization IassumethatDargwasyntaxisaccusative (standard susjvs. oBy); ifFalk’s(2006) theory
is used, as in Belyaev (2013), little will change in the analysis.

The most straightforward version of an LFG analysis would be to state the generalization “as is”: -i- marks
the suBj of transitive verbs while -u- either marks the oBj of transitives or suBj of intransitives (i).

(i) -i- (TAGR)=((1 SUBJ AGR) -u-  {(TAGR)=((TSUBJAGR)
(Tosy) = (T omy)|
(TAGR)=((TOBJAGR)}
However, this incorrectly predicts both -i- and -u- for reflexives, while, in fact, only -i- is possible (3).
An alternative is to keep the definition of -i- but redefine -u- as the negative of -i-, i.e. covering all contexts
where -i- does not apply:
(i) @AGENTAGR:= (1TAGR)=c(1SUBJAGR) -i-  @AGENTAGR
(1 omy) -u- —@AGENTAGR=
{(+acR) £ (15uBj acn) |
~(Tomy)}

That is, either the person agreement features are not those of the subject, or the verb is intransitive. This
correctly predicts the distribution in (1)-(2) while allowing only -i- in reflexive contexts.
However, this straightforward distribution faces two problems.

First mystery: Intransitives As shown in (2), intransitive verbs in Ashti normally use -u-, which is consistent
with the fact that agreement is controlled by the absolutive. However, in certain cases, -i- can be used instead
of -u- (Belyaev 2016), without any change in case marking, see (4)—(5) and (5).

The choice of -i- vs. -u- is not determinned lexically; this replacement seems to be possible for any verb,
making Ashti similar to so-called “fluid S” (Dahlstrom 1983) split intransitive languages. As indicated in the
translations, using -i- seems to convey various additional effects: lower agenitivity / control over the event (4)
and atelicity (5).

Second mystery: Affectives. Ashti, like most other Daghestanian languages, has a class of so-called affective
verbs, whose most prominent argument is an Experiencer rather than an Agent (‘see’, ‘hear’, “know’, etc.).
These verbs mark the Experiencer with the dative case. In Ashti, the dative argument behaves just as the erga-
tive with respect to agreement, i.e. the same hierarchical rules apply (6). However, as also seen in (6), synthetic
forms invariably use the marker -i- (which otherwise encodes person agreement with .A), regardless of whether
A or P is the person agreement controller.



Solution In what follows, I will attempt to resolve these mysteries by assuming that the definition in (ii) is
basically correct, and show that this assumption leads one to rather unexpected results.

For intransitives, the use of -i-, according to the definition in (ii), means that (a) the verb has both suBy and
0B]J; (b) the agreement controller is the suBj. As seen from examples like (5), the case marking of the agreement
controller does not change: it is still the absolutive argument. Hence, the agreement controller must be both the
(absolutive) direct object and the transitive subject. This can be achieved by postulating that such verbs only
have a semantic oBj argument; the suBj is a non-thematic argument that is structure-shared with osj. This is
shown in (3) on the right.

f-structure of (4a) f-structure of (4b)
- . q PRED die<OBJ>SUBJ’
PRED die<sUB)>
. SUBJ
PRED pro . .
PRED pro
(1ii) NUM SG
SUBJ NUM SG
AGR PERS 1 OBJ
AGR PERS 1
GEND M
GEND M
AGR -
L . AGR

With affective verbs, the constant use of -i- means that agreement has to always happen with the transitive
suBJ (A), even in spite of apparent agreement with P. A possible solution is to assume that, like -i-marked
intransitives, affective verbs have suBj as a non-thematic argument. The two thematic arguments are OBLpr
(the Experiencer) and oBj (the Stimulus). The subject can be structure shared with either. This ensures that,
whoever becomes the agreement controller, it will be a subject in a transitive clause (i.e. in a clause that also
has a direct object).

f-structure of (6a) f-structure of (6b)
[PRED  ‘see<OBLp,r OBJ>SUB] | [PRED  ‘see<OBLpar OBJ>SUBJ
SUBJ SUBJ
[PRED  “pro’ i [PRED ‘Patimat’
[NUM sG] [NUM sG]
OBLoar |, Gr PERS 1 OBLoar | \Gr PERS 3
(iv) |GEND M | i [GEND  F |
[PRED ‘Patimat’ [PRED ‘pro’ i
[NUM sG] [NUM sG]
OB] AGR PERS 3 o AGR PERs 1
GEND F GEND M
AGR i i _ AGR i i -

Discussion The semantic effects of the choice of -u- vs. -i- with intransitive verbs in (4)-(5) are strikingly
similar to the opposition of unaccusative vs. unergative verbs in those languages where the choice is not purely
lexical, seei.a. Perlmutter (1978) and Hout (2004). Therefore, it is instructive that rigidly following the definition
in (ii) leads one to an analysis that generally mirrors the classical transformational treatment of unaccusativity.
While the resulting structures look exotic, the behaviour of affective verbs casts doubt on the possibility of a
purely semantic analysis. In the presentation, I will discuss the analysis and its syntactic implications in more
detail, as well as compare it to other LFG approaches to unaccusativity (Bresnan and Zaenen 1990; Zaenen 1993).
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Examples

(1) a. Aagreement: -i-
id  b-us-i-ti
thou-ERG that N-catch.PFV-A-COND.2[sG]
‘If you (sg.) catchiit...

b. P agreement: -u-

id-dil us-u-t:i
that-ErG thou [m]catch.PFv-s/P-COND.2[SG]
‘If it catches you...

(2) S agreement: -u-
d-ax-u-d-a
we 1PL-gO0.IPFV-S/P-1-PL
If we go...

(3) reflexive: -i-
di-l  du w-aq’-aq’-i-lli
I-eréc I M-wound.PFV-CAUS-A-COND.1[SG]
‘If I wound myself...

(4) a. -u-withintransitives: lack of control
ka-mma-w-izk-u-t
DOWN-NEG-M-fall.IPFV-s/P-2[sG]

‘[be careful, ] do not fall [by accident]’

b. -i-with intransitives: agentivity
ka-mma-w-i:¢-i-t
DOWN-PROH-fall.IPFV-A-2[SG]

‘do not fall [, make an effort]’

(5) a. -u-withintransitives: telicity
patimat.li-Siu w-ax~max-u-t
P.-APUD[LAT] M-g0.IPFV~PROH-S/P-2[SG]

‘do not go to Patimat’

b. -i- with intransitives: atelicity
w-as~mas-i-t
M-Z0~PROH-A-2[SG]

‘do not go [anywhere]’

(5) retention of absolutive subject marking with -i-

du w-ibc-i-lli gal  galli-j d-ik:-a

I M-die.PFv-A-CcOND.1sG house son-DAT NPL-give.PFV-IMP.SG

‘If I die, give the house to (my) son’

(6) affective verbs: invariably -i-
a. patimat j-ulh-i-d ! “j-ulh-u-d
ILoaT P. F-see.IPFV-A-1[SG]
‘I see Patimat.
b. patimat 2ulh-i-d | *2ulki-u-d
P. I [M]see.1PFV-A-1[sG]

‘Patimat sees me’



