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CLAUSE COMBINING, ERGATIVITY, AND
COREFERENT DELETION IN KURMANJI
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ABSTRACT

A distinction is commonly made between morphological or surface ergativity, and
ntactic or deep ergativity, based on what Dixon has termed the "pivot" behavior
(S/A vs. S/O) of a language. Since marked constructions enable an S/A pivot to
function even in some deep ergative languages, deep or syntactic ergativity might be
_:erpreted as gradational, depending on the degree to which ergative morphology
interferes with the grammar of clause integration and referent coherence. For spoken
Kurmanji, a northwest Iranian language with surface ergativity, tentative restrictions
“on zero-anaphora in conjoined clauses are identified which relate to ergative agree-
ment patterns. These are compared to the distribution of zero-anaphora in other
complex constructions involving clause combining. Surface ergativity is found to be
one of a variety of factors which may promote re-location of the subject referent in
‘a language in which non-finite structures play a peripheral role, and multi-clause
constructions are under pressure to replicate the structure of single proposition clauses.

Introduction

- The basic facts of ergative morphology in Kurmanji (or northern Kurdish,
: northwest Iranian language) have been summarized by Bynon (1979;
80), Payne (1979), Bubenik (1989; 1992) and Matras (1992), and appear
n some of the more recent grammars and manuals of the language.! An
er examination of a number of syntactic properties of transitive clauses
n the language (Matras 1992) has shown that Kurmanji on the whole has
erely “surface”-ergativity, and syntactic operations generally show similar
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patterns in transitive and in intransitive clauses. However, it was g
that some cases of subject coreferentiality in combined clauseg Might ke
affected to a certain cxtent by the ergative morphology.? This Paper exam.
ines the rules for coreferential marking of continuous subjects in Combipeg
clauses in Kurmanji more closely in an attempt to determine which condi.
tions govern zero-anaphora on the one hand, and the distribution of over
personal pronouns marking coreferential subjects on the other.

More specifically, it is concerned with the extent to which the ergative
morphology of the transitive subject NP and the difference in verh agreemeny
patterns in transitive and intransitive clauses interfere with the Universa]
tendency to omit overt reference to highly continuous subjects in semanticg].
ly related conjoined clauses, as well as with the devices which speakers have
at their disposal for marking reference continuity when zero-anaphora g
considered inadmissible.

2gesteq

2. Zero-anaphora and the S/A pivot in ergative languages

Syntactic ergativity is known to differ from morphological ergativity in
the way in which S (the intransitive subject), A (the transitive subject) and
O (the transitive direct object) are grouped in complex syntactic operations,
Much discussion has been devoted to the question of the subject of ergative
languages and its behavior in relation to universal subject properties such as
reflexivization, relativization, and equi-control (cf. Keenan 1976; Anderson
1976; Sasse 1978). It appears that of these features, only those relations
which Dixon (1994:152-177, and earlier) terms “pivot” are in fact crucial to
an understanding of the extent to which ergativity is reflected in the syntax
of a language. Dixon’s “pivot” pertains to the coreferentiality of the subject,
as reflected in the surface representations (S, A) of conjoined clauses.
Secondary verbs that modify a main verb, such as modals, as Dixon (1994:
134-136) points out, are in any language likely to have the same subject (S
or A) as the verb to which they are linked (cf. Givon 1995: 246, 257).
Similarly, the control over reflexive pronouns is a property of the universal
category of semantic subject, and the behavior of ergative languages in this
respect is found to be no different from that of nominative-accusative
languages. Thus, it is the pivoting behavior of a language, a feature inherent-
ly linked to the rules and grammar of coreference, which ultimately helps
define the degree of syntactic ergativity.
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Dixon (1994: 157-160) proposes a basic framework for pivot investiga-
tion which should help determine the degree of ergative syntax exhibited by
a language. Universal generalizations on the options available for allowing
/A coreferentiality in ergative systems are difficult to make since, as Givén
(1995: 250-251) has recently pointed out, full documentation on behavior-
and-control properties in languages is still largely missing. But on the whole,
absolute restrictions on the coreferentiality ¢f S and A in conjoined clauses
appear to be rare,? although the types of strategies adopted by languages to
allow such coreferentiality vary. For example, while an ergative language
may allow the S/A-pivot, it might not rely entirely on the rules for anaphoric
referent tracking in order to express subject continuity across the transi-
tive/intransitive boundary, that is, where clauses differing in transitivity are
combined. In Chechen (Nichols 1983) zero-anaphora with a transitive verb
can be coreferential with the subject NP of an intransitive verb and vice
versa, but coreferentiality versus non-coreferentiality (SS vs. DS) may be
indicated by the form of the converb used in the conjunct clause. Similarly
in Enga, a Papuan language (Li and Lang 1979), an intransitive and a
transitive verb may be conjoined and reference to the subject of the sentence-
medial verb may be deleted, but instead of taking a tense and person-number
marker this verb takes a suffix indicating coreferentiality of the subjects, as
well as simultaneity versus consecutiveness of events.

In Newari (Genetti 1988) ergative case marking on the subject NP of a
transitive clause is optional if this clause is followed in a complex construc-
tion by an intransitive clause, the subjects of both clauses are coreferential,
and the second occurrence of the subject is expressed by zero-anaphora.* The
choice of case (ergative or absolutive) on the subject NP depends on the
topicality of the direct object in the transitive clause: the more topical the
object, the more transitive the entire construction, and so the more likely it
is for the subject to appear in the ergative case. The interesting point is that
in Newari, when the subject of a transitive clause is coreferential with that
of a topical intransitive clause, the ergative pattern is dropped. Thus, the
formal properties of ergative morphology yield to the grammar of referential
coherence, which in turn is sensitive to the pragmatics of clause topicality.

Dixon (1994: 180-181; based on Kibrik 1990) discusses Chamalal
(northeast Caucasian), where the preference given to S/A coreferentiality
over morphological ergative marking is just as striking. In Chamalal it is
possible to express a coreferential subject through zero-anaphora in the
second clause when the first clause is intransitive and the second is transitive.




616 YARON MATRAS

But when the first clause is transitive and the second intransitive, (hq
absolutive subject NP of the second clause must be moved to before the fipg
clause in order to allow zero-anaphora in the transitive clause. Thus ultimgge.
ly the grammar of subject continuity and referent coherence has preference
over the formal features of ergative morphology. But at the same time jt jg
apparent that ergative morphology is treated as a barrier to the option of
zero-anaphora continuous reference when clauses differing in transitivity gre
combined.

The impression that speakers of ergative languages seek an optigy
allowing them to overcome this barrier is supported by historical processeg
in some languages. Givén (1990: 887-889) reports on Amahuaca, a Panogg
language from Amazonian Peru, where conjoined clauses, having historically
adopted a reference tracking device from dependent adverbial clauses, may
now show either absolutive-to-absolutive or absolutive-to-ergative continuity,
Speakers thus have a choice between an S/A and an S/0 pivot. According tg
Haspelmath (1993: 337-338), in literary and older Lezgian coordination g
only possible if both predicates are either transitive or intransitive, but in the
modern language this restriction no longer applies, and the coreferential
subjects of coordinated intransitive/transitive and transitive/intransitive
clauses may be expressed by zero-anaphora in the second clause. Finally,
even in Dyirbal, the classical “deep” ergative, S/O pivot language, the
antipassive construction allows for an underlying transitive agent marked by
zero-anaphora to become the coreferent of the subject of an intransitive
clause (Schmidt 1985; Nedergaard Thomsen 1994).> Cooreman (1988) has
even found that in actual Dyirbal discourse, occurrences of the accusative
coreference pattern outnumber those of the ergative pattern by more than two
to one, and the S/O pivot is reflected only minimally.®

Several preliminary observations can therefore be made concerning
ergativity and coreference in combined clauses: a) The natural tendency (o
express highly continuous subjects through zero-anaphora might be blocked
in ergative languages in combined clauses which differ in transitivity, since
different case-marking and agreement patterns in transitive and intransitive
clauses interfere with the usual grammatical devices which support the
retrieval of the semantic subject; b) Ergative languages, however, seek to
overcome this restriction on the natural requirements of connected discoursé
cither by using secondary (marked) constructions for the purpose of clause
combining, or by introducing restrictions on the occurrence of ergative
morphology, or simply by allowing the semantic-pragmatic S/A coreferent
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pivot to function independently of case and agreement patterns;’ c) Since the
pivot factor is the most crucial in determining the degree of syntactic
ergativity, ergative languages might be placed on a continuum with respect
to the restrictions imposed on the S/A pivot. The more marked the construc-
tion which allows for an S/A pivot to occur, the “deeper” ergativity is in the
language. The degree of syntactic ergativity could, accordingly, be regarded
as the degree to which ergative morphology infiltrates the grammar of
coherence and continuity of roles, participants and referents in discourse.

3. The ergative pattern in formal and spoken Kurmanji

In this section I present the facts of ergative formation in formal or
literary Kurmanji, followed by observations based on the results of recent
work with informants from the Turkish part of Kurdistan.® As in the other
Indo-Iranian languages, ergativity in Kurmanji shows a tense/aspect-based
split. Case opposition (nominative or “direct” vs. oblique) in Kurmanji
appears in the pronominal system, and with feminine nouns, but, with few
exceptions, not with undetermined masculine nouns.” In past tenses in formal
and literary Kurmanji, clauses are ergative: the subject of the transitive
clause (A) appears in the oblique case, while the direct object (O) takes the
nominative and agrees with the verb:

(1) min tu dit-1
[:0BL you:NOM saw-2:8G
‘T saw you’

(2) te ez dit-im
you:OBL I:NOM saw-1:5G
“You saw me’

(3) min ew dit-in

[:0BL 3:PERS:NOM saw-PL
‘T saw them’

4) (e)wan ez dit-im
they:0BL I:NOM saw-1:5G
‘They saw me’
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In past tense intransitive clauses, the subject (S) remains in the NOMinggjy
. ¢
and agrees with the verb:

(5) ez ch-m
[:NOM went-1:5G
‘I went’

(6) tu ¢a-yi
YOU:NOM went-2:5G
‘You went’

Due to the tense/aspect-based split, in present tenses both transitive gpq
intransitive clauses have a nominative-accusative type formation, Thus,
examples (1) and (2), ‘T saw you’ and ‘You saw me’, show reversed cage.
assigment and agreement patterns when compared to their present-
counterparts in (7) and (8):

tense

(7) ez te di-bin-im
[:NOM you:0BL PROG-see-1:5G
‘I see you’

(8) tu min  di-bin-i

you:NOM L:0BL PROG-see-2:SG
‘You see me’

Intransitive clauses, on the other hand, have the same case assignment and
agreement patlerns in past and present tenses, and so case and agreement in
(5) and (6) correspond to those in (9) and (10):

(9) ez di-¢-im
[:NOM PROG-go-1:5G
‘I am going’

(10) tu di-¢-f
YOU:NOM PROG-g0-2:5G
“You are going’

These rules on the distribution and formation of the ergative construction
prevail in grammars of the language and in most publications in Kurmanji.
In the spoken language, at least in the central and southern regions of the
Kurmanji-speaking areas in Turkey (or Turkish Kurdistan), however, it
appears that the structural formation of past-tense transitive constructions is
subject to variation, indicating that the language is in a stage of transition.
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Thus, while “pure” ergative constructions of the type presented above still
- gppear in the spoken language — examples of such constructions provided
py informants will be cited later on — for the translations of (1)—(4), I
obtained the following Kurmanji versions:

(11) min te dit
[:0BL you:0OBL saw-@
‘I saw you’

(12) te min  dit
you:0BL [:0BL saw-@
“You saw me’

(13) min ewana dit
L:0BL they:NOM/OBL saw-@
‘T saw them’

(14) ewana min  dit

they:NOM/OBL I:0BL saw-@
‘They saw me’

(11)—(14) show a pattern of ergative reduction resembling that of at least
one of Kurmanji’s relations among the northern Iranian Pamir languages,
Rofani (Payne 1979; 1980): It abolishes verb agreement with the object,
using a neutral form of the verb, and re-introduces oblique (=accusative)
marking of the object into past-tense transitive clauses while keeping the
oblique (=ergative) marking on the subject, resulting in the rarely attested
“double oblique system” (cf. Comrie 1978), with no verb agreement.'®
Dorleijn (1996: 68), in a recent investigation of the structure of transitive
clauses in spoken varieties of Kurmanji from southeastern Turkey, presents
the following breakdown of syntactic constructions in past-tense transitive
clauses among speakers whose Kurmanji dialects are considered “stable”,
that is, not exposed to particularly intensive contact with Turkish:

absolute figure: 508 (100%)
ergative/absolutive type: 68.3%
double oblique, no agreement: 26.7%
double oblique, subject agreement: 4%
nominative/accusative type: 1%

The breakdown for speakers of the Diyarbakir dialect, which has been
shaped by prolonged Kurmanji-Turkish contact, shows, on the other hand, a
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majority of double oblique constructions. Most of those have no agreemepg
(48.6%), and only some have subject agreement (10%). A relatively high
percentage of past-tense transitive constructions among Diyarbakir Speakerg
are of the nominative/accusative type (40.2%), and only 1.2% show full
ergative constructions. The differences between Diyarbakir and non-Diyap.
bakir speakers leads Dorleijn to consider language contact as g factor
significantly promoting the decay of ergativity in the language.'" Byt there
are also language-internal factors involved in this development. Based o the
low frequency of occurrence of double oblique constructions with subject
agreement, Dorleijn (1996: 117) argues that there is a strong tendency
towards interdependency of the nominative (or ‘“direct”) case and verb
agreement, that is, ergative-type verb agreement is likely to be lost once the
direct object (O) is assigned the oblique case. The transition from a noming.
tive to an oblique marking of the direct object appears to begin in the third
person plural, where for pronouns the nominative/oblique distinction is
completely lost and a unified form in (e)wan(a) emerges; it continues to the
second person singular, where the pronominal forms fu (nominative) ang te
(oblique) tend to merge in one form displaying the allmorphs i, te, ty
(Dorleijn 1996: 132); it finally reaches the third person singular, where the
pronouns ew (nominative), ewf (oblique masculine), ewé (oblique feminine)
are often interchangeable. According to Dorleijn (p. 125), second person
singular and third person plural objects are generally least resistant, while
first and second person plural objects arc most resistant to conversion into
the oblique case. Finally, Dorleijn (p. 132) argues that the collapse of the
ergative pattern is further reinforced by a partial levelling of verb agreement
patterns, notably a re-interpretation of the second person singular ending -
as the participle ending - and so a third person (or default) agreement
marker.

The following examples provide an illustration of the variability of case
and agreement patterns in past tense transitive constructions in the corpus of
the present study:

(15) ew Jji mi sual kir ku ewi  heta
he:NoMm from LoeL asked-@ that he:0BL until
niha pere  daye  min
now money gave-@ [:0BL
‘He asked me whether he had already given me some money’
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(16) ew di-zanibii ku ew careké min  ditibil
he:NOM PROG-knew-@ that he:NOM once 1:0BL had:seen-@
‘He knew that he had seen me once (before)’

(17) min di-zanibii ku min careké ewi  ditibii
[:0BL PROG-knew-@ that I:0BL once he:0BL had:seen-@
‘I knew that I had seen him once (before)’

The matrix verbs in (15)-(17) are all treated as transitive in formal
Kurmanji, as are the embedded verbs dan ‘give’ in (15) and ditin ‘see’ in
(16)—(17). In formal Kurmanji, one would therefore expect all clauses in
(15)-(17) to display ergative constructions. In the examples cited here,
however, a mixed pattern appears. First, of the transitive subjects (A’s), only
those in the first person appear consistently in the oblique case (example 17),
while for third person A’s nominative and oblique case markings seem to be
interchangeable. Second, pronominal direct objects appear in the oblique
case, instead of the expected nominative: min ‘me’ in (16), ewi ‘him’ in (17)
(in (15) pere ‘money’, being a masculine noun, takes no oblique ending).
Finally, verb-agreement patterns are usually ambiguous. As a rule, in both
formal and spoken Kurmanji, matrix verbs which have a complement clause
carry the default form of the third singular. This is best seen in (17) — min
dizanibii ‘I knew’. In the embedded clauses, however, it is impossible to tell
whether agreement is default or with the object in (15) and (17) and default
or with the subject in (16).

The reduction of the ergative construction is occasionally documented in
Kurmanji texts written by semi-professional writers (as there is no education
system operating in Kurmanji, authors are often left to take their own
decisions regarding both orthographical and grammatical conventions; cf.
Matras 1989):'?

(18) re min din kir
you:0BL 1:0BL mad made-@
‘You have driven me mad’

(19) pirani-ya komel-én endam-én
majority-DET:F association-DET:PL member-DET:PL
federasyon-é li bajar-én xwe Newroz-é
federation-OBL in town-DET:PL REFL Newroz-OBL




622 YARON MATRAS

piroz kir-in

celebrated-PL i}

‘Most of the federation’s member associations celebrated Newrgy, o8

(=Kurdish New Year) in their own towns’ 4

(18) shows a double oblique pattern with no verb agreement. In (19), the ¢
author apparently aims at a full nominative-accusative construction: the

actual syntactic subject of the sentence is pirani ‘majority’, a singular noun, qf

which is modified in the Izafe attributive construction by the ‘member
organizations of the federation’, a plural noun. The oblique case in federg- a
syon-é ‘federation’ is due to the position of the word as a dependent in the c
attributive construction, and not as an A in a past tense transitive clause. The P
case of the complex subject noun phrase is impossible to determine since the d
morphology of the Izafe attributive construction takes precedence over cagse c
marking in the language. The oblique marking on Newroz-¢ however shows 1
the conversion-to-oblique of the direct object. Finally, it appears to be the Y
plural semantics of pirani ‘majority’ in the subject noun phrase which i
triggers the plural agreement on the verb. g

Informants’ intuitions suggest that we might be dealing with a pragmatic It
alternation, i.e. with a device related to the topicality of the referent. Such f
distribution of ergative case marking appears, as mentioned above, in Newari q
(Genetti 1988), but also in Waxi, an Iranian language of the Pamir group, )
related to Kurmanji (Bashir 1986)." Dorleijn (1996: 68, footnote 20) points !

out that speakers evaluated the difference between the ergative and the 4
double oblique construction as one of speech style, the ergative construction "
being the more formal. The actual function of the nominative/oblique !

alternation needs to be investigated further on the basis of uncontrolled
discourse; for the present study it is sufficient, though necessary, to bear in
mind that we are dealing with a language which allows for variation, and is ]
probably in a stage of transition as regards the rules on the structure and
distribution of syntactic patterns in past-tense transitive clauses.

To summarize the structural features of simple past tense transitive
clauses in spoken Kurmanji, let us recall the following:

— Ergative constructions alternate with double oblique constructions.

— In the latter, there is generally no verb agreement.

~  Null-agreement on the verb is identical to third person singular agreement.
— There is a unified form in all cases for the pronoun in the third person
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jural. In the third person singular, and possibly in the second singular as
¢ll, nominative and oblique forms tend to be interchangeable. Only first
ed Newrgpeson singular and plural and second person plural pronouns retain two
itinct case forms, and so transitive subjects (A) are expected to differ

In (19), th onsistently from intransitive subjects (S) only for these persons.

uction: the How can the facts about case marking and agreement patterns in collo-
gular nouy ma] Kurmanjl be expected to 1ntertere with the grammar of coreferentlal

in Newa 'a[ levelling. The ﬁrst person transitive subject A, however, does not agree
nir group ith the verb, regardless of whether agreement is with the direct object (i.e.
20) points! full” ergative type) or default (as usually found in double oblique construc-
- and thetions). Should there be ergativity-related restrictions on zero-anaphora in
nstructioncombined clauses, one would therefore expect them to apply to the first
/e/oblique person, rather than to the third.

controlled
to bear in
on, and g4 Coreferent subjects and clause integration
cture and
Given the facts of morphological ergativity, and the universal properties
transitive of reference and iconicity of referential coherence (the tendency to express
highly continuous referents grammatically through zero-anaphora; cf. Givon
1983; 1990, Ch. 20), one would expect a language with morphological

s ergativity to follow one of two rules:

reement. (20) a. To allow, in principle, zero-anaphora coding of a continuous
d person subject in combined clauses, even when different agreement
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rules operate in each of the clauses; in other words not (g
restrict the S/A pivot.

b. Not to allow such coding when the combined clauses differ
transitivity, that is to apply a restriction on the grammar of
coreference accompanying the S/A pivot.

Alternatively, there might not be a definite rule on (20), and (20a), being
the more permissive, might apply but be overruled under certain conditiong
by a restriction of the type suggested in (20b). Note that spoken Kurmanji i
typically not a pro-drop language, and so it does not allow for subject
omission in simple assertive sentences. The questions which (20) raises are
thus twofold: First, to what extent does one use zero-anaphora rather thap
overt pronominal reference when the language is ergative, and clauses can
show either transitive or intransitive agreement patterns? And second, g
what extent do reference strategies applied in clause coordination, where the
S/A pivot surfaces, differ from those in other complex constructions (embed-
dings, adverbial clauses) where subject-control is universal?

Dixon (1994: 157-160), in his framework for pivol investigation, men-
tions nine basic possibilities for one common NP to occur in fwo syntac-
tically linked clauses, if one considers as basic syntactic functions S, A and
O. However, we know that Kurmanji does not allow an S/O pivol. In a
sentence such as ‘I came and you saw me’, overt reference to the O of the
second transitive clause, ‘me’, cannot be omitted, although object agreement
with the verb at least in the literary language might supply a structural
possibility for doing so:'

(2l *ez hat-im i te dit-im
[:NOM came-1:5G and you:OBL saw-1:8G

Of course there is the possibility of rendering the sentence by means of
a passive construction (as Dixon does in the pivot test for English), thus
‘1 came and (I-@) was seen by you’. Such a construction is of little interest
to our investigation since in Kurmanji the passive construction uses the verb
hatin ‘to come’ as an auxiliary. The O of the underlying transitive construc
tion becomes the subject of an intransitive clause, an S, and thus indistin-
guishable from other S’s. The underlying A may be expressed as a preposk:
tional object with ji ‘from’, but such occurrences are rare even in prost
Finally, the passive construction seldom appears in spoken Kurmanji, which
is the focus of this study. We are thus left with two syntactic relations, S and
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A, and four possible occurrences of coreferential NPs in combined clauses:
g-intrans/S-intrans, S-intrans/A-trans, A-trans/A-trans, and A-trans/S-intrans.

If restrictions of the type suggested in (20) are found in the language
only in certain environments, one would expect their distribution to follow
the universals of clause integration and referential coherence, which in turn
correlate with the semantics and pragmatics of propositional chaining in
discourse. The point of departure here is Givén’s (1990, Ch. 19) hypothesis
on the iconic relation between event and clause integration: The more two
events are integrated semantically and pragmatically, the more the clauses
that code them can be expected to be integrated grammatically, including the
grammar of referential coherence. On the far side of the integration continu-
um one finds complement constructions, i.e. complex constructions where an
embedded clause serves as an argument of the main clause. In complement
constructions, the most tightly integrated clauses are expected to be those
which encode a single event: complements of verbs of modality and manipu-
lation (see Givon 1990: 516-537), while the least tightly integrated are those
in which two separate events are represented: complements of verbs of
cognition, perception, and utterance, or epistemic verbs.

The domain of adverbial clauses — syntactically dependent clauses
which encode two separate events — will be represented below by purposive
clauses, since these typically have the same subject in their main clause and
might therefore be expected to show greater integration with regard to
referential coherence. For the Dyirbal of younger speakers, Schmidt (1985)
has found that purposive clauses are the only clauses in which the antipas-
sive construction appears regularly. This suggests that the relation between
a main and a purposive clause is more highly grammaticalized and therefore
retains more conservative features and a stereotyped construction, while other
complex constructions drift away from the older pattern of clause integration
and copy the patterns of, in the Dyirbal case, English. For Kurmanji it will
be interesting to find out which of the two semantic-pragmatic features of
purpose clauses, subject-coherence or event-independence, is given priority
in the morphosyntactic representation of subject-marking and clause-linkage
devices."”

Below I choose examples in which the subject antecedent is represented
by a pronoun, rather than a full noun. This is done in order to capture the
extent to which zero-anaphora may be applied or restricted, assuming that,
following the hierarchy of participant tracking in discourse (Givén 1983, and
elsewhere), a pronominal referent is more likely to be continued by zero-
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anaphora than is a full nominal referent. I begin with constructiong that are
more tightly integrated syntactically — complements of modality and
manipulation -, move on to epistemic complements and purpose clauseg, ang
finally I examine coreference patterns in coordinated clauses.

5. Complement clauses
5.1 Subjunctive complements

Most modality verbs are treated in Kurmanji as transitives. In the past
tense, their subjects are marked for the ergative (oblique) case, Cﬂmplemem
clauses are always finite, and those of modals take the subjunctive. Now the
subjunctive is always formed on the basis of the present root of the verb; the
present root can itself form the subjunctive, or else it may be preceded by g
non-indicative affix bi-. Since ergativily in the language is conditioned by a
tense/aspect-based split, and only past tense transitives take ergativity,
subjunctive clauses will always show a nominative-accusative pattern, The
prototypical formation for past tense modal constructions with subjunctive
complements in Kurmanji is thus the following:

(22) [[[AI ergative
or A.

i nominative

][matrix verb (past tense)]][[S;
J[embedded verb (subjunctive)]]

The subject of the past-tense matrix (modal) verb is a transitive subject
or an A, and is ergative, appearing in the oblique case. The coreferential
subject of the subjunctive complement may either be an S or an A, depend-
ing on the embedded verb, but it will always appear in the nominative, being
the subject of a verb which appears in the subjunctive and so in a form
based on the present root, which dees not trigger ergativity. Complements
may or may not be introduced by a subordinating conjunction ku, and they
may either show equi-deletion, or mark the coreferent subject overtly with a
pronoun.

5.1.1 Syntactic roles

In the literary language. equi-deletion in modal complements is common,
and ku seldom appears. Things are different, however, in the spoken lan-
guage. Here, equi-NP deletion is favored in transitive complements, but
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intransitive complements tend to show either overt pronominal marking of
the coreferential subject, or a subordinating morpheme:

(23) min di-xwest av  vexw-im
I:0BL PROG-wanted-@ water drink:SuBlJ-1:5G
‘I wanted to drink some water’

(24) min di-xwest ez her-im mal-é
I:0BL PROG-wanted-@ I:NOM go:SUBI-1:5G home-OBL
‘I wanted to go home’

(25) min nikaribii deri vek-im
[:0BL NEG:could-@ door open:SUBI-1:SG
‘T couldn’t open the door’

(26) min nikaribii ez li mal-a xwe bi-min-im
I:0BL NEG:could-@ I:NOM in house-DET:F REFL SUBJ-stay-1:SG
‘I couldn’t stay at home’

(27) min destpékir kilam-ek-i béj-im
L:0BL started-@ song-INDEF-OBL say:SUBJ-1:5G
‘I started to sing a song’

(28) min destpékir ku ragsbik-im
I:0BL started-@ that dance:SUBJ-1:5G
‘I started to dance’

As indicated in (22), the subject of a past tense modal verb (‘want’, ‘be
able to’, ‘begin’) is treated in Kurmanji as an A: the first person pronoun in
(23)—(28), which is the subject of the modal (matrix) verb, appears regularly
in the oblique case. The verb itself is in the default form of the third
singular. In the complements, the verbs chosen for the sample show an
alternation of transitives and intransitives, and so of A’s and S’s. Remember
that ergativity will not appear in any of the subjunctive complement clauses
due to the tense/aspect-based split in Kurmanji. But since the past tense
modal construction is ergative, (23)—(28) allow us to examine the interaction
of A’s with A’s — as in examples (23), (25), (27) — compared to the
interaction of A’s with S’s — as in (24), (26), and (28) — as regards the
grammar of coreferent subjects in semantically tightly-integrated clauses. The
following picture emerges: When the A of the matrix clause is the coreferent
of an A in the complement, zero-marking appears throughout for the subject
of the complement. When however the A of the matrix clause is the co-
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referent of an S in the complement, cither the S-subject of the complemen
is expressed by a pronoun, as in (24) and (26), or the complement is intro.
duced by a conjunction ku, as in (28). Thus, in the tightly-integrated clauge
combinations exemplified by the modal constructions, Kurmanji is consistent
in allowing the A-A pivot, but less so in admitting the A-S pivot. For first
persons in complements of the verbs ‘want’, ‘be able to’ and ‘begin’, (he
following generalization can therefore be made as regards the admissibility
of zero-marking of the coreferent subject:

29) A-A>A-S

Is the difficulty in allowing a straightforward A-S pivot here related tq
the morphology of the constructions, that is, to the difference in case ang
agreement patterns between the A-clause and the S-clause? Comparing the
argument structures of the complement clauses in (23)—(28), we find that
there is a tendency towards retaining one overt argument. In transitive
complements, there is always an overt representation of an O. In the intrangj-
tive complements, the tendency is lo retain an overt representation of §,
Transitive second arguments and intransitive single arguments thus assume
complementary roles in similar positions. Now the intransitive subject S and
the transitive object O are known to share a number of universal semantic
and syntactic features, beside the morphelogical property of having absolu-
tive marking in ergative systems. Keenan (1984) discusses shared control
properties, thematic role features (theme and patient), existence dependency
on the verb, and selectional restrictions. Moravesik (1978) points to the fact
that verbs show restrictions on the choice of single core arguments of
intransitive verbs, that is S-arguments, which are similar to those imposed on
the choice of objects of transitive verbs or O-arguments. Ergative subjects of
transitive verbs, or A-arguments, on the other hand, are only restricted by
very general semantic properties such as animacy. Especially the restrictions
on selection lead Mithun (1994;255-257) to the conclusion that absolutive
intransitive subjects and their absolutive transitive object counterparts are
generally the “more immediately involved” participants in an action. This
would account for the structure of overt argument marking in complements
in spoken Kurmanji: The fact that Kurmanji is more likely to allow equi-
subject deletion of A in transitive modal complements may be attributed to
the saliency of O, which remains present. Similarly, the tendency to recover
the subject of intransitive modal complements overtly can be regarded as an
expression of the saliency of S. The grammar of clause-linkage and the
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p;agmatics of referential coherence in modal constructions might thus
interact with role-related semantic properties.

5.1.2 Person split

The morphological dimension becomes apparent when first person
coreferents are compared to their third person counterparts. Here we find no
difference between the treatment of A-A and A-S coreferent subjects when
the verb ‘want” appears in the matrix clause:

(30) wi di-xwest mekina-k-é  bi-kirr-e
he:OBL PROG-wanted-@ car-INDEF-OBL SUBI-buy-3:5G
‘He wanted to buy a car’

(31) wi di-xwest her-e mal-é
he:0BL PROG-wanted-@ go:SUBJ-3:5G home-OBL
‘He wanted to go home’

Zero-marking of the coreferent subject appears both in (30), where the
subject of the complement clause is an A, and in (31), where it is an S. Note
that although the subject of the matrix verb ‘want’ takes the oblique form wi
(keeping in mind that for third person pronouns oblique and nominative
forms are often interchangeable), agreement patterns in both the main and
the complement clauses are similar, the verb appearing in a default/third
person form in the matrix clause, and, having a third person subject, in the
third person in the non-ergative complement clause. In sentences with ‘want’
as a matrix verb, the rule presented in (29), where A-A structures are more
likely to allow zero marking of coreferent subjects than A-S structures,
therefore does not seem to apply for third person subjects. This allows for a
tentative generalization about the admissibility of zero-marking for coreferent
subjects in complement clauses, and perhaps in clause combinations through-
out the language:

(32) 3rd person > lst person

Third person coreferent subjects are more likely to allow zero-marking,
while first person coreferent subjects will be marked overtly by a pronoun,

or will at least show a complementizer ku marking the beginning of a new
clause.
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5.1.3 Verb semantics

The generalization in (32) pertains to modal verbs of the ‘want’ type
where semantic integrality of the two clauses is extremely tight and where:
the matrix verb conveys no independent action or event. Let us look at ap
example with matrix verbs that are somewhat more independent semantical-
ly, that is, where the verb conveys a more intense process of reflection on
intentions and the subject is consequently more agentive. Here one would
expect the close, though somewhat less tight semantic integration to be
reflected in the grammatical strategies employed to join the two clauses,
(33)-(36) show clauses with complements of the verb ‘take a decision’
literally in Kurmanji ‘give one’s (own) decision’. The subject is the ﬁrs;
person in (33)-(34), and the third person in (35)—(36). Each pair shows an
A-subject in the complement of the first sentence (with the transitive verb
‘leave’), and an S-subject in the complement of the second, respectively
(with the intransitive verb ‘go’):

(33) min gerar-d xwe da ku ez
1:0BL decision-DET:F REFL gave-@ that I:NOM
gund-¢é xwe ferkbik-im
village-DET:M REFL leave:SUBJ-1:8G
‘T decided to leave my village’

(34) min gerar-a xwe da ku ez
[:0BL decision-DET:F REFL gave-@ that [:NOM
her-im bajér
g0:SUBJ-1:5G town:OBL
‘I decided to go to town’

(35) wé gerar-a xwe da gund-é
she:OBL decision-DET:F REFL gave-@ village-DET:M

xwe terkbik-e
REFL leave:SUBI-3:5G
‘She decided to leave her village’

(36) ew gerar-a xwe da ku
she:NOM decision-DET:F REFL gave-) that
her-e bajér
g0:SUBJ-3:8G town:OBL
‘She decided to go to town’
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Notice first that the hierarchy presented in (29), which shows, for first
person coreferent subjects with ‘want’-type main verbs, that the A-A
sequence is more likely to admit zero-marking in the complement than A-S,
does not apply for subjects with the matrix verb ‘take a decision’ in (33)-
(34): In both examples, the complements are introduced by ku, and the
subject of the complement clause assumes overt pronominal marking. But
notice also that in requiring both ku and an overt marking of the coreferential
subject, these sentences assume a less tight structural integration than modal
constructions with ‘want’-type main verbs. Thus, in addition to the argument
structure of the clause and the status of the subject as A or S, which figures
elsewhere in the language as a trigger for, or conversely a barrier to, zero-
marking, and in addition to the person split which favors zero with third
person and a pronoun or ku with first persons, (33)-(34), compared with
previous examples, show that there is also a semantic conditioning pertaining
to the choice of the matrix verb, even within the group of modal construc-
tions with subjunctive complements. The more agentive semantically the A-
subject of the main clause, the less tight the structural integration appears to
be and so the more likely for complementizers and coreferent subject
pronouns to appear in the complement.

Let us now turn to the third person subjects in (35)—(36). Significantly,
in (35) the A-subject of the matrix clause wé ‘she’ appears in the oblique
case, while its counterpart in (36) is nominative — ew. There is no syntactic
reason for this alternation; indeed in (33)—(34) both subjects in this position
are oblique. Rather, the alternation here is an example of the interchangeable
usage of case marking with third person pronouns, discussed above. There
are two features of (35)—(36) which contrast with their first person subject
counterparts in (33)—(34): First, a rule somewhat similar to (29) — for zero-
marking of coreferent subjects, A-A > A-S — appears for third person
subjects. Thus, (35), which has an A-A sequence, allows zero, while (36),
with an A-S sequence, allows zero but uses a complementizer ku, thus
inserting a break between the two clauses. The rule favoring A-A sequences
in terms of equi-subject deletion, suggested in (29), pertained to first person
subjects in subjunctive complements of ‘want’-type modal constructions.
Remember that third person subjects in such constructions showed no
restrictions on zero-marking of coreferents. (35)—(36) illustrate that the

- higher the semantic agentivity of the initial (matrix) subject, and so the more
- — in a sense — independent the matrix event is, the less relaxed the
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conditions for zero-marking are for third person subjects. Signiﬁcamly
similar rules on subject sequencing then apply, as in the cases leading to Ou;-
generalization (29). Thus, (29), while pertaining to the specific case of first
person subjects in the mentioned type of modals, proves nevertheless tg pe
a hierarchy of more general validity in the language, which can be encoyp.
tered in other environments as well.

The second contrasting feature between the example clusters (33)-(34y
and (35)—(36) is the extent to which structural material is employed tq
connect the two clauses, or, put more precisely from a different perspective,
the extent to which structural material may be regarded as unnecessary wheq
the clauses are connected: Clearly, clause combinations with third persop
subjects require less such material than those with first person subjects,
While in (36) no overt pronoun appears, and in (35) there is use of neither
a pronoun nor a complementizer, in (33)-(34) both pronoun and ku are
needed in the complement clause. This confirms the person hierarchy for
zero-marking likelihood, third person > first person, suggested in (32).

At first glance, the facts of the person split seem to run contrary to the
universal tendency to keep track more closely of the identity of third person
referents (cf. Comrie 1983: 25).'® Whether a connection can be drawn
between the relaxation of rules on referent-tracking and the relaxation of
case-marking and agreement patterns relevant to the distinction between
ergative and nominative-accusative clause structures remains to be deter-
mined. At any rate, the discussion so far shows that the person hierarchy
interacts not only with the hierarchy of syntactic roles (A- vs.S-subjects, see
(29)), but also with a hierarchy of semantic integration: The verb ‘take a
decision’, though classifiable as modal, involves more intensive cognitive
action on the part of the subject, and so it could be defined as expressing
“reflective intent”. As such it is higher on the “binding scale” for verbs
(Givén 1990: 552), and its complement is therefore more likely to be more
loosely integrated with the main clause.

5.1.4 The role of antecedents

Equi-deletion by definition applies to coreferents of previously mentioned
entities, in our case, subject entities. We have seen above that conditions on
equi-deletion can be relaxed when both subjects share surface case marking,
syntactic roles, and at least surface agreement patterns (that is, default and
third person agreement can be treated as one). In general terms, Kurmanji
clearly favors equi-deletion when the subject has already been explicitly
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mentioned in its role as subject. Thus there is a preference for zero in the
complement of a personal modal construction, but a preference for both ku
and an overt pronoun in complements of impersonal modals. In (37)—(38),
the first subject is an S, the second an A; in terms of syntactic roles both
examples are identical, yet the treatment of equi differs:

(37) ew mechiir bii xan-é xwe bi-frog-e
he obliged was house-DET:M REFL SUBJ-sell-3:5G
‘He had to (= was obliged to) sell his house’

(38) lazim bii ku ew mal-a xwe  bi-frog-e
necessary was that he house-DET:F REFL SUBJ-sell-3:5G
‘He had to (= it was necessary that he) sell his house’

The condition evident from (37)—(38), namely personal constructions >
impersonal constructions, as far as the preference for zero marking of
coreferents is concerned, applies to subject antecedents in other environments
as well. In fact, ku + pronoun, which we have already encountered with first
person subjects in less tightly integrated modal constructions with the verb
‘take a decision’ in (33)—(34), is the preferred structure not only in imperson-
al modal constructions, but also in subjunctive complements involving
manipulation, that is, different subjects:

(39) ewi  di-xast ku ez j-é ra
he:0BL PROG-wanted-@ that I:NoM for-him POST
av-é b-in-im
water-OBL SUBJ-bring-1:8G
‘He wanted me to bring him water’

(40) min di-xast ku ew Ji mi ra
I:0BL PROG-wanted-@ that he:NoM for-me POST
av-é b-in-e
water-OBL SUBJ-bring-3:5G
‘I wanted him to bring me water’

(41) min di-xast ku ew her-e mal-é
I:0BL PROG-wanted-@ that he:NOM SUBJ:go-3:5G home-OBL
‘T wanted him to go home’ ‘

(42) ewi  di-xast ku ez her-im mal-é
he:0BL PROG-wanted-@ that :NOM SUBJ:go-1:5G home-OBL
‘He wanted me to go home’
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No difference occurs between the treatment of first person/third persop
sequences and the reversed order, nor between different combinationg of
syntactic roles of the respective subjects, and A-A and A-S bchave alike.
However, we do encounter the person split again in manipulation clauses i
which the subject of the subjunctive complement has an antecedent in the
main clause:

(43) min ji wan ra  ricakir ku derl vek-in
I:oRL from they pOST asked-@} that door open:SUBJ-PL
‘I asked them to open the door’
(44) wan-a  ji min ra  ricakir ku ez
they-EmMPp from L:0BL POST asked-@ that [:NOM
deri vek-im
door open:SUBJ-1:5G
“They asked me to open the door’

In (43), where the object wan ‘them’ serves as an antecedent for the third
person plural subject of the complement clause (=‘that they open the door’), |
the complement is introduced by ku, but no overt pronominal reference to its
subject 1s added. In (44), where likewise an object min ‘me’ serves as an
antecedent for the subject of the complement clause, both ku and the first
person pronoun are needed.

5.1.5 Structures and preferences: a summary

On the whole, there appears to be a hierarchy of structural features used
to integrate two clauses one of which is the indicative (modal) main clause,
the other a subjunctive complement. This hierarchy may be arranged as
follows in terms of structural complexity:

(45) zero-anaphora > ku or pronoun > ki and pronoun

The examples discussed so far reveal that a series of factors conditions
the choice — or one should rather say the preference — for one or the other
edge of the hierarchy in (45): surface syntactic roles (A vs. S), person (first
vs. third), the semantics of the main verb (and so the potential semantic
independence of the two clauses), and the availability of an antecedent for
the subject of the second clause in the main clause (degree of equi). Bearing
in mind that subjunctive complements are considered semantically tightly-
integrated into the complex modal construction, a feature which is reflected

S+
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in the choice of the subjunctive expressing dependency/modality overtly on
the verb, the sensitivity to a series of additional factors is quite remarkable.
(46) summarizes the preferences seen so far; their arrangement corresponds
to the hierarchy in the choice of structures as displayed in (45):

(46) syntactic role: A-A > A-S
person: 3rd person > Ist person
matrix verb semantics: —agentivity > +agentivity of A
equi availability: same subj > different subj
+antecedent > —antecedent

5.2 Indicative complements

Indicative complements support the expectation that lower semantic
integrality of two combined clauses will be reflected in less tight syntactic
integration, and that this connection will be significant with regard to the
admissibility of zero-anaphora marking of coreferent subjects (cf. discussion
in 4.1.3). The following examples (47)—(50) show a matrix verb which is
transitive and, in the past tense, in principle ergative, though here again we
encounter the interchangeability of case-marking options for third person
pronominal subjects:

(47) ewi  di-zanibii ku ew nexwes e
he:0BL PROG-knew-@ that he:NOM ill is
‘He, knew that he; was (lit. ‘is’) ill’
(48) min di-zanibii ku ez nexwes im
I:0BL PROG-knew-@ that I:NOM ill am
‘I knew that I was (lit. ‘am’) ill’
(49) ew di-zanibii ku ew careké min  ditibii

he:NOM PROG-knew-@ that he:NoM once I:0BL had:seen-@
‘He, knew that he; had seen me once (before)’
(50) min di-zanibi ku min careké ewi  ditibi
1:0BL PROG-knew-@ that I:0BL once he:0BL had:seen-@
‘I knew that I had seen him once (before)’

In the complements, (47)-(48) take the present tense. The temporal
interpretation is based here on the main clause. Since the complement verb
is the copula ‘be’, an intransitive, ergativity in the complement is ruled out.
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At least for first person subjects, and optionally for third persons, one cay
therefore expect different case-marking and agreement patlerns in the majy
and in the complement clauses. In (49)—(50), however, the complemepg
includes a transitive verb in the pluperfect. Here, case and agreement patterng
in the main and the complement clauses should be expected to match. The
strategies of interest for our discussion, however, are identical in all exam.
ples, and ku + overt pronoun is used throughout. Notice that none of the
prominent factors specified in (46) as promoters of zero-marking in subjunc.
tive complements — such as A-A sequences, third person equi — appear tg
operate in such a way in indicative complements. Indeed, the structura)
features involved in clause combining of the type illustrated here resemble
those of different-subject subjunctive clauses, or manipulative constructions,

Crucial for the degree of integration of the two clauses and so for the
choice of referential marking is the degree of independence of the embedded
complement clauses. Unlike complements of verbs of modality/manipulation,
which convey irrealis events and must appear in the subjunctive, comple-
ments of verbs of cognition/perception/utierance (epistemic verbs) may be
placed on a realis-irrealis continuum. Characteristic of the complements of
the verb ‘to know’ in (49)—(50) is their realis interpretation. Tense/aspect/
mood selection for the complement verbs is free of restrictions, since they
convey independent events. The subjects of independent events, like those in
DS (different subject) constructions or in single-proposition simple clauses,
are expressed by avert pronouns.

Other epistemic verbs, however, are ambiguous in this sense, that is, they
can take either an indicative or a subjunctive complement. A nice illustration
of the realis-irrealis continuum for epistemic complements, and of its rele-
vance to referential tracking devices, is provided by the translations obtained
for various complements of the verb ‘to ask’. When the question relates to
an event which is yet to happen, the complement verb takes the subjunctive,
and speakers have a choice between zero-anaphora and overt pronominal
reference:

(51) ew pirst gelo kar-e li vir bi-min-e
he:NOM asked-@ whether can:SUBI-3:8G here SUBJ-stay-3:8G
‘He, asked whether he; could stay here’

(52) ewl sual kir ku ew bi-kar-e
he:oBL asked-@ that he:NOM SUBJ-can-3:5G
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li vé deré bi-min-e
here SUBJ-stay-3:8G
‘He; asked whether he; could stay here’

Thus in (51)-(52), different verbs are chosen for ‘ask’, but both forms
are past tense transitives. The variation in case assignment to the third person
pronominal subject of the main clauses is characteristic of the language, and
has been pointed out above several times already. The subjunctive prefix
which is added to the present tense root to form the subjunctive in bi-kare is
optional. A subordinating conjunction appears in both examples: in (51) it is
gelo *whether’, while in (52) ku, with which we are familiar from the above
discussion, is chosen. Thus on the whole, (51)-(52) are quite similar, The
differences between them in the marking of coreferential subjects (zero in
(51), pronoun in (52)) can therefore be attributed to ‘choice’, rather than
‘constraints’ or even general tendencies.

But when the question rendered by the verb ‘to ask’ pertains to an event
which has already occurred, the complement is considered independent, its
verb is indicative, and its subject is expressed by an overt pronoun, even if
it has an antecedent in the main clause:

(53) ew Ji  textor pirsi  gelo ew gelek nexwes e
he:Nom from doctor asked-@ whether he:NoM very il is
‘He; asked the doctor whether he; was (lit. ‘is’) very ill’

(54) ew Ji mi  sual kir ku ewl heta
he:NoM from I:0BL asked-@ that  he:0BL until
niha pere  daye  min
now money gave-@ l:0BL
‘He; asked me whether he; had already given me some money’

Note that the same strategy, namely a conjunction (gelo or ku) + overt
pronoun, is applied both in (53), where the sequence of syntactic roles is A-
S, and in (54) where it is A-A. The conclusion to be drawn here is that
indicative complements, like different-subject constructions, will favor both
a conjunction and a pronoun, or, with reference to the likelihood of equi-
reference deletion:

(55) subjunctive complements > indicative complements

In this respect, the behavior of combined clauses in Kurmanji is not
unexpected: subjunctive complements are an instance of close syntactic
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integration, which reflects tight semantic integration of the two clauses, Equi.
subject deletion (zero marking) and the absence of a subordinating conjupe.
tion are further features of this tight structural integration. Particular to
Kurmanji, though, is perhaps the interaction with some of the other factorg
as presented in (46), and so, although one is inclined to characterize Kur:
manji as a language that tends to favor overt pronominal marking of corefep.
ential subjects in complement clauses, and so to treat referential tracking iy
combined clauses much like that in simple clauses, one must also point oyt
the general preference of an A-A pivot, particularly for third person pronomj.
nal subjects, in subjunctive complements.

6. Purpose clauses

Purpose clauses typically have the same subject as their main clauses. Op
the other hand, they convey an event which is typically distinct from that
conveyed by the predicate of the main clause. Purpose clauses therefore
provide an interesting case based on which the interaction of referent
continuity and event coherence can be checked once again. Recall that
Kurmanji only has finite clauses, and so we can expect a rather isomorphic
coding of the main event and the purpose event, at least as regards the
predicate. The semantic connection between the two clauses is indicated
either by ku, or by the preposition ji bo ‘for’, functioning as a subordinating
conjunction. The verb of the purposive clause itself appears in the subjunc-
tive, and so again, as in subjunctive complements, one can expect, due to the
tense/aspect-based split that conditions ergativity in the language, nomina-
tive-accusative case and agreement patterns in the purposive clause. With
main clauses with past-tense transitive verbs, we will therefore encounter
differing case and agreement patterns in the main and the purpose clauses:

(57 mi  gund-é xwe terk kirji bo ez kar peydabik-im
1:0BL village-DET:M REFL left-@@  for  I:Nom work find:SUBI-1:5G
‘I left my village in order to find work’

(58) mi  gund-é xwe terk kirji bo ez
L:oBL village-DET:M REFL left-@@ for [:NOM
li bajér  rin-im
in city:0BL live:SUBJ-1:5G
‘I left my village in order to live in the city’
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In both examples (57)—(58) the main verbs are transitive, and so their
subjects are A’s. Both verbs appear in the past tense, and both A’s are
marked for the oblique and show no agreement with the verb. In (57), the
subject of the purpose clause is an A, while in (58) it is an S. Both are
coreferential with the main clause subject. But there is no difference between
the devices used to mark the subject of the purpose clauses in (57)—(58): in
both cases, conjunction + pronoun occur. Thus it appears that overt marking
of the coreferent subject is a general property of all but the most tightly
integrated (semantically) combined clauses in the. language. Different
syntactic roles of coreferent subjects (A vs. S) and conflicting case and
agreement patterns (ergative vs. nominative) can further be ruled out as a
possible trigger for overt subject marking by the following examples, where
the subjects of the main clauses are S’s and so nominative:

(59) ez cli-m bajér Ji boez kar  bi-ger-im
I:NoM went-1:SG town:0BL for I:NoM work SUBJ-find-1:5G
‘I went to town to find work’

(60) ez zit  rabi-m Ji boez bi-¢-im bajér
I:NOM early got:up-1:8G for  [:NOM SUBRJ-go-1:SG town:OBL
‘I got up early to go to town’

Again we see that neither referential identity of the subjects (equi), nor
identical case-marking, nor identical syntactic roles will automatically trigger
equi-deletion in combined clauses of the types examined — complements
and purpose clauses -, but that the pragmatics of reference coherence yield
to the grammar of rather loose syntactic integration of clauses in the lan-
guage, except where a series of factors combine to promote equi-deletion, as
expressed in (46).

7. Coordination

Kurmanji only allows finite complement clauses, even where modal and
purpose clauses with coreferent subjects are concerned. Complement and
purpose clauses in which the coreferential subject is marked overtly by a
pronoun basically mirror-image the structure of single proposition clauses.
Given that this is often the case even in tightly-integrated embeddings, we
might expect independent, chained (coordinated) clauses to show similar
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restrictions on zero-anaphora. Our investigation of the S/A pivot in cogyg
nated clauses in Kurmanji focuses on closely related sequences. But
here, we might still anticipate factors such as the person split to conditie
the choice of referent-tracking devices. The main issue remains therefore ¢
competition between the tendency to copy the structure of single proPosi
clauses by using overt pronominal reference to subjects on the one hand, ;-5"
the use of zero-anaphora to mark the referential coherence of my]
propositional sentences on the other. i

The spoken language can generally be expected to restrict zero-anaphg
to shorter sequences: it is easier to track a more distant referent in writge
texts than it is in spoken discourse, where reference is more immediate,
we compare short sequences of chained clauses in the spoken language,
find that there are no apparent restrictions on zero-anaphora when bg
clauses are intransitive and show subject-verb agreement. This pertaing g,

both third and first person subjects:

(61) ew rabii i ¢l derve
he:NoM stood-@ and went-@ out
‘He stood up and went out’

(62) ew ¢l hindur i ji xwe ra  rinist
he:NoM went-@ inside and for REFL POST sat-@
‘He went inside and sat down’

(63) ez rabii-m @i ¢li-m derve
I:NOoM stood-1:5G and went-1:5G out
‘T stood up and went out’

(64) ez cii-m hindurii  ji xwe ra  rinist-im
I:NoM went-1:8G inside and for REFL POST sat-1:SG
‘I went inside and sat down’

In (61)-(62), respectively, both clauses show third person pronomina
subjects, in (62)—(63) the subject is in the first person. Throughout (61)—(63
the sequence of syntactic subject roles is S-S, and zero is admitted in th
second clause. The conclusion, once more, is therefore that in coordinatio;
there is no restriction of zero-marking of coreferent subjects if both subject
are S’s.

However, when the sequence of syntactic subject roles for the coreferent
is S-A, we encounter the person split. In (65)—(66), the subject is in the thir
person. In the first clause, with the verb hatin ‘come’, it is an S; in
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second clause, with the verb gotin ‘say’ in (65) and xwestin ‘want’ in (66),
it is an A. Zero is admissible in the second clause of both examples:
(65) ew hat hindur i got  rojbas
he:NoM came-@ inside and said-@ good-day
‘He came inside and said “good day™

(66) ew hat hindur i dixwest bi  mi
he:NoM came-@ inside and wanted-@ with 1:0BL

re  xeberbid-e
POST speak:SUBJ-3:5G
‘He came inside and wanted to speak to me’

(67) ez hat-im hindurii  min got  rojbag
I:NOM came-1:5G inside and L:0BL said-@ good-day
‘I came inside and said ‘good day”

(68) ez hat-im hindur it = min  dixwest
[:NOM came-1:5G inside and I:0BL wanted-@

ez bi  wi re  xeberbidim
I:NoM with he:0OBL POST speak:SUBI-1:5G
‘I came inside and wanted to speak to him’

(67)—(68) replicate (65)-(66), but the subjects are now in the first person.
Zero cannot be used to mark the coreferential subject of the second clauses,
and a pronoun appears instead. Since the verbs all appear in the past tense,
and since the first clause is intransitive and has an S, while the second is
transitive and has an A, the pronouns used in each of the clauses to denote
the subject differ in case and agreement: the first clause is absolutive
(nominative), the second is ergative.

This leads to the conclusion that conflicting case marking and agreement
patterns in transitive and intransitive clauses do in fact impose a restriction
on the S-A pivot, as seen in coordination of S-clauses with A-clauses in the
language. Now if ergative morphology imposes genuine morphosyntactic
constraints on referent tracking devices, one would expect those constraints
to apply to third person subjects as well, yet no restrictions on zero-marking
of coreferent subjects can be seen in (65)-(66). However, we have seen
earlier that in the reduced ergative construction of spoken Kurmanji the verb
generally assumes a default form, which is identical with the verb form of
the third person singular. While the transitive verb does not, in strict syntac-
tic terms, agree with the third person singular subject of the first clause, it
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does not “disagree” either; in other words there is no obvious interruption i -
agreement patterns in mixed constructions with third person singular conting
ous subjects. A possible explanation for the fact that morphological con-
straints do not apply for third person singular subjects is that in cases lik
(65)—(66) the subject referent is retrieved through the seeming continuity
agreement patterns. While possible in the third person, this is ruled out for
the first person subject, where the collision of agreement followed by non: ;
agreement motivates speakers to favor overt pronominal marking of the

coreferential subject.

If our hypothesis is correct and first person subjects may not take zero-

anaphora in constructions like (67)-(68) due to the change in agreement
patterns when shifting from an intransitive to a transitive clause, one would

expect the restriction on zero-anaphora to be relaxed when verb agreement
both clauses, or when the second clause is intransi-

agreement on the verb. This seems indeed to be
n the intransitive verb help express
ere is greater flexibility in the choice of

patterns are identical in

tive, thus showing subject-

the case; when personal endings 0

identity of the first person subject, th

referent tracking devices:

(69) min cant-é  girt i cii-m mal-é

1:0BL bag-OBL took-@ and went-1:5G home-OBL
‘1 took the bag and went home’

(70) min deri vekir i derket-im derve
1:0BL door opened-@ and went-1:5G out
‘] opened the door and went out’

(71) min cant-&  girt n ez cii-m mal-é
I:0BL bag-0BL took-@ and I:NOM went-1:5G home-OBL
‘I took the bag and went home’

(72) min deri vekir i ez derket-im derve
I:oBL door opened-@ and [:NOM went-1:8G out
‘I opened the door and went out’

In (69)—(70), the subject appears in the first person singular. The subjec
of the first clauses in each of the examples is an A and therefore marked fo
the oblique case. There is no subject-agreement, and agreement can Of
interpreted as either default or object-oriented (but notice that in (69), as 1If
(71), the direct object ¢anta ‘bag’, a feminine noun, takes the oblique Case
as well — ¢anté). In both examples (69)—(70), the second clause is intran'
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1 in tive and so its subject is an S. Overt reference to the coreferential S-subject
na- is deleted, i.e. the coreferential subject in the A-S sequence is zero-marked.
on-  Examples (71)—(72) however show exactly the same sentences with an overt
ike | pronommal expression, in the nominative case, of the coreferential S-subject
yin  in the second clause. Zero-marking with first person subjects in A-S sequenc-
for es is thus optional, but possible.
on- Variation also occurs in coordinated clauses when the sequence of
the | syntactic subject roles is A-A. In (73), overt pronouns in the oblique case
} appear in both clauses: :
cro- (73) min deri vekir i min te dit
lent g I:0BL door opened-@ and I:0BL you:0BL saw-@
ould 1 ‘I opened the door and saw you’
nent
nsi- Example (74) shows a combination of A-A and A-S; as might be
o be | expected, A-A, as in (73}, takes a pronoun for the coreferential subject in the
the  second clause, while A-S, as in (69)—(70), takes zero:
e of = (74) min c¢ant-a  xwe girt, min deri
I:0BL bag-DET:F REFL took-@ 1:0BL door
vekir i ¢li-m derve
opened-@ and went-1:5G out
‘I took my bag, opened the door, and went out’
But in (75), with similar patterns of transitivity and so syntactic roles,
zero occurs for both coreferent subjects in the second and third clauses,
. whether coordination is expressed by a conjunction or by serialization:
(75) min ¢ant-a xwe girt,  deri vekir
[:0BL bag-DET:F REFL took-@ door opened-@
i derket-im derve
| and went-1:5G out
l ‘I took my bag, opened the door, and went out’
ibject But note that while first person coreferential subjects may or may not

d for - take zero-anaphora in A-S and in A-A sequences, when presented with a contrast
X of first and third person subjects, informants consistently used zero-anaphora for

an be : . .
the third, but overt pronouns for the first person coreferential subjects:

as in
> case.
ransi-
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(76) ewi  gund-é xwe terkkir il
he:0BL village-DET:M REFL left-@ and
Jiyan-ek-e nit li bajér  destpékir
life-INDEF-DET:F new in city:0BL started-@
‘He left his village and started a new life in the city’
(77) ewi  gund-é xwe terkkir i ¢l bajér
he:0BL village-DET:M REFL left-@ and went-@ city:0BL
‘He left his village and moved to the city’ .
(78) min gund-é xwe terkkir i
I:0BL village-DET:M REFL left-@ and
Jiyan-ek-e nii li bajér  min destpékir
life-INDEF-DET:F new in city:0BL 1:0BL started-@
I left my village and started a new life in the city’

(79) min gund-é xwe terkkirii ez cli-m bajér
L:0BL village-DET:M REEL left-@ and I:NoM went-1:5G City:0BL
‘I left my village and moved to the city’

Zero appears in the second clause following the conjunction in (76),
where the sequence is A-A, and in (77), where it is A-S; in both examples L
the subjects are third persons. However, with first person subjects both in
(78), with A-A, and in (79), with A-S, there is a preference to insert an overt
pronoun (notice in (78) that the subject pronoun need not immediately follow
the conjunction). Since we know from (69)—(70) and from (75) that first
person subjects may allow zero, (78)—-(79) can be taken to show a preference,
one which clearly contrasts with the preference demonstrated for third person E
subjects in (76)—(77). To summarize the picture obtained for clause coordina-
tion in Kurmanji, two tendencies connected to the admissibility of ZEero-
marking of coreferential subjects can be pointed out:

(80) 3rd person > Ist person
(81) S-S >A-S, A-A>S-A

While both involve factors that have been encountered and defined
relevant above, in the discussion of subjunctive complements, only (80) is
fact identical with a hierarchy expressed above, in (32). Although syntactic
roles have been found to be help condition the appearance of zero for first
person subject coreferents in combined clauses (cf. 29), (81) actually points = :
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in a different direction: While in subjunctive complements with first person
subjects Kurmanji was found to favor the A-A pivot, in coordination it
favors an S-S pivot. The common feature is nevertheless the difficulty in
treating clauses which differ in transitivity in a similar way as those which
do not differ in transitivity, when clauses are combined.

The interplay of (80) and (81) is a rather straightforward confirmation
that ergativity does indeed interfere, to some extent, with the grammar of
referential continuity and so with the surface manifestations of the pivot
behavior of the language: Zero is most likely where there is least conflict in
case marking and morphological agreement patterns, and where furthermore
agreement patterns can be expected to express subject identity: With third
person subjects, and with the S-S pivot for first person subjects. It is least
likely where a conflict in case and agreement patterns emerges: potentially
with first persons (except in S-S sequences), particularly in S-A sequences
with first person subjects. Speakers thus tend to avoid referential ambiguity
which might result from the switch into different morphological agreement
patterns. The solution adopted in such cases is to copy the referential
tracking structure of single proposition clauses, that is to repeat the overt
pronominal reference to the coreferential subject.

8. Conclusion

The evidence presented in this study points to two main types of restric-
tions which are imposed on the surface marking of the S/A pivot in Kur-
manji: a) semantic-pragmatic restrictions, which basically exclude equi-
deletion in all but the most tightly-integrated combinations of clauses (certain
modal complements and single-event coordination), b) morpho-syntactic
restrictions, which are connected to the surface-representation of grammatical
relations in the language. The latter are found to correlate with the lan-
guage’s ergative morphology. Thus, overt pronominal marking of the
coreferential subject in coordinated clauses is preferred when the collision of
agreement patterns is most extreme. But the significance of ergativity in this
respect, however apparent for first person subjects, seems on the whole
peripheral. It does not affect zero-anaphora marking of subjects in the third
person singular; moreover, the restriction imposed on zero-anaphora by
ergative morphology coincides with a general flexibility in the choice of
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devices marking continuous subject referents in other complex constructi
such as embeddings.
Deep ergative languages have been shown to develep constructigy
which enable them to ease the restrictions imposed on the S/A pivot. Abgy
I have interpeted this as an accomodation of the natural requirements g
connected discourse within the ergative syntax (cf. Cooreman, Fox ap
Givén 1984), or in the extreme case as “syntax yielding to discourse
pragmatics”. But Kurmanji differs from languages like Dyirbal and Am
huaca in that it does not have an S/O pivot, and the grammatical de ,.7
which carry the S/A pivot are neither secondary, marked, or derived. It a
differs from Lezgian, where the straightforward, surface S/A pivot is cor
sidered to be only a recent innovation. In fact, the evidence suggests tha
restrictions imposed by ergative morphology on the surface features of th
S/A pivot in Kurmanji are a result of a general uncertainty in the spoke
language with respect to the pragmatic reliability, and so the applicability g
zero-anaphora as a referent tracking device. This uncertainty is triggered by
a variety of factors, some of which are semantic-pragmatic, others ';‘
least by implication structural. '
The solution adopted to overcome the structural barrier involves pa
avoiding zero-anaphora, which in many other languages is one of the mos
essential features of multipropositional discourse. Consider once mor
Newari, where with zero-anaphora the structure and discourse prominence of
the second clause in coordinated constructions determines the choice of cas
on the common subject of both clauses, and Chamalal, where with zero
anaphora ergative morphology on the common subject is dropped if coordi
nation involves a transitive and an intransitive clause. In both languages
agreement and/or case marking patterns on the subject are adjusted in
anticipation of this subjects’s continuity into a second, conjoined clause in
which different agreement/case patterns occur. Thus, in combined clauses in
these languages, at least in those involving a transitive and an intransitive
clause, the sequence needs to be planned and structured in advance in orde
to accomodate zero-anaphora. In Kurmanji, however, almost the opposite
occurs. When a change in agreement patterns is suspected to lead to
breakdown of the usual referent-tracking devices in multipropositio
clauses, modification takes place, and speakers turn to referent trackl
strategies reminiscent of single-proposition clauses. W
In embeddings, equi-deletion is easier if a subordinating morpheme
inserted before the complement. This means that syntactic integration
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referential coherence can be treated as complementary strategies of clause
combining. But it also confirms the weakness of zero-anaphora as a device
capable of integrating closely-reiated propositions in a complex construction:
even in modal embeddings, adjoined clauses can assume rather loosely
integrated surface forms. There appears to be a géncral tension between
continuity of the surface subject in combined clauses and embeddings, and
the independence of actors in the underlying propositions, a tension which is
made apparent by alternating solutions for marking subject continuity.

In essence we are dealing with a competition of deeper patterns of
sentence arrangement, manifested by the tendency to copy the structure of
single-proposition, independent clauses in multipropositional or chained
constructions. This competition can be explained by a need for isomorphism
of clause structure throughout the language: Overt subjects are regarded as
a necessary feature of finite clauses, both dependent and independent.
Resistance to equi-deletion is certainly not a universal of languages with
finite modal complements, and equi-deletion is in fact the rule in unmarked
constructions of this type in languages like Persian, Arabic, Greek, or
Romani. The reduction of zero-anaphora in equi-constructions in Kurmanji
might nonetheless be regarded as a language-specific reflection of finiteness
and of the fact that absolute co-referent deletion is unknown even in the
most tightly integrated modal constructions.

There are several indications of change taking place in Kurmanji,
including the ongoing collapse of the system of case-marking and the
reduction of the ergative construction. Structures in transition often show
pragmatic rather than formal distribution rules, and are more often open to
choice, rather than be subjected to constraints. An investigation of the
distribution at the clause level of devices which do not follow formal con-
straints is bound to be limited, and so there appears to be no clear-cut
explanation for the reasons behind certain choices made by speakers. The
features identified for overtly marked coreferent subjects appear nevertheless
to be relevant considerations which speakers take into account while choos-
ing one of two admissible structures. Zero-anaphora is thus likely to occur in
clause combinations where subject control is universal, event integration is
especially tight, syntactic roles of the subject are compatible, and interfer-

ence from conflicting morphological case and agreement patterns is least
expected.
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ABBREVIATIONS

1:SG first singular NOM nominative
3:PERS  third person pronoun (0] direct object
3:5G third singular OBL oblique
A transitive subject PL plural
DET Izafe-determiner POST postposition
DS different subject PROG progressive
EMP emphatic marker REFL reflexive pronoun
F feminine S intransitive subject
INDEF indefinite marker SS same subject
M masculine SUBJ subjunctive
NEG negation
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NOTES a

1. Cf. Kurdoev (1957), Bakaev (1965), Bedir-Khan & Lescot (1970), Bedir-Xan (1977).
Hajo (1980), Wurzel (1994), Barnass and Salzer (1994). -However, Blau (1975: 71) and
Mackenzie (1961: 193) interpret the ergative formation of transitive clauses as a passive
construction. A 9.
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See Matras (1992: 149). The problematic example involved a coordinated construction in
which the first person subject was introduced by a nominative pronoun in an intransitive
clause, then marked again by an overt oblique pronoun in the conjoined transitive clause.
A counter-example showing zero-anaphora in the second clause was only found for third
person subjects. The signifance of this is discussed below.

But there are languages which clearly favor the absolutive as the referential pivot, such as
Dyirbal, or Yup'ik (for the latter see T. Payne 1982).

The idea that something is expressed by zero might seem misleading, since we are not
concerned here with deletions in the formal sense, i.e. with transformations. Nevertheless,
the communicative expectation that a topic be continued may -result in zero-anaphora
actually conveying an instruction to the hearer to “continue current activation”, as Givén
(1990: 916) puts it, of a previously mentioned referent.

Schmidt’s (1985) discussion of the linguistic behavior of younger speakers of Dyirbal
suggests that the syntactic environments in which antipassive constructions are applied are
in fact restricted, and that there is a preference for either loosely conjoining clauses
through juxtaposition, or even for borrowing coordinating patterns from English. Thus
there appears to be a need to re-arrange the system of clause combining in order to allow
an S/A coreference pattern. It is true that these observations are made on the basis of an
ongoing process of language death. Nevertheless, one might choose to interpret the data
as a confirmation of Dik’s (1980: 113—126) prediction according to which ergative patterns
of the Dyirbal type (type II) are a universal exception since they constitute a transitional
state, a prediction recently challenged by Nedergaard Thomsen (1994) with reference to
the productivity of the antipassive construction. The analysis of Dyirbal as a language in
transition, and of its antipassive construction as an old pattern of patient topicalization
conserved in grammaticalized form, is also supported by Cooreman, Fox and Givén
(1984).

Dixon (1994: 209, footnote 3), however, argues in response that the fact that topic or
theme tends to be in terms of underlying S and A does not relate to ergativity, which is
a grammatical category.

On the relation of ergativity and the natural requirements of discourse see Cooreman
(1988), as well as Cooreman, Fox and Givon (1984). Comrie (1983: 35) discusses the
tendency of grammaticalized switch reference systems to mark a referential relation on the
clause as a whole, rather than just on the noun phrases of referents. One might therefore
expect a similar behavior to apply to the underlying structure of coreferential relations as
well, and it is not surprising that some ergative systems go through a shift of syntactic
arrangements in order to accommodate a more straightforward subject coreferent marking
than is foreseen under the normal conditions of ergative morphology.

Literary Kurmanji is based on the Ceziri dialect spoken in southeastern Turkey and
northern Syria. The main guidelines for the written Kurmanji of Turkey and Syria were
set by Celadet Bedir Xan in the journal Hawar in the 1930s (cf. Bedir-Khan & Lescot
(1970); for discussion see Matras (1989) and Matras and Reershemius (1991)). My informants
are from the districts of Mardin (southeast Anatolia) and Mus (central-eastern Anatolia).

Oblique marking with masculine nouns does appear, however, in some of the Kurmanji
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dialects spoken in northern Irag (see Mackenzie 1961), and is also mentioned as an gpy
by Bedir Xan (1977). :
10. A somewhat similar pattern may be found in Hindi, where an animate or othery
discourse prominent direct object takes the dative, the subject is ergative, and the J
assumes a default form. E
11. Waurzel (1992: 110) suggests that the weakening of the ergative construction is due tg :‘
influence of Turkish (or possibly other national literary languages in the Kurdish are
none of which are ergative) on educated speakers of Kurmanji who have little knowleg
of the written variety of their native language, while among uneducated speaki
ergativily, as found in literary Kurmanji. remains intact. While this cannot be ruled g
and indeed Dorleijn’s (1996) results seem (0 point in a similar direction, one must beay
mind that the pattern of re-interpretation of the ergative construction shown here gcner_
resembles that atlested in the northern Iranian languages (Payne 1979; 1980), or even
some of the southern Kurdish dialects (Bynon 1980; Mackenzie 1961). :

12. Examples from: Kino digot: Alikari bikim. Capxana Cand a Kurd, Stockholm, 198
Rapora Xebata Federasyona Komelén Kurdistané li Swédé (=Report on the Work of
Federation of Kurdish Association in Sweden), Stockholm 1988. '

13. With pronouns Waxi shows oblique marking only in the first and second person singulg
(Payne 1980: 180), thus corresponding to the trend in Kurmanji. 3

14. In other varicties of Kurdish, such as Sorani (southern Kurdish or the Suleimaniy;
dialect), omission of an O-NP is made possible through the presence of two sel
pronominal clitics attached to the verb, one bearing subject agreement, the other ol
agreement (Bynon 1979). A similar option is available in some of the Pamir language
(Payne 1980). The choice and position of the clitic of course delivers the necessal
information about both the subject and the object, and so the conditions under which zete
anaphora operates are quite different. Sorani in turn lacks nominal and pronominal ca
altogether, and so it is not ergative.

15. Tt must be pointed out, however, that Schmidt’s (1985) study of dying Dyirbal relates t
a partial code, which had only been half-learned and was used only in restricted circum
stances, and so cannot be considered a full spoken language like Kurmanji. ‘

16. Watanabe (1994: 150) reports that in spoken Japanese discourse, first person subjects ar
often coded by zero-anaphora even in cases of subject-switch, which often causes
communicative strain. In modern Hebrew, the first person subject in unmarked an
unconnected constructions is rarely expressed by an overt pronoun, whereas the th
person subject in such constructions must be expressed overtly:

(1) a nasa-ti  le-tverya
went-1:5G to-Tiberias
b. aninasa-ti  le-tverya
I went-1:5G to-Tiberias
‘I went to Tiberias’

(2) a. *pasa le-tverya
went-@ to-Tiberias



Ption

TWise
- verh

to the
areas,
’lt:dge
akers
d out,
ear in
erally
‘en in

1984;
of the

gular

aniye
ts of
bject
ages
ssary
ZEeT0~
- case

les to
cum-

(s are
Ses a
| and
third

CLAUSE COMBINING IN KURMANII 651

b. hu nasa  le-tverya
he went-@ to-Tiberias
‘He went to Tiberias’
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