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The Statesin Changes of State!
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Stanford University

1. States and the causative/inchoative alternation

The morphological typology of words denoting non-causatnd causative COS
predicates, as in (1a,b) respectively (i.e., the caugatcleative alternation) has
been relatively well studied in the typological literatu(Bledjalkov and Silnitsky

1973, Croft 1990, Haspelmath 1993).

(1) a. Thevase broke. b. Kim broke the vase.

One of the main findings of this body of research is that ther®isingle direction
of morphological derivation from causative to inchoativenchoative to causative.
Instead, words naming flierent kinds of events tend to showffdrent directions
of derivation (Croft 1990, Haspelmath 1993, Levin and Rappadovav 1995).
COS events that generally come about spontaneously, suobeasgevents, for
example, tend to be lexicalized as inchoatives, with thesatne being derived, as
shown for Swahili in (2).

(2) Swabhilifreezingevents (Haspelmath 2005:5)
a. ganda (intransitive) b. ganeha (transitive)

In contrast, events that tend not to come about spontaneausih as events of
breaking are generally lexicalized as causatives, with the inaheaterived as
shown again for Swabhili by the data in (3).

(3) Swabhilibreakingevents (Haspelmath 2005:5)
a. vunja (transitive) b. vunjka (intransitive)
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comments which have moved the work along. Financial sugpothe research reported here was
provided in part by a Fulbright-Hays Dissertation Rese#otoad Fellowship, Graduate Research
Funds from the Department of Linguistics at Stanford Ursitgy and an NSF Small Grant for
Exploratory Research (NSF Grant BCS-0004437, P.1. Betlin)ev
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In what follows, | show that in addition to how the COS eventrisught about
(spontaneously or not), another factor that impacts theding of COS events is
the nature of the state underlying the change of state. $hiemonstrated primar-
ily on the basis of data from Ulwa (Misumalpan), which showtt€OS events
based on particular kinds of states (Dixon’s 1988perty concept®r adjectival
states), are treatedftirently from other kinds of COS events (elggaktype COS
events). Data from a number of other languages further stiglat it is not only
in Ulwa that the nature of the state in a COS event has an impeaitteoencoding
of the COS event. Instead, in a number of other unrelated &geg) COS events
based on adjectival states are, as in Ulwa, encodg&eteintly frombreaktype COS
events. This distinction has not been previously recoghizeost discussions of
the event structure of the causatinmehoative alternation make no distinction be-
tween deadjectival COS events and other COS events (Dowty, L8V and Rap-
paport Hovav 1995, Rbon 2001) while some explicitly treat deadjectival and othe
types of COS events (e.doreaktype) on a par with one another (Parsons 1990,
Baker 2003, Embick 2004). The findings suggest that COS eveseis to be dis-
tinguished on the basis of whether they are lexicalized astexe eventualities (as
with breaktype eventualities) or whether the COS event is insteade@from the
stative eventuality underlying the (derived) COS eventndke case of change into
adjectival state events.

| begin by discussing the privileged crosslinguistic statfiadjectival states. |
then examine deadjectival verbs dmeaktype verbs in the context of Ulwa verb
class morphology. Next, | outline an analysis of the obsgm@ntrast in the en-
coding of COS events, proposing that it follows fronffeiiences in lexicalization.
| then point toward data from other languages that suggedtitthlighted contrast
to be crosslinguistically robust.

2. Adjectival statesasa privileged class of states

Two empirical observations suggest that adjectival stdkeskinds of stative no-
tions in (4) that Dixon (1982, 2004) refers to@®perty conceptsare a privileged
class of stative predicates crosslinguistically.

(4) Dixon’s classes of adjectival states (Dixon 200#)3

dimension big, small, long, tall, short, wide, deep, etc.
age new, young, old, etc.

value good, bad, lovely, atrocious, perfect, etc.
color black, white, red, etc.

phys. prop. hard, soft, heavy, wet, rough, strong, etc.
speed fast, quick, slow, etc.

human propensity jealous, happy, kind, clever, generous, etc.

First, in a survey of languages with small inventories ofeatlyes, where many
stative notions are instead lexicalized as nouns or verb®n)1982) found that
no matter how small a class of adjectives a language hash#stany adjectives
at all, the class includes notions dimension age valug and color. Crosslin-
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guistically, as languages have progressively larger etas$ adjectivesphysical
property, speed andhuman propensityiotions are also included in the class (see
also Stassen 1997). Secondly, the names given to thesee staBntualities are
always morphologically simple, regardless of lexical gatg (Koontz-Garboden
2005, 2006a, Koontz-Garboden and Levin 2005). These fagtgest that adjectival
states are a privileged lexical semantic class crossktigaily. Given this observa-
tion, then, it might not be surprising to find that changes ihiese kinds of states
are encoded ¢lierently from other types of COS events, in particular charmgges
states which are not in this privileged class.

3. Two classes of change of state verbsin Ulwa

Data from Ulwa, an endangered Misumalpan language spokeppsoximately
350 people in the village of Karawala on Nicaragua’s Atlambast, confirm the
suspicion that COS events based on adjectival states atedrdferently from
changes into states that are not in the core Dixonian classw this by contrast-
ing the behavior of deadjectival verbs amikaktype verbs, drawing on data from
eleven months of my own fieldwork in 2004—-2005 and from Grd€99).

| begin by laying out the facts of the Ulwa system of verb ckigBxes. | then
show that in this context, COS events based diecknt kinds of states receive dif-
ferent kinds of encoding. | follow this by an analysis whishbuilt on the idea that
change into adjectival state events are built on adjecsitate roots, whildreak
type COS events are built on eventive roots.

3.1 Ulwa verb class suffixes

Ulwa verbs are divided into four major morphological clasaecording to the $fix
that appears following the verbal roetda—, —pa—, —-wa-and—ta— The data in (5)
illustrate verbs of each of these four classes, showingwihie —da—and—-wa—
verbs are intransitive (5a,c), there exist both transisled) and intransitive (5e,f)
verbs in the-pa—and-ta—classes. (Infixes are glossed witk.) 2

B) a As-ki-na ya andih birh-d-ida.

shirt-<1siNnG> Der alreadytearpa-3sING.PAST
‘My shirt has already torn.’

b. Asnaya birh-p-i ya-t-ah.
cloth per tearea-prRox 1SING.OBJ-TA-2SING.IMP
‘Tear the cloth and give it to me.

C. Arak-ki-bus bah-w-ida.
gun<1sing> breakwa-3sING.PAST

‘My gun broke.’

2Although Hale and Salamanca (2002) briefly acknowledgettieae are not only transitivepata—
verbs, but intransitive as well, their analysis is builtard the idea thatpa—and-ta—are transitiviz-
ers, an idea that (5e,f) show cannot be correct. In fact, i3€£999) dictionary lists approximately
one hundred-pata—class intransitive verbs, many of whose intransitivity V&éaerified.
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d. Wahai-ki  arak-ki-bus bah-t-ida.
brother-king gun<1sing> breaksa-3siNG.pastT
‘My brother broke my gun.’

e. Kimbyya madilaih babar-p-ida.

Kimby per now top thin-pa-3sING.PAST
‘Kimby has become thin.’

f. Kung-ki-makpupuh-t-ida, yapabahangtsip
lip-<1sivg> swell-ta-3sivG.past that so possible
wiu-pa-sing.
whistle-pa-1SING.NEG
‘My lip is swollen, and so | cannot whistle.’

The generalization, then, captured by the table in (6) isdhg verb that is tran-

sitive will be in the—tgjpa— class. For intransitive verbs, however, there are four
possibilities for what class a meaning could fall into.

(6) An overview of the transitivity of Ulwa morphological ieclasses
intransitive | transitive

—da— yes no
—wa— yes no
—pa— yes yes
—ta— yes yes
3.2. The morphological classes of COSverbsin Ulwa

Data presented in the following two sections show that incibretext of the Ulwa
verb class system, change into adjectival state eventsnaceled diferently from
breaktype COS events, which are not based on the Dixonian adistiates.

3.2.1 Changeinto adjectival state verbs
COS verbs related to core adjectival states with few excepti@ve intransitive
verbs in either theta—or the—pa—class, as illustrated by the table in (7).

(7) Adjectives with associated intransitive COS verb

adjective gloss Dixon class intrans COS verb class
auhka fat physical property ta
babarka  thin physical property pa
sikka big dimension wa
itukwana  big dimension wa
bisika small dimension pa
tubakka  thickdense dimension ta
siuka growrimature (fruit) age ta
yamka good value pa
dutka bad value ta
pauka red color ta
pihka white color ta
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baraska black color pa
puputka  brown color ta
lalahka yellow color ta

The first observation, revealed by the table in (7), is thatgectival verbs always
have adjectives based on the same roots. This may seem ¢pui® observation
for a class called “deadjectival”, but it is neverthelespamant. As shown below,
this is not necessarily the case for COS verbs based on nentadj states.

Next, some of these verbs participate in the causatiskeoative alternation,
such asauhnakato become fat’ in (8). Noteworthy, however, is the fact ttiadre
is no change in verb class associated with the alternatiath-itne inchoative in
(8a) and the causative in (8b) are in tHe—class.

(8) auhnakato become fat’
a. Kasnakali-ka mah-ka kas-ring  laih auh-ta-ring.
food  thing-3iNnG muchapsy eat-3ING.IRR If  fat-Ta-1SING.IRR
‘If | eat a lot | will become fat.’
b. SO-ki-lu auh-t-ikda.
dog~<1sinGg> fat-ta-1SING.PAST
‘| fattened my dog up.’
Other change into adjectival state verbs fail to parti@pathe causativechoative
alternation, lacking the causative variant, as illusttdte the verbbabarnaka‘to
become thin’in (9).
(9) babarnakato become thin’

a. Siluas watahyang katkababar-p-ida bahangh
dog nper have 1sing but  thin-pa-3sING.PAST SO
wal-ta-sing.
want-Ta-1SING.NEG
‘| have a dog that has become thin, so | no longer wan{/emi

b. *Yangraupisi-ki-lu babar-p-ikda, kanasauhkadai
1sinG suBs  dog~<1siNG> thin-pa-1siNG.pasT more fat-aps past.cop
bahangh.

o)

‘| thinned my dog up because he was so fat.

In summary, deadjectival verbs have adjectives based osahe roots, the
verbs are in thetgpa—classes, and sometimes participate in the caugateative
alternation, though without a change in morphologicalslas

3.2.2. Breakand cooking-type COS verbs

In contrast to what was just seen for deadjectival verbs whiave intransitives
in the—tgjpa—classes, intransitive verbs based on states that donihtalDixon’s
core class, exemplified by Levin’s (199®eakand cooking verbs, have intransitive
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verbs that tend to be in theda—or the—wa—classes, as shown for the infinitival
forms of such verbs in (10) and (11).

(20) Infinitival forms of some intransitivereakverbs
bahwa-naka ‘break’, pilda-naka ‘chip’, sahwa-naka ‘crack’, dakwa-nakadak-
da-naka ‘rig'snap’, sahwa-naka ‘split’, birh-da-naka ‘tear, rip, shred’, kalh-
da-naka ‘cruslbreak’, lisda-naka ‘splifcleave’, suihda-naka ‘break, snap
off’, tak-da-naka ‘chip, flake &, peel’, turuda-naka ‘flake (skin)’, bukda-
naka ‘chigcrack (e.g. lips)’

(11) Infinitival forms of some intransitive cooking verbs
lah-wa-naka ‘boil’, dd-wa-naka ‘burribake’

Another point of contrast with deadjectival verbs is tha ineaktype and cook-
ing type verbs consistently participate in the causatiedoative alternatiowith a
difference in the morphological class of the two varia®@isillustrated for the verb
bah(wa)nakabreak’ in (12), where the the intransitive variant in (128)in the
—wa—class with the transitive variant in (12b) in thta—class.

(12) a. Tulh-ki ya wauh-d-ibah-w-ida.
machete-ainG per fall-pa-ss breakwa-3sING.PAST
‘My machete fell and broke.’

b. Aakabaka-ka ul-niki pan-ka  bah-t-ida.
this child-3sivg write-1sinG.INF Stick-3inG breakaa-3sING.PAST

“This child broke my pefpencil’

The breakand cooking verbs also contrast with the deadjectival varlibat ad-
jectives based on the same rootdesaktype and cooking verbs are generally not
attested. For example, although there is a Vahlvanakabolil’, there is no associ-
ated adjective fahkawith a meaning related to the verb based on the same root.
In summarypreaktype verbs are built on roots that do not generally also form
adjectives. Further, they consistently participate indhesativinchoative alterna-
tion with a morphological dierence between causative, which is-Higpa— and
inchoative, which is inr-dgwa— This contrasts with the situation for the deadjecti-
val verbs, which have intransitives in th@ata— classes. These observations lead
to the question whether there is anffeience between these morphological classes
that might shed light on why deadjectival intransitives dmelaktype transitives
are in the-pata—classes whiléreaktype intransitives are in thedawa—classes.

3.3. A bit more about Ulwa verb class mor phology

It turns out that there is afiierence in the extent to whickpata—verbs and-dgiva—
verbs consistently show their thematic markers in verbahgigms. In infinitival
paradigms—pata— verbs fail to show their thematic marker at all , as shown in
(13a). Verbs in the-dawa—classes, on the other hand, consistently show their verb
class marker throughout the infinitival paradigm, as shawi8b).
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(13) Infinitival paradigms

a. —pa—classsangnakadto spoil; to cause to become green’

1sing sang-niki  1pl.excl sang-nikina
1pl.incl  sang-nini

2sing sang-nama 2pl sang-namana
3sing sang-naka 3pl sang-nakana

b. —da—classbirhdanaka'to become torn’
1sing birhda-niki  1pl.excl birhda-nikina

1plincl birh-da-nini

2sing birhda-nama 2pl birnda-namana
3sing birhda-naka 3pl birhda-nakana

Similarly, in finite paradigms, while-pata— class verbs fail to show their verb
class marker in the first person inclusive and the third pegaral, as shown in
(14a),—dawa—class verbs consistently show their verb class marker ¢fivout the
paradigm, as shown in (14b).

(14) Finite paradigms
a. —pa—themedsangnakdto spoil; to cause to become green’
1sing sangea-yang 1pl.excl sanga-yangna
1plincl sang-wai
2sing sanga-yam 2pl sangpa-yamna
3sing sanga-i 3pl sang-dai
b. —da—themedbirhdanakato become torn’
1sing birhda-yang 1pl.excl birhda-yangna
1pl.incl yak birhda-i
2sing birhda-yam 2pl birhda-yamna
3sing birhda-i 3pl birh-da-dai

Thus, while—dgiva—class verbs consistently show their verb class marker gjrou
out the paradigm, this is not so fepata—class verbs, suggesting that these classes
are fundamentally dlierent from one another. Further, whitdgiva—verbs are con-
sistently intransitive-pata— verbs vary in transitivity. Assuming some treatment
of the verb class markers affiges (cf. Hale and Salamanca 2002), whittgiva—
sufixation is both found throughout the paradigm and has a demsisemantic
outcome—intransitivity—neither is the case fqrata—sufixation, which neither ap-
pears throughout the paradigm nor has a consistent sencamticme, there being
both transitive and intransitive verbs in these classess@fiacts suggest that while
—da—and—wa—are derivational fiixes operating on a root yielding some semanti-
cally altered stem with fixed intransitivitypata—are something else, possibly part
of the persomumbeffiniteness inflectional morphology.

In the context of the encoding of COS events in Ulwa, then, theeovation
is that while intransitive verbs in thedawa—classes, including intransitidereak
type verbs, are based on derived stems, intransitives i#a—classes, including
intransitive deadjectival verbs, are not (see Koontz-Gdelm 2006b for an addi-
tional argument to thisféect).
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34. Summary of the Ulwa facts
The table in (15) summarizes the facts of Ulwa discusseddmpthvious sections.

(15) Breakversus deadjectival verbs in Ulwa

adj | inchoative causative
deadjectival| yes| —pata—(underived)| —pata— (underived)
break no | —dawa—(derived) | —pata—(underived)

First, while deadjectival intransitives are in thpgta—morphological verb classes,
breaktype intransitives are in thedaiva—classes. The ffierence between these
morphological classes is such that deadjectival intraesitare underived while
breaktype intransitives are derived. Furthéreaktype transitives fall into the-
pata—class, showing that in their underived form, they are cawsatext,break
type verbs consistently participate in the causatiadoative alternation, with the
intransitive variant in the deriveedawa—classes. Finally, there are adjectives based
on the roots forming deadjectival verbs, while there aredjedives based on the
roots formingbreakverbs. In the following section, | suggest the outlines of an
analysis of the lexical semantics of Ulwa roots and Ulwa\@gional operations
that captures these facts.

4, Toward an analysis

The core theoretical assumption that the analysis of thieligigted contrasts rests
on is the Monotonicity Hypothesis (MH), the idea that wordni@tion processes
add, but do not delete meaning (Kiparsky 1982, RappaportWawe Levin 1998,
Koontz-Garboden 2005, 2006a, in prep.). Given this idea,rtots underlying
deadjectival verbs must be stative—while change into aiggdcstate verbs can
be derived from states monotonically, states cannot be geedefrom changes
of state; a derivation from change of state to state wouletssarily involve the
deletion of change semantics, inconsistent with the MH. [Ekal semantics of
the root underlying the deadjectival vedohnaka'fatten’, then, would be as in
(16a), wherex ranges over ordinary individuals asaver stative eventualities. In
contrast, roots underlyinigreaktype verbs are causative and eventive, as in (16b),
wheree ranges over eventive eventualiti#ganges over eventualities more gener-
ally (whether stative or eventive), alds an unspecified theta role, determined in
part by the nature of the causing eventuality

(16) a. denotation of the roauh—fat’ = AxA9 fat(s,x)]

b. denotation of the rodtah—'break’ = AyAxA1e[AVACAUSE(v,e no(v,X)
ABECOME(e,s\THEME(s,y)A—wholgs)]]

Given the lexical semantics in (16b), the MH predicts thatr¢hshould not be ad-
jectives based on these roots, since such a derivation wowdt/e the deletion of
causative and change of state semantics (i.e., to get frometbing like (16b) to
something like (16a)). As discussed above, this predidgtidiorne out. Further, the
treatment of the root as causative captures the fact thbs\msed on such roots
are causatives as underivetd/pa—class verbs. Concerning the intransithagiva—

8



The States in Changes of State

variants ofbreaktype verbs, | treat theda\wa—sufixes as anticausativizers, with
anticausativization semantically being a kind of reflex@ation operation (Chier-
chia 2004). This is discussed in detail in Koontz-Garbodemfep.), who further
shows the reflexivization analysis to be consistent withMiive

The core of the analysis rests on two simple ideas: the MH acmh&ast in
the lexicalization of roots. Change into adjectival statdsere built on roots that
are lexicalized as states, whiteeaktype COS verbs are built on roots that are
lexicalized as (two argument) events. Given the contrakitalization, many of
the observed dierences in behavior between the two classes follow from thHe M

5. Supporting data from other languages

In is not only in Ulwa that these kinds of contrast in behawietween deadjectival
and breaktype verbs are observed. Indeed, across a number of othgudges,
deadjectival verbs are derived from morphologically siengiate denoting words,
while breaktype verbs are morphologically simple as COS events. Aaltstiy,
breaktype verbs lack corresponding simple adjectives (a fagyssting they are
not derived from the states underlying the COS events). Te ¢tae example, the
data in (17) and (18) from Megerdoomian (2002) show this kaficdtontrast in
Eastern Armenian. While-anal derives a non-causative COS from an adjectival
state and-ats—a causative COS from this, there appear to be no simple agjscti
associated witbreaktype verbs. Instead, the morphologically simple form neme
a causative COS, with the non-causative COS being derived @ntcausative
operation, marked withv—

(17) Eastern Armenian deadjectival verbs (Megerdoomid? ZB)
adjective non-causative COS causative COS
layn (wide) layn.anal (widen) layn.ats.nel (widen)
cor (dry) cor.anal (dry) cor.ats.nel (dry)
metz (big) metz.anal (grow) metz.ats.nel (grow, bring up)
arag (fast, quick) arag.anal (quicken) arag.ats.nel (acte)
caq (fat) cag.anal (become fat)¢ag.ats.nel (fatten)
sev (black) sev.anal (blacken) sev.ats.nel (blacken emrk

(18) Eastern Armeniabreaktype verbs (Megerdoomian 2002:98)
adjective causative COS non-causative COS
— k'ot'Rel (break) k'ot'R.v.el (break)
— epel (cook) ep.v.el (cook)
— poxel (change) pox.v.el (change)
— Safjel (move) Sajj.v.el (move)
- xort'ak’el (sink, drown) xort’ak’.v.el (sink, drown)

Additionally, | have observed similar kinds of contrastsTiongan (Churchward
1953, 1959), O’'odham (Hale and Keyser 1998:92,95), Pimat(S2006), Greek
(Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 2004:124-125), Hebrew¢D@003:56, 61-62),
Quechua (Cusihuaman 1976, Weber 1989), and Warlpiri (HadeKayser 1998).
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This suggests a crosslinguistic tendency for this kind oftiast in behavior be-
tween verbs with these kinds of meanings, a fact which | elie be the results of
(i) the nature of the semantics of word formation (conswdiby the MH) and (i)
differences in lexicalization of roots (states versus COS eyvents

6. Concluding remarks

| have shown, largely on the basis of data from Ulwa, an enel@tgMisumalpan
language that deadjectival verbs ameaktype verbs dter from one another in
fundamental ways. First, there are morphologically singugctives based on the
roots underlying deadjectival verbs, while there are nottfi@ roots underlying
breaktype verbs. Additionally, onlypreaktype verbs consistently have causatives.
Finally, intransitivebreaktype verbs and deadjectival verbs fall intéfdrent mor-
phological verb classes, the former derived, the lattereuadd. This contrast, |
believe, follows from both local dlierences in lexicalization and a more global con-
straint on the semantics of word formation (monotoniciBggardless of analysis,
however, the facts discussed clearly show that deadjéendbreaktype verbs
behave dterently from one another, contra many analysis that treanthdenti-
cally (e.g., Dowty 1979, Parsons 1990, Levin and Rappapovatdd 995, Fion
2001, Baker 2003, Embick 2004). This area, then, is ripe fahér theoretical
exploration.
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