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Abstract:
Indo-Aryan languages are often described as ergative or split-ergative. The article investigates the extent of this claim, by looking at a number of constructions in 22 New Indo-Aryan languages. It is shown that ergative constructions are in general the minority, and that other mechanisms of alignment, such as transitivity-indicating agreement patterns, are as valuable to be studied as strictly ergative patterns. Our conclusion also applies to historical studies on the evolution of the Indo-Aryan alignment system, which sometimes seem to focus too much on specific ergative patterns, thus overlooking other motivations of alignment.

2.1 Introduction[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The abbreviations used in this article are the following: AUX: auxiliary, ERG: ergative, F: feminine, FUT: future, M: masculine, NOM: nominative, OBJ: objective, PL: plural, PRF: perfect, PRS: present, PST: past, PTCP: participle, SBJV: subjunctive, SG: singular.] 

In this article we want to question the relation between the linguistic phenomenon of ergativity and Indo-Aryan. Our investigation of several modern Indo-Aryan languages indicates that the grammatical features in these languages do not necessarily give reason to call the languages “ergative”. On the contrary, the range of variation of the alignment features is remarkably widespread, and this seems to suggest that as a consequence of interplay of distinct semantic and syntactic regularities, there are certain ergative features noticeable in the languages, but the languages are certainly not completely “ergative languages”. Furthermore, the intricate patterns of agreement and case marking found in New Indo-Aryan could shed a new light on historical research on alignment patterns in Old and Middle Indo-Aryan. In the following section, we discuss the ergative and accusative constructions found in New Indo-Aryan. In Section 3, we focus on the causes for the differentiation in the alignment patterns we found, or in other words, on the “splits” in alignment. Section 4 makes a brief excursion to a possible perspective on future historical research, and Section 5 concludes the article. 

2.2 Ergative and accusative patterns in Modern Indo-Aryan

The definition of ergativity used in this article is the one given by Dixon (1979: 60): “a language is said to show ergative characteristics if intransitive subject is treated in the same manner as transitive object, and differently from transitive subject”. With “treated”, Dixon refers to case marking and verb agreement. In this article, Dixon’s terms A, S and O will be used to refer respectively to the transitive subject, intransitive subject and transitive direct object. Dixon’s definition is the most common in typological literature, and is also the most applicable for cross-linguistic comparisons because of the clear, well-defined and easily discernable features it ascribes to constructions.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Other definitions of ergativity have been proposed. For instance, Comrie (1978) emphasizes that ergativity is primarily a case marking system and agreement patterning of the verb is only secondary in determining the alignment. As a second example, in cognitive linguistics, the view is defended that ergative languages require a different cognitive system than languages without ergativity (cf. Du Bois 1981, De Lancey 1984, Montaut 2004). On this view, the formal similarity of S and O is not a necessary condition for considering a language ergative. However, cross-linguistically the formal features are the first condition to identify ergativity, and accordingly, we will focus on these features in this article.] 

We take a look at a number of constructions in Hindi-Urdu and in other Indo-Aryan languages, to see how many of these abide to Dixon’s definition of ergativity. If the greatest number of constructions are indeed ergative, we may want to consider the Indo-Aryan language family ergative. However, it is well-known in the literature that Hindi-Urdu is regarded as a “split-ergative” language, with ergative constructions only occurring under specific circumstances.  As a consequence, we expect that ergative alignment which follows the definition of Dixon (1979) will only occur under specific circumstances in other Indo-Aryan languages too. In Appendix 1, an inventory of 168 Indo-Aryan constructions drawn from 21 languages is presented, and several remarkable features of this inventory will be highlighted in order to show that ergativity is only a minor parameter in Indo-Aryan. The languages from the inventory are geographically spread over the subcontinent from West to East (excluding more southerly languages such as Sinhala, which have a very different history) in order to give a good overview of the language area, and, secondly, in order to avoid genealogically determined bias by focusing on one sub-family. For each language, eight constructions have been included, which differ with respect to one of the following three conditions: tense/aspect of the verb, the referentiality of O, and the referentiality of A. The case marking and the verb agreement in each of the constructions were subsequently determined. 
It is well-known that the Hindi-Urdu ergative postposition ne only appears when the verb form is perfective, and not, for instance, when the verb is in the present tense. In other words, the condition of tense/aspect determines the circumstances in which the ergative marking occurs. The second important criterion is the place of the core arguments in the referential hierarchies. Silverstein (1978) defines a hierarchy in which there are three different types of features distinguished, viz. features referring to person, nominality, and animacy. Accordingly, Silverstein’s hierarchy is known as the “animacy hierarchy”, “nominal hierarchy” or “person/indexicality hierarchy”. More recent typological research has shown that other features can also be arranged in different hierarchies. Siewierska (2004:149-161), for instance, distinguishes a definiteness hierarchy, which ranks the definiteness of the arguments from definite/specific to indefinite/non-specific, and a focus hierarchy, which ranks topicalized arguments above non-topical arguments. Bickel (2008, 2011:410) uses the term “referential hierarchies” to include all hierarchies, and it is this terminology that is followed here. The features of “referentiality” are divergent in different languages; some languages make a distinction between the marking of animate and inanimate O’s, others rather distinguish between definite and indefinite O’s. Hence, although we use the general term “referentiality” (REF- in the tables), “referentiality” may refer to different features in different languages, including animacy, definiteness, person, and topicality. Moreover, the term “referentiality” does not necessarily assume the existence of a relation between the referential features of A and those of O (cf. de Swart 2006:251). If there is such a relation, the alignment displays a pattern in which the marking of A determines the marking of O and vice versa. In general, the conditions under which a particular type of alignment appears are not strict but must be interpreted for each language separately. This proviso needs not only to be kept in mind with respect to the referential hierarchies, but also with respect to the tense/aspect/mood of the verb. That is, the category of “perfective” may differ across the Indo-Aryan languages. For instance, compare the tense system in Nepali with the tense system in Kashmiri. Whereas in Nepali, there are two perfect participles, one ending on -yo, used to express past tense, and one inferential ending on -eko; in Kashmiri the perfect participle ending on –mut is conjugated for gender and number and is used for present, past and future perfect, whereas the standard past tense is a synthetic form, not a periphrastic one (cf. Koul and Wali 2006:105). All of these formations however occur in ergative constructions.

Table 1 provides an overview of the constructions in Indo-Aryan that are entirely ergative, in case marking and verb agreement. An ergative case marking implies that S is marked in the same way as O (S=O), whereas A is marked differently (with an ergative case). An ergative verb agreement implies that the verb agrees with S or O, not with A. Note that from the 168 constructions, only these 20 display ergative case marking and ergative agreement.
[bookmark: _Ref287970728][bookmark: _Ref287970720]Table 1 Ergative constructions in Indo-Aryan
	language
	tense/aspect
	ref-O
	ref-A
	case marking
	verb agreement

	Hindi-Urdu
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Hindi-Urdu
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Poguli
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Poguli
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Sindhi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Siraiki
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Marathi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Gujarati
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Gujarati
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Punjabi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Braj
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Braj
	perfective
	low
	low 
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Bundeli
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Bundeli
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O



The Rajasthani language Harauti is the Indo-Aryan language with the highest number of ergative constructions (all four perfective constructions) in our table. This implies that Harauti is the Indo-Aryan language with the lowest number of conditions that must be fulfilled for a construction to qualify as ergative. Ergative constructions in Harauti require that the verb be perfective; this requirement is the sole condition. The place of the arguments in the referential hierarchies does not directly interfere with the case marking or the verb agreement because Harauti restricts the occurrence of the postposition naiṃ/ne that can mark any core argument. In perfective transitive constructions, naiṃ/ne already marks A; thus, a “second” naiṃ/ne-marking in the sentence, the marking of O, does not occur (cf. Allen 1960:10, Stronski 2010).[footnoteRef:3] Furthermore, the verb in perfective constructions in Harauti always agrees with O. As a result, O has the same nominative case marking as S, and the verb agrees with S and O. In the following examples, the A is ergative, whereas the O and the IO in ex. (1) mhāiṃ are unmarked. The construction is as such perfectly ergative, and conforms to Dixon’s definition. [3:  One reviewer mentions an example from Sharma (1991), quoted by Stronski (2009:245-246), i.e. choro sāṃp=ne māryo ‘a boy hit the snake’, and which leads Stronski to assume a certain lability in the Harauti case marking. However, in our data we did not find any similar example with a marked O. Quantitative research on Harauti may offer an answer to the question if the case marking is historically shifting or if it is simply a matter of variation. ] 

(1) thā=ne	mhāiṃ	ek	uraṇo				bhī	nhī	di-yo
you=ERG	I.NOM	one	young goat[M]NOM.SG	also	not	give-PST.M.SG
‘You have never given me a young goat.’ (Grierson 1903 IX,II:211)
(2) mhaiṃ=naiṃ 	hāṃkā 		pāṛ-yā
I=ERG		scream[M]PL	scream-PST.M.PL
‘I screamed.’ (Prem 1984:91)

Hindi-Urdu displays the same alignment under the same conditions as Braj and Bundeli. Notably, in contrast with Harauti, a high-ranked O is marked and prevents ergative agreement from occurring. Hence, O is treated entirely differently from S in Hindi-Urdu, Braj and Bundeli, and there is no ergative case marking or agreement. The following example from Hindi illustrates this type of alignment.

(3) maiṃ=ne 	sitā=ko 	dekh-ā
I=ERG	sita[F]=OBJ	see-PST.M.SG
‘I saw Sita.’

In Braj, constructions with a high-ranked O may pattern ergatively if O is unmarked. In contrast with Hindi (e.g. sitā=ko from ex. (3)), an animate and even pronominal O in Braj does not always take an objective marking (cf. Liperovsky 2007). Gujarati patterns in the same way as Hindi-Urdu and its western dialects in this table. However, in Gujarati, the first and second plural pronouns do not display a distinctive ergative case; this characteristic distinguishes Gujarati from the more regular pronominal paradigm of Hindi-Urdu , cf. table 2 and 3.
[bookmark: _Ref280793005][bookmark: _Ref280792969]Table 2  Personal pronouns in Gujarati (cf. Cardona 1965:92-93)[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Certain forms, such as the exclusive and formal plural and the remote third person pronoun, are not included in this and the following tables for reasons of space. These forms are all declined in a similar way.] 

	SG
	1
	2
	3
	PL
	1
	2
	3

	NOM
	huṃ
	tuṃ
	E
	
	apṇe
	ta(h)me
	e

	ERG
	meṃ
	teṃ
	e(h)ṇe
	
	apṇe
	ta(h)me
	e(h)mṇe

	OBJ
	ma=ne
	ta=ne
	e(h)=ne
	
	apṇ=ne
	ta(h)m=ne
	e(h)m=ne



Table 3 Pronominal paradigm in Hindi 
	
	1
	2
	3
	PL
	1
	2
	3

	NOM
	maiṃ 
	tū 
	yah, wah 
	
	ham 
	tum 
	ye, we 

	ERG
	maiṃ=ne 
	tū=ne 
	is=ne, us=ne 
	
	ham=ne 
	tum=ne 
	in=ne, un=ne 

	OBJ
	mujh-e, mujh=ko 
	tujh-e, tujh=ko 
	is=ko, us=ko 
	
	ham-eṃ, ham=ko 
	tum-heṃ, tum=ko 
	in-heṃ, un-heṃ, in=ko, un=ko 




The patterns in the northwestern Indo-Aryan languages Kashmiri and Poguli are alike. In Kashmiri and Poguli, pronominal suffixes can be attached to the verb. These suffixes refer to pronominal core arguments, i.e. A, S or O. However, arguments that are low on the referential hierarchy (i.e., non-pronominal arguments) cannot control pronominal suffixes, and the verb in the perfective constructions in this table consistently agrees with the nominative O (cf. ex.4). 
(4) yemy		līch		ciṭh
he.ERG	write.PST.F.SG	letter[F]NOM.SG
‘He wrote a letter.’
On the other hand, in constructions in which the A-argument is high on the referential hierarchy, such as tse in ex. (5), pronominal suffixes are much more common and sometimes obligatory.[footnoteRef:5] Hence, in Kashmiri and Poguli, the ergative O-agreement is accompanied by A-agreement, expressed by pronominal suffixes.  [5:  Strictly speaking, pronominal suffixes are somewhere between proper person agreement markers and anaphoric bound pronouns. Some categories of suffixes are obligatory and like agreement markers, for instance the suffixes referring to a nominative case and the suffixes referring to second person core arguments.  However, different from traditional agreement markers, they only occur referring to pronominal forms, and some categories of pronominal suffixes are optional. Nevertheless, in their function of cross-referencing to the core arguments, we consider pronominal suffixes as a form of agreement.] 


(5) 	bi 	ch-u-s-ath 		tse 		vuch-mut 
	I.NOM	 AUX-M.SG-1SG-2SG	you.ERG 	see-PTCP.PRF 
	‘You have seen me.’

Sindhi, Siraiki, Marathi, and Punjabi only occasionally display ergative constructions because all three conditions, the tense/aspect of the verb and the places on the referential hierarchies of the A-argument and the O-argument, influence the case marking of the arguments and the verb agreement. However, there is a clear tendency in these languages that the pronominal arguments pattern differently than the nominal arguments.
In summary, “perfectly ergative” constructions are rather limited in number in Indo-Aryan. Twenty of the 168 constructions included in the inventory in Appendix 1 display a “perfectly ergative” construction. 
It is generally assumed that Indo-Aryan is split ergative, in the sense that it displays ergative constructions as exceptions to a predominantly accusative pattern. However, the dominance of the accusative construction in Indo-Aryan is not confirmed by the data contained in Table 4. There are indeed more “perfectly accusative” constructions than ergative constructions (i.e., there are 35 accusative constructions and 20 ergative constructions, but overall, 35 is still rather low compared to the total sum of 168 examined constructions). Nevertheless, the range of languages displaying an accusative pattern is wider than that displaying an ergative pattern. One finds accusative constructions in the languages Hindi-Urdu, Asamiya, Bangla, Bhojpuri, Magahi, Awadhi, Nepali, Marathi, Marwari, Harauti, Gujarati, Punjabi, Braj, Bundeli, and Kundri. Whereas the ergative construction is clearly limited to Central and Western Indo-Aryan, accusative constructions are found across the entire region in which the Indo-Aryan languages are spoken.
[bookmark: _Ref288835625]Table 4 Accusative constructions in Indo-Aryan
	language
	tense/aspect 
	ref-O
	ref-A
	case marking
	verb agreement

	Hindi-Urdu
	imperfective
	high 
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Hindi-Urdu
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Asamiya
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bangla
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bangla
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Magahi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Magahi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Nepali
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Marathi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Marathi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Marathi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Marwari
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Marwari
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Harauti
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Harauti
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Braj
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Braj
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Kundri
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S, A

	Kundri
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S, A



The ergative and accusative constructions are syntactically stable patterns. They are able to distinguish A-arguments from O-arguments in an equal measure, and in an economical and unambiguous way, by morphosyntactic mechanisms such as case marking and verb agreement. However, many constructions in Indo-Aryan are neither ergative nor accusative (113/168). This observation indicates that alignment in Indo-Aryan is not a purely syntactic issue. While the arguments are “distinguished” from each other by case marking and verb agreement, case marking and verb agreement are also mechanisms that have “indexing” functions, i.e., they are used to mark certain arguments for semantic aspects, such as definiteness, animacy and topicality. 



2.3 [bookmark: _Ref288228109][bookmark: _Toc289102444][bookmark: _Toc290390483]The influence of referential hierarchies

The influence of the referential hierarchies leads to alignment patterns that differ from the accusative and ergative alignment. In addition to these patterns, Comrie (1978) distinguished the neutral type of alignment, in which all arguments are coded in the same way (A=S=O); the tripartite alignment pattern, in which all arguments are coded differently (A≠S≠O); and a last type, in which A is coded in the same way as O and differently from S, which is extremely uncommon.


2.3.1 Referentiality of O. 

In Hindi-Urdu, if O is high in animacy/definiteness (ref-O: high), the expected case marking pattern is tripartite (A is ergative) or accusative (A is nominative) because O will be marked with the objective marker and will thus differ from A and S. In the other Indo-Aryan languages, a number of constructions in which O is high in animacy/definiteness also display this type of tripartite case marking (24/84), and accusative case marking is even more frequent (54/84). However, a few constructions in Table 5 combine a highly referential O with an ergative case marking pattern. These constructions occur only in Kashmiri and Poguli. In these languages, the O in perfective constructions cannot be marked, irrespective of its place on the referential hierarchies.  The previous ex. (4) illustrates this once again: the O bi is in the nominative case, though it is a first person and thus high on the referential hierarchy. Remarkably, Harauti displays the same pattern due to the aforementioned restriction on two naiṃ markings in a single clause: only the highly referential ergative A will be marked with the ergative postposition.
[bookmark: _Ref290396771]Table 5 Ergative case marking in constructions with a high referentiality of O
	language
	tense/aspect
	ref-O
	ref-A
	case marking
	verb agreement

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	A, S, O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Poguli
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	A, S, O

	Poguli
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	S, O

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S, O



Conversely, if the referentiality of O is low, the preferred case marking patterns are ergative (28/84) (if A is ergative), and neutral (56/84) (if A is nominative). 

Remarkably, the referentiality of O has no particular influence on the agreement pattern. In general, accusative agreement is the most common type of agreement among the IA constructions (96/168). In constructions with a high-ranked O, 43/84 constructions display accusative agreement, and 21/84 display tripartite agreement. Tripartite agreement occurs in two forms, either there is agreement with all three core arguments at the same time, or the verb indicates its transitivity with an extra suffix. Kashmiri is exemplary of the first type, since pronominal suffixes can refer to all three arguments, and can occur in combinations. Asamiya and the Bihari languages are exemplary of the second type, since past tense forms take a different ending depending on whether the verb is transitive or intransitive. This ending indirectly refers to the presence of O, and is, as such, a form of O-agreement, besides the usual A/S agreement.[footnoteRef:6] In constructions with a low-ranked O, 53/84 constructions display accusative agreement, and 12/84 display tripartite agreement. This difference is caused by the languages in which a high-ranked O controls the occurrence of a pronominal suffix.  [6:  Compare the Asamiya māril-e ‘he beat’ with maril-⍉ ‘he died’.] 

Hence, there is no convincing association between verb agreement and the referential properties of O. This finding is compliant with Bickel (2008), who argued that although features from referential hierarchies obviously influence the case marking, particularly the marking of O, alignment in general is not influenced by these hierarchies. That is, there is no observable tendency toward ergative or accusative agreement associated with a high- or low-ranked O.
The exceptions seem to be Hindi-Urdu, Punjabi, and Marathi, in which the marking of O does not co-occur with O-agreement. In other words, there seems to be a causal relation between the case marking of O and the agreement pattern. However, in the other languages with ergative agreement and differential object marking (DOM), viz. Marwari, Harauti, and Gujarati, the marking of O has no influence on the agreement pattern. Remarkably, there is a clear morphological difference between the markers of O in these languages, which parallels the distinction between O-agreement and no O-agreement. As shown in table 5, the case marker of a high-ranked O in Hindi-Urdu and Punjabi has a distinctive form, in contrast with Harauti, where the marker of O takes the identical form of the marker of A. The marker in Marwari and Gujarati is formally very close to the ergative marker of Hindi-Urdu and the multifunctional postposition in Harauti. Marathi may be considered an exception, because the origin and relation of the lā-postposition seems closer to the Nepali objective marker lāī than to the Hindi-Urdu marker ko (see Pandharipande 1997:173). The Sindhi objective marker khe is reminiscent of the Hindi-Urdu form, and like Hindi-Urdu, Sindhi has no gender/number agreement with a marked O. However, personal agreement is possible in Sindhi in the form of a pronominal suffix referring to the marked O (cf. Trumpp 1872). 
Table 6 Objective postpositions in Central and Western Indo-Aryan
	Hindi-Urdu
	ko

	Punjabi
	nūṃ

	Marwari
	naiṃ

	Harauti
	naiṃ

	Gujarati
	ne

	Marathi
	lā

	Sindhi
	khe





2.3.2 Referentiality of A. 
The influence of referentiality on the marking of A is more difficult to pinpoint. The overview of the Indo-Aryan languages provided in Appendix 1 shows that an A that is high on the referential hierarchy displays an accusative case marking slightly more often than an ergative marking. However, the difference is negligible (30/84 vs. 24/86). Furthermore, if we closely examine the forms of the pronouns that do not display any difference between A and S in languages in which nouns differ formally when used as A or S, then we observe that most of these pronominal forms were originally oblique forms that functioned as ergative markers. For instance, the first person singular pronouns in Asamiya (maï), Marwari and Punjabi (maiṃ), and Marathi (mī) are all old oblique forms. It is understandable that these forms are not additionally marked with an ergative postposition because they are, historically, already considered to be the marked form. With respect to the factor of the referentiality of A, Gujarati is an interesting case in point, given that in that language only first and second person plural pronouns do not display a different marking for A and S. However, the forms of the first and second pronoun are apṇe and tahme, respectively (cf. Table 2); both pronouns end with –e, which is also the ergative ending of nouns in general in Gujarati. In summary, the different case marking of pronouns and nouns seems not to be related to a difference in the referentiality of A but rather to the tendency of pronouns to phonologically change and the greater tendency of case forms to merge more easily with each other into one form compared with nouns (cf. Filiminova 2005). In Marwari, the development of the merging of ergative and nominative marking has even spread to the nominal paradigm insofar that there is no significant difference in use between the nominative and oblique forms as markers of A (except in the third person plural) (cf. Khokhlova 1992). Considering that the apparent accusativity of pronouns is due to historical developments in the case paradigm and not to specific referential properties of A, it may be expected that verb agreement is not influenced by the different marking of nouns and pronouns. The inventory of alignment patterns in Appendix 1 shows that this expectation is correct. In Punjabi and Marathi perfective verb constructions, the verb agreement remains the same throughout the nominal and pronominal paradigms; however pronouns do not have an overt ergative marking, whereas nouns do.
 
2.4 [bookmark: _Ref288228111][bookmark: _Toc289102447][bookmark: _Toc290390486]Tense/Aspect/Mood splits
The Indo-Aryan languages are typical examples of languages in which the so-called Tense/Aspect/Mood split occurs. Ergative alignment is associated with perfective constructions, and accusative alignment is associated with imperfectives. Except for Asamiya and, to a certain extent Nepali, this split appears in every IA language that possesses an ergative pattern. 
Tense/Aspect/Mood splits are often related with a difference between the verb agreement and the case marking pattern in a single language. Verb agreement appears to be primarily associated with a particular tense/aspect and lacks the semantic distinctions that are often conveyed by case marking. For instance, in the few imperfective constructions in Asamiya, Shina, and Nepali that have ergative case marking, the verb agreement is consistently accusative (as shown in Table 7); this pattern is expected for imperfective constructions.  
[bookmark: _Ref288837925]Table 7 Imperfective constructions with ergative case marking
	language
	tense/aspect
	ref-O
	ref-A
	case marking
	verb agreement

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A, S

	Nepali
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A, S

	Shina
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A, S

	Shina
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A, S



Ex.(6) is Asamiya and (7) is Nepali. In both examples, there is an ergative marking, but the verb agrees with A, not with O. 
(5) [bookmark: _Ref260147046]toma-lok-e 	tā-k		eko 	no-kow-ā			
you-PL-ERG	he-OBJ		a	not-say-PRS.2
‘You don’t tell him anything.’ (Baruah 1980)
(6) kina	hāmī=lāī 	kasai=le 	samjh-os?			
why	we=OBJ	someone=ERG	remember-SBJV.3SG
‘Why would anyone remember us?’ (Hutt 1997)
In Table 7 Nepali has only one imperfective construction with an ergative-marked A. Ergative case marking in Nepali is related to a high degree of topicality of the argument and the perfective aspect conveyed in the construction, whereas in Asamiya, the marking of a pronominal A does not differ from the marking of nominative A. It is reasonable to assume that the ergative case marking in imperfective constructions is the result of a relatively recent development. Asamiya, Nepali, and Shina are all spoken at the borders of the Indo-Aryan language area. It is possible, and even likely, that the spread of ergative case marking from the perfective to the imperfective constructions has occurred under the influence of neighboring, non-Indo-Aryan languages; however, it is not clear whether ergative case marking was absent in the imperfective constructions in older stages of Asamiya. With respect to Shina, this influence on the basis of language contact is almost certain because this language displays a type of the ergative marking in imperfective constructions that is quite different from the ergative marker in perfective constructions, and this feature is most likely borrowed from Tibetan languages spoken in the area (cf. Schmidt and Kohistani 2008). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]O-agreement often occurs in combination with accusative case marking in perfective constructions. Ten out of eighteen perfective constructions with accusative case marking display the possibility of O-agreement, and many of these constructions are from the Eastern, “accusative” languages (cf. Table 8). 
[bookmark: _Ref288226292]Table 8 Perfective constructions with accusative case marking
	language
	tense/aspect
	ref-O
	ref-A
	case marking
	verb agreement

	Asamiya
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Awadhi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Awadhi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Magahi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Magahi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Marathi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marwari
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S,O

	Marwari
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S,O

	Punjabi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S

	Siraiki
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O



In the Eastern languages, gender and number have been lost as grammatical categories, and person agreement seems to have replaced the “adjectival” agreement of Western and Central Indo-Aryan. The pattern of gender/number agreement with O was lost when the perfective verb changed to a non-participial form displaying personal agreement with A.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  However, in Asamiya and the Bihari languages, traces of the older participial agreement pattern can still be found, particularly in the transitive marking of the third person of a past tense verb.] 

[bookmark: _Toc289102451][bookmark: _Toc290390490]
2.5 On the early attestations of ergativity
The section above shows that the types of alignment in Indo-Aryan are manifold and not restricted to strictly accusative or strictly ergative. Thus far, we have looked at Indo-Aryan from a synchronic perspective, focusing on New Indo-Aryan languages and the variation between them. However, most discussions on ergativity in Indo-Aryan favour a historical approach, and though we will not attempt to offer a new diachronic account, we want to point out that similar as with the synchronic study of New Indo-Aryan, diachronic studies of the evolution of Indo-Aryan should not overlook the extensive variation in alignment patterns one finds in Old and Middle Indo-Aryan.
Many diachronic studies have attempted to retrace the ergative construction, especially the construction found in Hindi, to constructions in Sanskrit, Pali, Prakrit and Apabhraṃśa (e.g., Hock 1986, Bubenik 1996, 1998, Peterson 1998, Montaut 2006). However, one should not neglect the contextualization of the source material used in such studies, not just with regard to the textual sources themselves, but, more importantly, with regard to the broader history of the use of these languages. Diachronic studies on Indo-Aryan largely rely on literary texts. Due to the nature of these texts, formal stylistic requirements such as metre may contribute to a poet’s choice for, for instance, a particular morphological ending over another, rather than a preference for a grammatically more correct or more common form. This appears to be the case in the Apabhraṃśa sandhi-bandhas, the verses of which were subject to pure end-rime. Consider for instance the following verse from the Apabhraṃśa Paümacariu text, composed around the ninth-tenth century:  
taṃ ṇisuṇevi vuccai gaṇahareṇa “after hearing that, by the Ganadhara was spoken” 
One could argue that this example shows a preference in Apabhraṃśa for an “ergative” construction with an agent expressed in an instrumental. However, the choice for this construction seems to be as much determined by the rime of gaṇahareṇa with the following verse suṇu seṇiya kiṃ vahu-vitthareṇa, “Listen, Śrenika, what is the use of elaborating even more?”.[footnoteRef:8] These specificities make it impossible to consider constructions in Apabhraṃśa as strictly ergative, but make them subject to a debate transgressing purely linguistic factors. Apabhraṃśa and Middle Indo-Aryan texts were moreover written in highly artificial contexts. Pollock (2006) describes the evolution of the language situation on the South Asian subcontinent. According to him, by Aśoka’s time, the Prakrits were the spoken language, and Sanskrit was restricted to liturgical contexts. It is only from the early centuries of the Common Era onwards that Sanskrit came to be adopted in other domains, particularly the political, and found new expression as the language in which rulers in South and large parts of Southeast Asia chose to have their panegyric inscriptions (praśastis) composed. In this sense, Sanskrit rather followed Prakrit than preceding it. “The Sanskrit cosmopolis” (Pollock 2006:37) came to be surpassed by the regional vernaculars, Dravidian, Javanese, Khmer, and of course the Early New Indo-Aryan languages, for political and artistic expression. These vernaculars themselves became Sanskritized, as is evidenced by their sizeable lexicon of pure Sanskrit words, and practically evolved in interaction with Sanskrit to become cosmopolitan vernaculars. Whenever a poet chose to create literature in any of these languages, he also chose for a particular set of stylistics, meters, etc. associated with this literary language. For several centuries the only languages in which literature was produced, were Sanskrit, Prakrit and Apabhraṃśa, languages to a high degree standardized, transregional and purely literary, while the composers of this literature spoke very different forms of language in daily life. Even though the boundaries seem to be clear in theoretical discourse, in practice it can be nearly impossible to distinguish a literary text in Apabhraṃśa from one in an early vernacular. Linguistically, there is sometimes hardly any difference between two varieties; moreover, some of the new cosmopolitan vernaculars were inspired by the stylistics of Apabhraṃśa literature.[footnoteRef:9] By extension, it is very difficult to describe the features of an ergative construction in Middle Indo-Aryan as to how they evolved into New Indo-Aryan, since both stages clearly overlap.   [8:  From the Paümacariu 1.11.1, quoted as an example in Bubenik 1998: 119.]  [9:  Compare texts like Śālibhadra’s Bharateśvarabāhubalirāsa which Yashaschandra considers to be Gujarati, whereas Kochad and Warder list them as Apabhraṃśa. cf. Yashaschandra 2003: 574-6; Warder 1972-2004: Vol. 7.2, § 6733, 6736-40 and Kochaḍ 1957: 363-4.] 


2.6 Conclusion

In the literature, ergativity has been considered as a determining factor in the Indo-Aryan languages, setting them apart from Indo-European in general. Because the ergative pattern is highly uncommon among the Indo-European languages and because it occurs only under certain conditions in the Indo-Aryan languages, it has been argued that the ergative pattern is a pattern “at odds” with Indo-Aryan. Indeed, the cross-linguistic comparison of Modern Indo-Aryan languages presented in this study has shown that the ergative construction is less widespread in Indo-Aryan than might have been expected. This synchronic approach focuses on the variety in alignment patterns, not on the often superficial similarities between patterns, showing universal linguistic tendencies such as the importance of cognitive concepts entailed in the referential hierarchies. From this perspective, diachronic research into Old and Middle Indo-Aryan may lead to very interesting research, transgressing the question of how the ergative construction came to be used. 
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Appendix 1
	Language
	Verb form
	Reference O
	Reference A/S
	Case marking
	Agreement

	Hindi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Hindi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Hindi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Hindi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Hindi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Hindi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Hindi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Hindi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Asamiya
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Asamiya
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S,O

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S 

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Asamiya
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Asamiya
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Asamiya
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bangla
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bangla
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bangla
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bangla
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bangla
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bangla
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bangla
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S 

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bhojpuri
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Maithili
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Maithili
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Maithili
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Maithili
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Maithili
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Magahi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Magahi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Magahi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Magahi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Magahi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Magahi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Magahi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Magahi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Awadhi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Awadhi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Awadhi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Awadhi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Awadhi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Nepali
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Nepali
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Nepali
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Nepali
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Nepali
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Nepali
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Nepali
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Nepali
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Kashmiri
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Kashmiri
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S,O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Kashmiri
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Kashmiri
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Kashmiri
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Poguli
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Poguli
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Poguli
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Poguli
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S,O

	Poguli
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Poguli
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Poguli
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Poguli
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Sindhi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Sindhi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Sindhi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Sindhi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Sindhi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S,O

	Sindhi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Sindhi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Sindhi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Siraiki
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Siraiki
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S,O

	Siraiki
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Siraiki
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S,O

	Siraiki
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Siraiki
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Siraiki
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Siraiki
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Marathi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marathi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Marathi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marathi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marathi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S,O

	Marathi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Marathi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Marathi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Shina
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Shina
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Shina
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Shina
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	A,S

	Shina
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Shina
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Shina
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Shina
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	A,S

	Marwari
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S,O

	Marwari
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	S,O

	Marwari
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marwari
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Marwari
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	S,O

	Marwari
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	S,O

	Marwari
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Marwari
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Harauti
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Harauti
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Harauti
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Harauti
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Harauti
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Harauti
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Harauti
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Gujarati
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	S,O

	Gujarati
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S,O

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Gujarati
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Gujarati
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Gujarati
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Punjabi
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	S

	Punjabi
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Punjabi
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	S,O

	Punjabi
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Punjabi
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Braj
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	S,O

	Braj
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S,O

	Braj
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Braj
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Braj
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Braj
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Braj
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Braj
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bundeli
	perfective
	high
	high
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Bundeli
	perfective
	high
	low
	S≠A≠O
	S

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Bundeli
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Bundeli
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=O≠A
	S,O

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Bundeli
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Kundri
	perfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Kundri
	imperfective
	high
	high
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Kundri
	imperfective
	high
	low
	S=A≠O
	A,S

	Kundri
	perfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Kundri
	perfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Kundri
	imperfective
	low
	high
	S=A=O
	A,S

	Kundri
	imperfective
	low
	low
	S=A=O
	A,S
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