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Abstract: The present study explores precautioning purpose constructions in a
sample of 71 languages. Languages may use non-specialized clause-linking devices to
express precautioning purpose relations, e.g. positive purpose clauses with simply a
negative marker being added to the basic proposition (e.g. I said it so that the child
would not touch it). Moreover, languages may display a specialized clause-linking
device (e.g. she helped the child lest he be sick). Here it is shown that when pre-
cautioning purpose clauses are encoded with a specialized clause-linking device,
they will tend to appear with no TAM or with actualized tense—aspect-mood (TAM)
markers (e.g. past tense). This stems from the fact that there is no need to have other
morphosyntactic material aiding in the meaning of the construction. The specialized
clause-linking device is the main feature that helps to evoke the precautioning
purpose semantics of the construction. On the other hand, when precautioning
purpose clauses are formed with a non-specialized clause-linking device, they will
tend to occur with non-actualized TAM markers (e.g. irrealis). In this scenario, a non-
actualized TAM marker and a non-specialized clause-linking device work in concert
in the expression of the adverbial relation holding between clauses.
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1 Introduction

One adverbial clause construction that has received little attention in cross-linguistic
perspective is that of negative purpose constructions or PRECAUTIONING PURPOSE CON-
structioNs (e.g. put the food there so that the ants do not eat it). This construction has
been explored for the most part in individual languages (e.g. Angelo and Schultze-
Berndt 2016 on Kriol; Lichtenberk 1995 on Toqabagqita; Smith-Dennis 2021 on
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Papapana; Vuillermet 2018 on Ese Ejja), in specific language families (e.g. Daniel and
Dobrushina forthcoming on East Caucasian), and in specific macro-areas (e.g. Luk
2023 on Australia), but not from a broad, cross-linguistic perspective. This stems from
the fact that samples of various typological studies usually do not contain enough
information on this type of adverbial clause construction. For instance, Hetterle
(2015: 52) points out that negative purpose clauses do not play a role in her study due
to the scarcity of data in her sample.

An exception to this lack of typological studies is Schmidtke-Bode (2009: 130). He
mentions that, cross-linguistically, languages may use a non-specialized clause-
linking device (e.g. conjunctions or converbs) to express negative purpose,
i.e. positive purpose clauses with simply a negative marker being added to the basic
proposition, as in Example (1). However, languages may also display a specialized
clause-linking device to express negative purpose (a conjunction or converb that is
only used in the expression of precautioning purpose), as in Example (2) (see also
Kuteva et al. 2019: 863). Precautioning purpose constructions, regardless of whether
they are formed with a specialized or non-specialized clause-linking device, convey
the idea that a certain situation is performed in order to prevent another one from
occurring.

@ Huasteca Nahuatl (Uto-Aztecan; huas 1257)
yoyon-paka-k para amo poyewi-skia que tsopilo-tl.
clothes-wash-prv  so.that Ne¢  stink-irr like vulture-ass
‘He washed her clothes so that she wouldn’t stink like a vulture.’
(Authors’ fieldwork)

2 Jamiltepec Mixtec (Oto-Manguean; jami 1235)
chahan fia vehe  tyifio,
go.compL 3sc.sB] house work
‘She went to the town hall,
koto tyaa ra kwatyi chaha na.
lest put 3sG.sp]  sin back  3sc.ross
lest he accuse her’
(Johnson 1988: 133)

The studies mentioned before have advanced our theoretical understanding of
precautioning purpose constructions. In particular, they have provided important
insights regarding the balancing and deranking status of the precautioning purpose
clause, the argument-structural configurations of the precautioning purpose con-
structions (Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 131), and the key semantic components of pre-
cautioning purpose constructions (Lichtenberk 1995), among others.
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One issue of precautioning purpose constructions that has not received a lot of
attention in the literature is the following. Non-actualization is the main feature of
precautioning purpose clauses since it is a consequence of the fact that the adverbial
clause invokes an undesired world that can be avoided by the situation described in
the main clause (Verstraete 2006: 204-205). Given that precautioning purpose situ-
ations are non-actualized, they are expected to favor tense—aspect-mood (TAM)
values that harmonize with this meaning, such as irrealis, as in Example (3), in which
the precautioning purpose clause appears with the irrealis marker ka-. However,
there are languages that do not show this pattern. In Sochiapan Chinantec, pre-
cautioning purpose clauses must appear in the remote past tense, as in Example (4).
The question is: why do precautioning purpose clauses appear with non-actualized
or actualized TAM markers? While this issue has been explored in specific macro-
areas (e.g. Australia; Verstraete 2006), it has not been investigated in broad cross-
linguistic perspective. The present research attempts to fill this gap by exploring the
interaction of TAM in precautioning purpose clauses marked with specialized and
non-specialized patterns in a variety sample of 71 languages. The data consist of
(sketch) grammars, book chapters, articles, as well as primary data.

3) Pisaflores Tepehua (Totonacan; pisa 1237)
an siiwaan ?an-ti-Ca lii maa-haantu ka-la?in-t’i.
DET Juan go-prv-compL.  So.that EvID-NEG IRR-§0-25G.SB]
‘Juan left so that you could not see him.’
(MacKay and Trechsel 2010: 277)

(@)] Sochiapan Chinantec (Oto-Manguean; soch 1239)

bih# kat-ho*

AFF REM.PST-0ig.TRANS.INAN.35G

‘He dug it (the hole),

kif"'niMli7  kaH-chanh™™,

lest REM.PST-arrive.home.TRANS.INAN.3PL

lest they (the witches) arrive home.
(Ana Martinez personal communication)

The fact that precautioning purpose clauses appear with non-actualized or actual-
ized TAM could be dismissed as random and arbitrary. However, here it is proposed
that whether the clause-linking device is specialized or non-specialized is key to this
puzzle. When precautioning purpose clauses occur with a specialized clause-linking
device, they will tend to occur with no TAM or with actualized TAM markers (e.g. past
tense) given that there is no need to have other morphosyntactic material aiding in
the meaning of the construction (see Section 3.1). On the other hand, when pre-
cautioning purpose clauses appear with a non-specialized clause-linking device, they
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will tend to appear with non-actualized TAM markers (e.g. irrealis) that aid in the
expression of the precautioning purpose relation holding between clauses (see
Section 3.2).

The organization of this paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces terminological
and theoretical background. Section 3 describes the method and sample used in the
present study. It also explores the interaction of clause-linking devices and TAM
markers in precautioning purpose constructions. Section 4 situates the results of the
present study with respect to other studies: Verstraete (2006) and Schmidtke-Bode
(2009). The conclusions in Section 5 provide a summary of the study and suggest
avenues for further research.

2 Theoretical preliminaries

This section provides the theoretical and methodological background of this
research. In the first part, special attention is paid to precautioning purpose con-
structions and TAM markers, and, in doing so, we delimit the domain of investigation
and establish a conceptual and terminological framework for the entire study. The
second part describes the sample used to explore the interaction of clause-linking
devices and TAM markers in precautioning purpose constructions and how the
sample of the present study was built.

2.1 Comparative concepts

Any typological survey requires strict and clear definitions. Accordingly, the present
study necessarily requires the adoption of comparative concepts for the definitions
of precautioning purpose constructions and TAM markers (cf. Haspelmath 2010). In
what follows, we provide comparative concepts of these phenomena.

2.1.1 Precautioning purpose constructions

Precautioning purpose constructions express preventive situations to avoid the
consequences of an undesirable situation. This definition is merely semantic. How-
ever, as is well-known in the typological literature, comparative concepts must be
based on conceptual-semantic notions and structural concepts. The following is the
definition of precautioning purpose constructions adopted here:



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Precautioning purpose constructions =—— 5

Precautioning purpose constructions are complex sentence constructions in which the adver-
bial clause explicitly describes a situation which the speaker considers to be unpleasant/un-
desirable, and which would have occurred unless the evasive action of the main clause is
undertaken. Put another way, if the precaution expressed in the main clause is heeded, the
unpleasant/undesirable outcome of the adverbial clause is avoided.

Several formal, semantic, and pragmatic issues can be highlighted from this defi-
nition: unpleasant/undesirable situation, explicitness, and evasive action of the main
clause. Each of the three aspects of the comparative concept adopted here has a
history in typological research and thus comes with a large amount of previous
literature. To delimit the scope of the present investigation, some comments on these
issues follow here.

First, as was mentioned above, the adverbial clause in a precautioning con-
struction describes a situation which the speaker considers to be unpleasant/unde-
sirable and that should be avoided, as in Example (5). This is related to deontic
modality. From a traditional perspective, it has been proposed that deontic modality
must be defined in terms of the concepts of obligation and permission (Lyons 1977:
823-841; Palmer 1986: 96-115; van der Auwera and Plungian 1998: 81). The speaker
imposes an obligation on the hearer (deontic necessity, e.g. you must do it) or the
speaker grants permission to the hearer to carry out an action (deontic possibility;
e.g. you may go) (Lyons 1977: 832). Put another way, deontic modality involves “a
general authority asks a proxy authority to act” (Timberlake 2007: 329). However, it
has been shown there are constructions that cannot encode the supposedly central
deontic meanings of obligation or permission (e.g. we deplore that a person not
involved in the affairs of this club gave advice to the player; Nuyts et al. 2010: 18).
Rather than imposing an obligation or granting permission, it merely describes the
degree of (un)desirability for a situation to take place (Van linden and Verstraete
2011: 153; Verstraete 2001, 2005). The fundamental difference between the two is that
deontic meanings involving (un)desirability are “attitudinal, with a primary function
in the domain of qualifications of situations, while the traditional notions of obli-
gation and permission are illocutionary, with a primary function in the interactional
system of language” (Van linden and Verstraete 2011: 155).

5) Maybrat (Maybratic; maib 1239)

ratau m-akuoh  ratau tkief  sfot anu p-haf,
ratau 3pi-scrape ratau divine strengthen ross 1pr-belly
‘Ratau, they scraped ratau, they divined and strengthened our bellies,
re p-kai mes fe.

in.order.to 1rL-meet blood NG
so that we wouldn’t bleed.’
(Dol 1999: 280)
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Second, the criterion of explicitness excludes semantically non-specific types of
clause-linkage, such as asyndetic coordinate clauses and syndetic (e.g. conjunctive)
coordinate clauses from which a particular precautioning purpose relation can be
inferred. There are languages that convey precautioning purpose relations with
coordinating constructions. In the Garrwa example in Example (6), a precautioning
purpose situation is inferred from clauses coordinated with baki ‘and’. To convey a
situation that is (highly) possible and undesirable, languages may also use asyndetic
constructions, that is, two clauses without any structural element linking them. In
the Alamblak example in Example (7) there is no explicit device used in the
expression of a precautioning purpose relation. Rather, this sematic relation is
inferred from the context (Bruce 1984: 313).

(6) Garrwa (Garrwan; gara 1269)
nurr=ili baki yalu kadijba kingkarri wada-yurri.
1pL.ExcL.NoM=HAB and 3pL.NoMm sneak.away up food-arL
‘We (would watch them) lest they (might) sneak away up to the food.’
(Mushin 2012: 365)
Alamblak (Sepik; alam 1246)

) waitwa tekko ninho yénr yéhniahr.
go to.theriver your child go.down.into.willhe
‘Go to the river lest your child fall in.
(Bruce 1984: 313)

This means that languages that only employ cLAUSE-LINKING DEVICEs (e.g. conjunctions,
converbs) are considered here (Verstraete 2006: 195). Conjunctions are free mor-
phemes which mark the precautioning purpose clauses for their semantic rela-
tionship to the main clause, and do not fulfil a syntactic function (e.g. subject, object)
in the clause over which they operate (Kortmann 1997: 72). A converb is a special verb
form that does not appear in independent declarative clauses (Cristofaro 2003: Ch. 3)
and that marks the semantic relations holding between clauses. In the present study,
we classify clause-linking devices as specialized and as non-specialized. Specialized
clause-linking devices are conjunctions or converbs that can only be used in the
expression of precautioning purpose. For instance, the Korean marker anhtolok (see
Example 8) and the Movima marker ka: (see Example 9) are clause-linking devices
that can only be used to indicate precautioning purpose. On the other hand, non-
specialized clause-linking devices are conjunctions or converbs that express not only
precautioning purpose, but also other semantic relations (e.g., positive purpose). For
instance, non-specialized clause-linking device may be accompanied by a negative
marker to indicate precautioning purpose, as in Example (10). When the negative
marker is omitted, the meaning of the construction changes (i.e. positive purpose), as
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in Example (11). This suggests that the negative marker in the precautioning purpose
clause lexically contributes to negation.

8

9

(10)

11)

Korean (Koreanic; kore 1280)

kay ka naka-nikka kule-ci anhtolok mukk-e twu-sey-yo.
dog spy go.out-so  do.so-nmrz lest bind-ine  keep-su-poL
‘The dog may go out, so keep it on a leash lest it should do so.’
(Sohn 2009: 311)

Movima (Isolate; movi 1243)

chon in Jjoy-chet n-os  jami-wa,

HAB  INTRANS gO-REFL.REC oBL-ART fetch.water-Nmiz

‘I went to fetch water,

ka: n-os de-wawagj-wa is Juyeni n-os roxya.
lest  OBL-ART See-INV-NMLZ ~ ART.PL  person OBL-ART house

lest the people in the house see me (play the harmonica).’
(Haude 2006: 547)

Tetun (Austronesian; tetu 1245)

milisia sira sai bd hamrik iha lurén né nakonu,
militia L exit go stand roc road this full
‘The militia stood over the road,

para kareta la vele lui

CONJ vehicle Ne¢ R pass

so that the vehicles couldn’t pass.’

(van Klinken 1999: 112)

ami né tenki koali  Portugés né,
1rL this must speak Portuguese this
‘(At school), we had to speak Portuguese,
para ami bele hatene lai-lais.

cony IpL  IRR know  rop-quick

so that we would learn quickly.

(van Klinken 1999: 112)

Third, a key formal characteristic of precautioning purpose constructions is that they
must occur with a main clause indicating the evasive situation. It has been shown
that the evasive situation may take the form of a (negative) imperative, as in Example
(12) (Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 135). It indicates that X must be carried out to avoid the
unpleasant consequences expressed in the precautioning purpose clause situation.
(Negative) imperatives have been the subject of much cross-linguistic research (e.g.
Aikhenvald 2010; Jary and Kissine 2016; Mauri and Sanso 2012; Van Olmen 2021;
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Xrakovskij 2001). However, most of these do not provide an exhaustive character-
ization of this construction. A (negative) imperative provides the addressee(s) with a
reason (not) to act “and that is at least suitable for the performance of directive
speech acts where the speaker wants and attempts to get the addressee(s) to do
something” (Van Olmen 2024: 215).! Put another way, positive and negative imper-
atives fulfill similar specific functions but contrast in their fundamental orientation
of action and non-action (Van Olmen 2021: 526-528).

(12) Kaluli (Nuclear Trans New Guinea; kalu 1248)
a-yo: de-ya: n-aba:nazki, tog-o asiba!
house-top fire-erc  eat-lest door-top  1MP
‘Close the door lest the fire burn the house.’
(Grosh and Grosh 2004: 61)

In other cases, the main clause may indicate a situation in which the speaker just
mentions a course of action that could be useful in their view and that the addressee
is free to take or not, e.g. advice/suggestions, as in Example (13) (Schmidtke-Bode
2009: 135). The function of advice-giving precautioning purpose constructions is
based on the speaker’s confidence and personal (emotional) experience about the
benefits of the advice for the advisee (see Nuyts 2015: 110 for similar claims with
respect to other constructions).

(13) San Dionisio del Mar Huave (Huavean; sand 1278)
ngu=mi sa=n-a-jants par  ngu=tsontsok-om.
NEG=NOM.PRS  1sG=IRR-Tv-Wash  coNj  NEc=wrinkled-irr
‘I wouldn’t wash it (if I were you) so that it won’t wrinkle.’
(Salminen 2017: 218)

There are other scenarios in which the evasive situation of the main clause is neither
a (negative) imperative nor an advice/suggestion. Rather, it just indicates the evasive
situation that will be undertaken to avoid a potential unpleasant/undesirable situ-
ation (Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 135), as in Example (14):

(14)  Togo Kan (Dogon; togo 1254)>
éme  gir'i-kd" motdm  go:-lé g1 dé  sighju.
1pL.sB)  house-mouth scorpion go.out-ProH Say-pFv  coNJ locK-Iprv
‘We will lock the door lest the scorpion be able to get out.’
(Heath 2015a: 388)

1 This definition is primarily inspired by the definition given by Jary and Kissine (2016: 132).
2 Language not included in the sample.
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The forms shown above have been documented for precautioning purpose con-
structions with future temporal reference (disregarded from the present research).
As for precautioning purpose constructions showing past temporal reference, they
occur neither with a (negative) imperative nor an advice/suggestion in the sample.
Instead, they appear with main clauses which state the evasive situation that was
undertaken to avoid a potential unpleasant/undesirable situation, as in Example (15):

(15) Mapuche (Araucanian; mapu 1245)
amu-n wariya-mew fii ngilla-tu-al  kofke mi,
gO-IND tOWN-INSTR  1sG.Poss buy-TRans-IRR  bread 2sG.poss
‘I went to buy bread,
entri-we-nu-a-m.
get.hungry-ps-NEG-IRR-CVB
so that you wouldn’t be hungry anymore.’
(Smeets 2008: 352)

Before we leave the present subsection, mention should be made of the following
strategic restriction. First, it is a well-known fact that same-subject and different-
subject purpose clauses may be realized with different morphosyntactic make-up in
the languages of the world (Thompson et al. 2007: 244). However, this is an area that
was not possible to analyze in the languages in the sample given that most sources only
contain information on different-subject precautioning purpose clauses, as in Example
(16). Accordingly, the present research only considers this type of construction.

(16) Tamil (Dravidian; tami 1289)
Kumaar kuzantai az-aa-mal paarttukkon-t-aan.
Kumar child Cry-Nec-cvB  look.after-pst-3sc.m
‘Kumar took care so that the child didn’t cry.’
(Lehmann 1993: 117)

Second, the present study only considers precautioning purpose constructions with
past temporal reference given that most sources only provide information on this
type of construction (see Section 2.2). Accordingly, the present study only considers
different subject precautioning purpose clauses with past temporal reference.
Such delimitation reflects a broader methodological tendency in linguistic typol-
ogy, which typically advances by examining specific features of linguistic phenomena
rather than attempting to capture their full range of variation at once. In other words,
the scope of typological research is often constrained, and in many cases directly
shaped, by the descriptive information available in grammars and related sources. As
Round and Corbett (2020: 489) observe, “linguistic typology is part of a wider intel-
lectual undertaking, in which we can benefit from the successes of others”. Accord-
ingly, as linguistic documentation expands to include more languages from diverse
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regions, itis expected that other researchers will be able to assess whether the findings
of the present study extend to other types of precautioning purpose clauses (e.g.
constructions with future temporal reference and same subject).

2.1.2 Tense-aspect-mood (TAM)

It has been shown that TAM markers may be predetermined by different types of
adverbial clauses. For instance, Hetterle (2015: 76-77) shows that, cross-linguistically,
temporally subsequent constructions (e.g. after she left, I ate) tend to appear with past
or perfective marking in the adverbial clause. This stems from the fact that after-
clauses tend to be past-oriented and the proposition that they convey precedes the
proposition of the main clause, and it is completed at the onset of the main clause
situation. In a similar fashion, because-clauses tend to appear with past or perfective
marking. This is not surprising given that “causes precede the consequence in the
logical order of events, and they are typically realized (completed) at the onset of the
consequence” (Hetterle 2015: 75). Before-clauses also show systematic patterns.
Before-clauses express a situation that takes place posterior to the main clause sit-
uation. Put another way, the situation expressed by the before-clause is not yet
realized at the time of the main clause situation (Olguin Martinez 2023). In many
languages around the world, the semantics translates directly into the coding
properties of this adverbial clause in that before-clauses tend to occur with future
tense markers (Hetterle 2015: 77). In while constructions, two situations are fully or
partially happening at the same time. Because of this, in many languages around the
world, while-clauses take imperfective aspect (Thompson et al. 2007: 188). What this
seems to indicate is that there are systematic cross-linguistic correlations between
TAM marking and the meaning of adverbial clauses. Accordingly, TAM markers
should be considered an important constructional property of adverbial clauses in
many languages around the world.

As was discussed in Section 2.1.1, precautioning purpose clauses describe a situ-
ation which would have occurred. In the present study, it is expected that these clauses
will appear with non-actualized TAM. This is a term that groups together markers
whose semantics indicates situations “that are not actualized in the real world in some
way” (Roberts 1990: 372-373), such as “potential”, “conditional”, “contrary-to-fact”,
“irrealis”, “non-realized”, “optative”, “subjunctive”, “dubitative”, and “hypothetical
(Olguin Martinez 2024a). Put another way, non-actualized TAM markers indicate that a
given situation is presented as not grounded in perceivable reality (Verstraete 2005:
250). This means that constructions marked with non-actualized TAM belong to the
realm of the imagined or hypothetical, and as such they constitute a potential or
possible situation “but it is not an observable fact of reality” (Elliott 2000: 66—67). One
comment on imperfective aspect should be mentioned here. There are a number of
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languages in the sample in which precautioning purpose clauses appear with imper-
fective aspect. For instance, in Sidaama, precautioning purpose clauses are realized
with the imperfective -anno, as in Example (17). It has been proposed that imperfective
marking may be an important grammatical feature of positive purpose, conditional,
counterfactual constructions (Mauri et al. 2023: 182; Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 43-44). It is
worth noting that imperfective aspect has been considered an aspectual value typically
associated to actualized situations (Comrie 1976: 30). However, here imperfective
aspect is considered a non-actualized TAM pattern. To explain the connection between
imperfective aspect and non-actualized situations, it has been shown that imperfective
aspect has an indirect link with potentiality. For positive purpose clauses, it has been
proposed that imperfective aspect marking underlines or re-emphasizes the inherent
potentiality of purposive situations (Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 43-44). Accordingly, the use
of imperfective aspect in precautioning purpose clauses is perfectly harmonious with
its inherent non-actualization.

17) Sidaama (Afro-Asiatic; sida 1248)
farass-u  ful-g-anno-kki-gede, hutt’a hutt-u-mm-o.
horse-Nom  exit-3sc.m-1pFv-NEG-S0.that fence create.fence-prv-1sc-Mm
‘So that the horse would not go out, I made a fence.’
(Kawachi 2007: 442)

Actualized TAM can also appear in precautioning purpose clauses. By actualized
TAM is meant TAM markers whose semantics does not align with the meaning
expressed by precautioning purpose clauses, such as past tense and perfective
marking. An example illustrating this pattern is found in Sochiapan Chinantec
(repeated here for convenience). In this language, ki®"ni™li¥ lest’ clauses occur in
the past tense (see as in Example 18). In all languages in the sample, the authors of the
sources consulted for the present study define past tense as a form that refers to a
point in time previous to the point of speech and/or reference (Comrie 1985). On the
other hand, perfective is defined as a form that refers to a single situation conceived
as one complete unit. The situation described by a verb is seen as a completed whole
(Comrie 1976) and is by default interpreted as referring to the past.

(18) Sochiapan Chinantec (Oto-Manguean; soch 1239)
bihH kal-hot
AFF REM.PST-Aig. TRANS.INAN.35G
‘He dug it (the hole),
kiZniMlif  ka®-chanh™~,
lest REM.PST-arrive.home.TRANS.INAN.3PL
lest they (the witches) arrive home.’
(Ana Martinez personal communication)
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Languages may also contain precautioning purpose clauses that do not display any
TAM. In Moskona, precautioning purpose clauses are deprived of TAM marking, as
can be seen in Example (19).

19) Moskona (East Bird’s Head; mosk1236)
efer  no-ma-i et ariawunun jug esirn(a).
child bperc.nmiz-far-civ  eat medicinal.treatment lest sick
‘The child took the medicine lest (he) be sick.’
(Gravelle 2010: 353)

2.2 Methodology and sample

In the present study, we consider a sample of 71 languages based on the Genus-
Macroarea method proposed by Miestamo (2005). In particular, the bottom-up
variant of the method is adopted here. In this method, the primary genetic stratifi-
cation is made at the genus level, and the primary areal stratification at the level of
macro-areas. The languages of the sample are shown in Table 1.

While an ideal language sample would also be areally balanced, it is difficult to
come up with a sample that is both genetically and areally balanced, for the simple
reason that some macro-areas have more genera than others. Furthermore, some
macro-areas are better represented than others because of the availability and
quality of the sources. As is shown in Table 2, Eurasia is somewhat overrepresented

Table 1: Languages in the sample.

Macro-area Languages

Africa Ben Tey, Hausa, Jenaama Bozo, Kikuyu, Logba, Lumun, Mursi, Sheko, Sidaama, Southern
Gumuz, Tamashek, Uduk

Australia Gamilaraay, Gangalidda, Gurr-Goni, Kalkatungu, Waray, Wardaman, Yawuru

Eurasia Armenian, Basque, Hungarian, Icari Dargwa, Japhug, Khwarshi, Korean, Koroshi, Lezgian,
Mandarin, Maithili, Spanish, Tamil, Turkish, Tundra Nenets

North Central Alaskan Yup’ik, Choctaw, Cora, Cupefio, Francisco Leon Zoque, Garifuna, Huasteca

America Nahuatl, Jamiltepec Mixtec, Ottawa, Papantla Totonac, San Dionisio del Mar Huave, San

Cristébal Lachirioag Zapotec, Slave, Sochiapan Chinantec, Yaqui
Papunesia Abau, Balantak, Ilocano, Kaluli, Lewo, Maybrat, Menya, Moskona, Ternate, Tetun, Tulil,
West Coast Bajau
South Macushi, Mamainde, Mapuche, Movima, Paraguayan Guarani, Paunaka, Piapoco, Urar-
America ina, Yagua, Yine




DE GRUYTER MOUTON Precautioning purpose constructions —— 13

Table 2: Number of genera per macro-area included in the sample.

Macro-area Number of genera Number of genera in the sample Coverage
Africa 77 12 15.58 %
Australia 43 7 16.27 %
Eurasia 82 15 18.29 %
North America 95 15 15.78 %
Papunesia 136 12 8.82%
South America 110 10 9.09 %

in comparison to the other macro-areas. Our coding of the data and the references
consulted for each language are included in the Appendix of this article.

In what follows, we explain the structure and motivations behind the selection
of the languages in the sample. In the first stage, an attempt was made to find one
language from each of genera proposed by Dryer (2013) (543 genera) for which the
authors of sources used the label “negative purpose”. In order not to a priori exclude
languages whose grammatical descriptions do not feature the term “negative pur-
pose clause”, but that may have constructions with a similar function, we also paid
attention to the following labels: “precautioning”, “apprehensive”, “admonitive”,
“evitative”, “avoidance”, “preventive”, “avoidance”, “warning”, “monitory”, “pro-
hibitive”, “lest”, and “avertive”. By following this process, we were able to form a
sample of 212 languages.

In the second stage, we investigated whether precautioning purpose construc-
tions appeared with or without a clause-linking device (i.e. conjunction or converb).
Those languages without clause-linking devices (e.g. asyndetic construction) were
not considered in the sample (see Section 2.1.1 for this strategic restriction). As for the
remaining languages, we explored whether markers were specialized or non-
specialized. By following this process, we reduced the sample from 212 languages to
112 languages.

In the third stage, we determined whether the remaining sources contained
information regarding the temporal reference of precautioning purpose clause
constructions. For 71 languages we found information on constructions with past
temporal reference, for 30 languages we found information on constructions with
future temporal reference, and for 11 languages we identified information on both
types of temporal reference. Given that most sources only contain information on
constructions with past temporal reference, this is the main reason why the present
investigation is based on constructions with this temporal reference.
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All in all, the sample for the present study aims at broad genetic and
geographical coverage of the world’s languages. The sample is thus well-suited to
exploring cross-linguistic variation in the encoding of precautioning purpose
constructions.

Before we leave the present section, mention should be made of the following
issue. There are languages in the sample that may contain more than one specialized
clause-linking device used in the encoding of precautioning purpose constructions.
In such cases, we have taken into account all the relevant clause-linking devices
when the sources for these languages do not explicitly specify which of them func-
tions as the primary or most frequent clause-linking device. For instance, Mandarin
Chinese contains the following specialized clause-linking devices: yimidn (PA%,
lest’), midnde (%1%, ‘lest’), and shéngde (%4 1%, ‘lest’) (Li and Thompson 1981: 655; Yip
and Rimmington 2004: 343). Of these clause -linking devices, the sources do not
indicate which is most frequently used. However, in cases where the authors provide
explicit information regarding which clause -linking device is the primary, we have
followed their assessment.

3 Precautioning purpose constructions: results

This section explores the interaction of clause-linking devices and TAM markers in
precautioning purpose clauses (see Appendix). We demonstrate that when pre-
cautioning purpose clauses occur with a specialized clause-linking device, they will
tend to appear with no TAM or with actualized TAM (e.g. past tense). This stems from
the fact that there is no need to have other morphosyntactic material aiding in the
meaning of the construction. The specialized clause-linking device is the main
feature that helps to evoke the precautioning purpose semantics of the construction.
Put another way, the clause-linking device in this scenario is the primary formal cue
that guides the listener’s interpretation of a complex sentence construction (Bates
and MacWhinney 1989). Accordingly, non-actualized TAM are not necessary in this
scenario given that their appearance would over-specify the meaning of the con-
struction. It has been argued that semantic over-specification constitutes a disad-
vantage to speakers, who have to invest more time and energy into their utterance,
and to hearers, who have to process more forms while not necessarily gaining more
information (Dahl 2004; Trudgill 2011: 4). On the other hand, when precautioning
purpose clauses appear with a non-specialized clause-liking device, they will tend to
occur with non-actualized TAM markers. In this scenario, a non-actualized TAM
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marker, a non-specialized clause-linking device, and a negative marker work in
concert in the expression of the adverbial relation holding between clauses. This
should be characterized as an instance of composITIONAL ENCODING, i.e. the various ways
in which specific constructional properties of a clause combine to dictate a particular
adverbial relation (Verstraete 2010). A similar situation has also been attested for
other clause-linkage constructions. For instance, it has been shown that when before
clauses are formed with a non-specialized conjunction or converb and a negative
marker, they will tend to appear with a non-actualized TAM marker (e.g. irrealis
marker; Olguin Martinez 2023, 2024b).

3.1 Specialized clause-linking devices and TAM

In this section, we first discuss the interaction of specialized clause-linking devices
and TAM markers in precautioning purpose clauses. The resulting values are pre-
sented in Table 3 and several observations can be gleaned from this table.
Specialized clause-linking devices tend to appear with either no TAM or with
actualized TAM markers (Table 3). An example illustrating the former pattern is
found in Cora. In this language, precautioning purpose constructions with past
temporal reference are formed with the specialized conjunction tithkai, as in
Example (20). Clauses introduced with this conjunction must not occur with any TAM
(Casad 1984: 437). Another example can be found in Garifuna. In Example (21), the
precautioning purpose clause is introduced by the conjunction luwey. This clause

Table 3: Interaction of specialized clause-linking devices and TAM markers in precautioning purpose
clauses.

Interaction of specialized clause-linking  Languages
devices and TAM markers

Languages with specialized clause-linking Paunaka, Slave

device and with non-actualized TAM

Languages with specialized clause-linking Balantak, Cora, Francisco Leon Zoque, Garifuna, Huasteca

device and no TAM Nahuatl, Ilocano, Jamiltepec Mixtec, Kalkatungu, Kaluli,
Khwarshi, Korean, Lewo, Macushi, Mamainde, Mandarin,
Maithili, Menya, Moskona, Movima, Paraguayan Guarani,
Piapoco, Ternate, Tulil, Tundra Nenets, Uduk, Urarina,
Wardaman, West Coast Bajau, Yagua, Yine

Languages with specialized clause-linking Abau, Central Alaskan Yup’ik, Gangalidda, Sochiapan

device and with actualized TAM Chinantec
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does not appear with any TAM marking (Haurholm-Larsen 2016: 271). A look-alike
scenario is attested in Macushi, in which precautioning purpose clauses realized
with namai are deprived of TAM markers, as in Example (22).

(20) Cora (Uto-Aztecan, elna 1235)
tithkai ha’ati wd’a-seihra me-ta’an-ta-kiuna-n.
lest someone 3pL.0Bj-See  3PL.SBJ-DISTR-ON.across-be.hollow-prcp
‘They closed the door lest someone see them.’
(Casad 1984: 437)

(21) Garifuna (Arawakan; gari 1256)

aban l-adowru-n-i wiiglri 1é l-dru=ti=buga duna [é

then 3.m-block-unspEc- man DEM 3.M- water DEM
3.m path=rop=pst

t-uwéy irahii to luwey t-dbiirtigu-n.

3.r- child DEM lest 3.r-land-unspEc

from

‘The man blocked the girl’s way out of the water lest she escape.’
(Haurholm-Larsen 2016: 271)

(22) Macushi (Cariban; macu 1259)
i-tiri-pi-i-ya paaka emowi namai.
3sG-put-psT-3sc-ERG  COW  enter  lest
‘He put it (there) lest the cows enter.’
(Abott 1991: 60)

Constructions in which specialized clause-linking devices occur with actualized TAM
markers can be found in Sochiapan Chinantec. In this language, the conjunction
kiF'niM"Ti# is specialized and can only be used for expressing precautioning purpose
relations (see Example 18). This clause can only occur with actualized TAM, i.e. past
tense (Foris 2000: 323).

There are only two languages in the database that must be rated as a counter-
example to the tendency shown above (see Table 3).

3.2 Non-specialized clause-linking devices and TAM

The discussion now turns to non-specialized clause-linking devices and their inter-
action with TAM in precautioning purpose clauses.
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As can be seen in Table 4, non-specialized precautioning purpose clauses tend to
appear with non-actualized TAM markers. A discussion of some selected manifes-
tations of this pattern follows here.

In Kikuyu, precautioning purpose constructions with past temporal reference are
realized with the conjunction nigetha and the negative marker nd-, as in Example (23).
The conjunction is non-specialized in that it can also be used for expressing positive
purpose. Note that this adverbial clause must appear in the subjunctive in this language.

(23) Kikuyu (Atlantic-Congo; kiku 1240)

i-ki-ak-ir-wo G-ki-thi-tirtir-tir-k-i-o

sBJ-SEQ-built-appL-PAss SBJ-SEQ-ZO-INTENS-REVERS-MIDDL-TRANS-PASS

na ma-higa  nigetha  ati nd-ii-ka-gii-e.
with Nc-stone CONJ COMP  NEG-sBJ-PRs-fall-spj
‘The tree was built for and encircled with stones so that it apparently would
not fall’

(Englebretson and Wa-Ngatho 2015: 165)

Alook-alike pattern is found in Ottawa. In this language, the clause-linking device -g
along with the negative marker bwaa- and the irrealis marker ji- are used in the
expression of precautioning purpose relations, as in Example (24). When the pre-
cautioning purpose clause occurs without the negative marker bwaa-, the con-
struction indicates positive purpose.

Table 4: Interaction of non-specialized clause-linking devices and TAM markers in precautioning purpose
clauses.

Interaction of non-specialized clause- Languages
linking devices and TAM markers

Languages with non-specialized clause-linking Armenian, Balantak, Basque, Ben Tey, Choctaw, Cupefio,

device and with non-actualized TAM Gurr-Goni, Hausa, Huasteca Nahuatl, Hungarian, Icari
Dargwa, Japhug, Kikuyu, Koroshi, Lezgian, Lumun, Mai-
thili, Mapuche, Mursi, Ottawa, Papantla Totonac, San
Cristébal Lachirioag Zapotec, San Dionisio del Mar
Huave, Sheko, Sidaama, Spanish, Tamashek, Tetun,
Turkish, Waray, Yaqui, Yawuru

Languages with non-specialized clause-linking Gamilaraay, Maybrat, Southern Gumuz, Tamil

device and no TAM

Languages with non-specialized clause-linking Jenaama Bozo, Logba

device and with actualized TAM
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(24) Ottawa (Algic; ojib 1241)
n-gii-gkidmaw-aa ziizbaakdoons-an,
1sc.np-pst-hide.from-1s6.3sc.INp  candy-INAN.PL
‘I hid the candies from him,
ji-bwaa-gdaa-g.
IRR-NEG-eat.up-cnj
lest he ate them all up.’
(Valentine 2009: 210)

A similar pattern is attested in Lezgian. In this language, precautioning purpose is
signaled with the non-specialized clause-linking device -wal along with the irrealis
marker -da, and the negative marker t-, as in Example (25). The marker -wal is
polyfunctional in that it expresses a different adverbial relation when the dependent
clause shows positive polarity (i.e., positive purpose).

(25) Lezgian (Nakh-Daghestanian; lezg 1247)

stxadi jawas-diz  Nadjadi  q’at’'u-n t-iji-da-j-wal
brother.erc quiet-apv  Nadja.Erc perceive-pER  NEG-dO-IRR-PTCP-PURP
Zuzu-na: im wuz ja?

ask-aor this.ass who cop

‘My brother asked, quietly so that Nadja wouldn’t hear him: who is it?
(Haspelmath 1993: 393)

There are six languages that do not align with the interaction shown above in that
non-specialized clause-linking devices occur in clauses with no TAM (i.e. Gamilaraay,
Maybrat, Southern Gumuz, Tamil) or in clauses with actualized TAM (i.e. Jenaama
Bozo, Logba). In Southern Gumuz, precautioning purpose clauses are formed with
the non-specialized clause-linking device -n and the negative marker bats™-, as in
Example (26). Note that this adverbial clause does not appear with a non-actualized
pattern. Instead, this clause is deprived of TAM marking.

(26) Southern Gumuz (Gumuz; sout 3236)
kd-m-bats’-id-n ma-ddb-amd,
DAT-NMLZ-NEG-3PL.TRANS-DEP NMLZ-ﬁnd-OB]
‘So that they wouldn’t find him,

b-d-kadl-aga b-d-baats’-agd-ts.
AFF-35G.INTRANS-SAy-NOM.FUT  AFF-35G.INTRANS-hide-Nom.FuT-body
he hid himself.’

(Ahland 2012: 375)
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4 Discussion

In this section, we situate the results of the present study with respect to other
studies: Verstraete (2006) and Schmidtke-Bode (2009). First, Verstraete (2006) in-
vestigates, based on a sample of 20 Australian languages, the role of mood markers in
different types of complex sentence constructions, such as conditionals, counter-
factual conditionals, positive purpose clauses, and precautioning purpose clauses,
among others. As for precautioning purpose clauses, Verstraete (2006: 215) finds out
that precautioning purpose clauses formed with a non-specialized clause-linking
device (semantically vague relational marker) tend to occur with mood markers (e.g.
irrealis). In this scenario, mood serves to pick out a semantic category from a larger
range of categories covered by a semantically vague relational marker. On the other
hand, when precautioning purpose clauses are formed with a specialized clause-
linking device (semantically specific relational marker), they also tend to occur with
mood markers. However, unlike constructions formed with a semantically vague
relational marker, “the modal feature added by the mood does not serve to pick out a
semantic category from a larger range of categories covered by a vague relational
marker, but can instead be regarded as co-specifying the semantics of the complex
sentence construction together with a specific relational marker” (Verstraete 2006:
216). The findings of the present study partially align with Verstraete’s findings. The
fact that Australian precautioning purpose constructions realized with a semanti-
cally vague relational marker tend to occur with mood markers is also a strong
tendency in our cross-linguistic study (i.e. non-specialized clause-linking device and
non-actualized TAM; see Section 3.2). However, the pattern: mood as co-specifier with
a semantically specific relational marker, attested in Verstraete’s research, is almost
non-existent in our typological study. There are only two languages in the sample of
the present research in which precautioning purpose clauses occur with a special-
ized conjunction and irrealis markers, i.e. Paunaka and Slave (see Section 3.1). We
argue that these cases of semantic over-specification may be dispreferred cross-
linguistically given that they would constitute a disadvantage to speakers, who have
to invest more time and energy into their utterance, and to hearers, who have to
process more forms while not necessarily gaining more information (Dahl 2004;
Trudgill 2011: 4).

Second, Schmidtke-Bode (2009: 130), in his typological study of purpose clauses,
finds out that 19 out of 80 languages in his sample contain precautioning purpose
clauses formed with a specialized clause-linking device. Of these 19 languages, almost
half of them contain balanced precautioning purpose clauses, i.e. the adverbial
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clause has fully inflected verbs identical to verbs of ordinary main clauses
(Schmidtke-Bode 2009: 132). This contrasts with the picture of the present study in
that precautioning purpose clauses formed with a specialized clause-linking device
tend to be deprived of TAM (see Section 3.1). Given that the specialized clause-linking
device is the main feature that helps to evoke the precautioning purpose semantics of
the construction, there is no need to have other morphosyntactic material aiding in
the meaning of the construction.

5 Conclusions

We have presented the largest systematic worldwide survey of precautioning pur-
pose constructions. We have shown that when precautioning purpose clauses occur
with a specialized clause-linking device, they will tend to occur with no TAM or with
actualized TAM markers. On the other hand, when precautioning purpose clauses
appear with a non-specialized clause-linking device, they will tend to appear with
non-actualized TAM markers. What are the next steps? In a sense, the next steps
follow quite naturally from everything discussed above. First and most obviously, it
remains to be investigated whether same subject precautioning purpose clauses
align with the tendencies uncovered for different subject precautioning purpose
clauses.

The next major kind of follow-up would be to explore whether both pre-
cautioning purpose clauses and preventive constructions (e.g. her mother pre-
vented her daughter from falling) are realized with the same clause-linkage pattern
in the languages of the world. For instance, in Sidaama, both constructions are
formed with the same clause-linkage pattern (Kawachi 2007: 442—443). The fact
that both constructions occur with the same marker suggest a diachronic
connection. Preventive constructions belong to the semantic category of rorce
pynamics. This is a category that refers to how entities interact with respect to force
and has proved useful for the description of a variety of linguistic constructions,
such as causatives (Talmy 1988, 2000) Preventive constructions must be charac-
terized as constructions involving a blocking force (Wolff 2007). In the example her
mother prevented her daughter from falling, the preventee (i.e. her daughter) was
about to experience an unpleasant/undesirable situation (i.e. falling). However,
the preventer (i.e. her mother) serves as the blocking force of the unpleasant/
undesirable situation (i.e. her daughter’s fall). A typological comparison between
precautioning purpose clauses and preventive constructions is a very promising
area for future research.
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Third, the present study only takes into account precautioning purpose con-
structions with past temporal reference. It remains to be explored whether con-
structions with future temporal reference occur with the same clause-linking device
and TAM. There are languages in which precautioning purpose clauses appear with
the same morphosyntactic make-up (i.e. same clause-linking device and same TAM)
regardless of their temporal reference. For instance, in Mapuche, both past and
future precautioning purpose clauses are formed with the clause-linking device -m,
the negative marker -no, and the irrealis marker -a, as in the Examples (27) and (28).
On the other hand, there are languages in which both constructions appear with
different morphosyntactic patterns. In Piapoco, the conjunction ipichand can only
occur in precautioning purpose constructions with past temporal reference, as in
Example (29). This clause-linking device cannot be used for encoding future pre-
cautioning purpose constructions, as in Example (30). Instead, they must be encoded
with the clause-linking device -cdicha. A morphosyntactic comparison between
precautioning purpose constructions with past and future temporal reference is
open to future research.

27 Mapuche (Araucanian; mapu 1245)
amu-n wariya-mew fii ngilla-tu-al  kofke mi,
go-IND  town-INsTR  1sG.poss  buy-Trans-IRR  bread 2sG.poss
‘I went to buy bread,
entri-we-no-a-m.
get.hungry-ps-NEG-IRR-INV
so that you wouldn’t be hungry anymore.’
(Smeets 2008: 352)

(28) fiy  kweida-nie-fi-y-ifi ta-yifi niike,
that take-care-proG.ps-oBj-IND the-1sc.poss mother
‘We’ll take care of our mother,
kutran-ka-w-kiile-no-a-m.
illness-FACT-REFL-STAT-NEG-IRR-IVN
so that she won’t suffer.’
(Smeets 2008: 463)

(29) Piapoco (Arawakan; piap 1246)
i-chunia-ca capii i-bdind ipichand unia i-uwaa wia.
3fix-pec.  house 3-leaves lest rain 3fall us
‘He fixed the house (roof) leaves lest the rain fall upon us.’
(Klumpp 2019: 322)
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(30) pi-chuwlia-cué na-chanaa pi-ri pi-yda-pind,
2-order-INcL 3rL-cook 2-to  2-eat-rur
‘You will order them to cook your food,
mdapi-cdicha-cué pia.
hungry-lest-ivcL you
lest you all be hungry.’
(Klumpp 2019: 322)

Fourth, three languages in the sample contain both specialized and non-specialized
precautioning purpose constructions (i.e. Balantak, Huasteca Nahuatl, and Mai-
thili). Languages with more than one construction are an ideal test case for the
overall findings of this paper (a tendency for specialized precautioning purpose
clauses to occur with no TAM and a tendency for non-specialized precautioning
purpose clauses to appear with non-actualized TAM). Given that the present study
only contains three languages in which specialized and non-specialized pre-
cautioning purpose constructions co-exist, future studies can pay close attention to
this domain by forming a sample with languages containing both types of
constructions.

Fifth, in a number of languages in the sample, precautioning purpose clauses
encoded with specialized clause-linking devices occur with expletive negation.
Expletive negation corresponds to cases in which a negative formative is used in a
main or subordinate clause (e.g. adverbial and complement clauses) without
providing any truth-conditional contribution to interpretation (Delfitto 2020; Espinal
1992: 49; Jin and Koenig 2021; Olguin Martinez 2024b, 2024c, 2024d). Put another way,
expletive negation refers to the presence of a negative marker that does not give a
negative sense to the utterance. For instance, in Maithili, the specialized conjunction
kahtis used to express precautioning purpose relations. Clauses introduced with this
conjunction also occur with the expletive negative marker nai, which is optional and
can be omitted without affecting the semantic relation holding between clauses
(Yadav 1996: 368). Expletive negation in this type of construction is unexplored
territory and open to future research.

This research only offers a first look at the cross-linguistic landscape of pre-
cautioning purpose constructions. Future research into a wider range of languages
should help to verify, extend and, if necessary, amend the picture presented here.

Abbreviations

1 first person
2 second person
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ABS
ADV
AFF
ALL
AOR
APPL
ART
CNJ
comp
comPL
CoNJ
cop
B
DAT
DECL
DEIC
DEM
DEP
DET
DISTR
ERG
EVID
EXCL

FACT
FUT
GIV
HAB
MP
INAN
INCL
IND
INSTR
INTENS
INTRANS
INV
IPFV
IRR
VN
Loc

MIDDL
NC

third person
absolutive
adverbial
affirmative
allative
aoristic
applicative
article
conjunct
complementizer
completive
conjunction
copula
converb
dative
declarative
deictic
demonstrative
dependent
determiner
distribution
ergative
evidential
exclusive
feminine
factual
future

given
habitual
imperative
inanimate
inclusive
indicative
instrument
intensive aspect
intransitive
inverse
imperfective
irrealis

instrumental verbal noun

locative
masculine
middle
nounclass
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NEG negation
NMLZ nominalizer
NOM nominative
08| object

0BL oblique

PASS passive

PER perlative

PFV perfective

PL plural

POL polarity

POSS possessive
PROG progressive
PROH prohibitive
PRS present

PS persistence
PST past

PTCP participle
PURP purpose

RDP reduplication
REFL reflexive

REM remote

REVERS reversive aspect
sB) subject

SEQ sequential

SG singular

SH subject honoric suffx
STAT stative

TOP topic

TRANS transitive

v thematic vowel
UNSPEC unspecified
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Appendix

Figure: Interaction of clause-linking devices and TAM markers in precautioning
purpose constructions with past temporal reference in the languages in the sample.
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