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Preface

The Fourteenth Annual Meeting was held - a minor miracle
to us, as we were plagued with various misfortunes last Fall,
which almost led to cancellation. Not only are we happy and
relieved to report that the Meeting took place, but also that we
enjoyed the best of luck: the conference with its parasession on
Grammaticalization drew a large and enthusiastic crowd, and we
were blessed with the best weather in recent BLS history.

The conference would not have come to pass had we not
had the help and support of a number of wonderful people. We
therefore wish to give our heartfelt thanks to: Natasha Beery,
Claudia Brugman, Laura Michaelis, Mary Niepokuj, and Kiki
Nikiforidou - all seasoned BLS officers - for their expert advice
and guidance through the inevitable crises;  Mirjam Fried -
graduate student and caterer of the traditional BLS party - for
transporting our taste buds to the land of unforgettable
epicurean delights; "Los Antillanos" for entertaining us with
their lovely and memorably danceable Caribbean music; the
Institute of Cognitive Studies for continuing to give us shelter;
and all of the friends and former friends for wading through the
piles of abstracts, staffing the registration and book tables at
the conference, serving as session chairs, and/or attending our
marathon mailing parties.

We also wish to express our deepest gratitude to all those
who presented papers or submitted abstracts - the numerous
contributions to this year's parasession on Grammaticalization
testify to a strong interest in the topic at Berkeley and beyond.
We believe the papers from the general session and parasession
to be of enduring quality, and trust that BLS 14 will be as
enjoyable to read as it was to produce.

Shelley Axmaker
Annie Jaisser

Helen Singmaster
1987-88 BLS Officers
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On Glossing
A. L. Becker

"Each
language
represents a
different
equation
between
manifestations
and silences.
Each people
leaves some
things unsaid in
order to be able
to say others.
Hence the
immense
difficulty of
translation:transl
ation is a matter
of saying in a
language
precisely what
that language
tends to pass
over in silence.”
Ortega, 1957.

The publication in 1825 of August Schleicher’s
monumental work, Die Sprachen Europas, marked as clearly
as anything can the :iplit between linguistics and philology as
separate disciplines.' The split was based upon the notion that
some things are subject to "nature’s unalterable laws" while
other things are within "the sphere of operation of human free
will." We wouldn’t say it that way today, but we would still
recognize a difference between those who pursue universal,
ahistoric laws and those who seek undertanding of particular,
temporally changing cultural phenomena. The linguist is
ideally a scientist, the philologist a humanist. Their methods
are different because their goals are different, and their goals
are different because the problems they confront are different.

The major issue around which these differences were
shaped in 1825 was accidence --- the way a root appears as
adjective, noun, verb (and so on) and is marked for case, tense,
mood, etc. Accidence involved the shaping or morphology of
words, and morphology was seen as something subject to
"nature’s unalterable laws." Linguistics was a natural
morphological science, in Goethe’s scheme of things, along



with the other morphological sciences of botany,
crystallography, and anatomy.

Using arguments one hears yet today, Schleicher argued
that linguistic laws are universal because they reflect concepts
and relations of thought which were (and for some still are)
held to be universal. But right from the start there was an
assumption that some languages reflect these concepts and
relations of thought better than others, and so there was a
politics to it right from the start. It is not irrelevant that these
notions developed in places and at a time when economic,
political, and religious colonialism was expanding and seemed
both moral and profitable. Like people, languages were seen as
evolving, and some were farther along than others, and ---
oblige noblesse --- the speakers of more advanced languages
had a moral duty to instruct the others. In linguistic
morphology the stages of this universal evolutionary
progression were called isolation, agglutination, and inflection.

This is not to suggest that linguistics has been more
colonialist then philology, but only that linguists are not always
mindful of the implications of universalist claims, and how
these claims aid a kind of linguistic colonialism, the spread of
American English.

sieosfe s

At the center of linguistic practice, right from the start,
has been analysis, which in linguistics is called parsing --- the
principled division of wholes into parts.

At the center of philology, on the other hand, is
translation, which in linguistics is called glossing. If careful,
skillful parsing is the defining skill of the scientific linguist,
then careful, thoughtful translation is the defining skill of the
philologist. A philologist ideally is as sentive to the differences
between a Homeric or Javanese term and its English
translation as a linguist is to the difference between, say, sub-
types of ergativity or varieties of anaphora.

For philologists, the most useful "theory" in
understanding a distant text is their own language. The skill
lies in seeing the differences between the translation and the
original. As the great Spanish philologist, Jose Ortega y
Gasset, put it, a translation --- like any "reading" ---is always
both exuberant and deficient (Ortega, 1959). That is, there are
always things in the translation which have no counterpart in
the original; they are there because of the demands of the
language of translation. These are the exuberances. For one
working with Southeast Asian languages, these include things
like number and tense and copula, which rarely have any
counterpart in the original. And there are also things in the
original which have no counterpart in the translation, the
deficiencies --- things like classifiers and focus markers which
are hard even to fake in English. Furthermore, different root




metaphors permeate the morphology of both languages in a
translation and provide thereby some of the most basic
exuberances and deficiencies a philologist encounters.

It is my experience that any translation into English from
a Southeast Asian language is at least fifty-per cent exuberant
and deficient: that is, at least fifty per cent of the translation is
exuberant and at least fifty percent of the original does not
come through in the translation and is thereby deficient. What
a careful translator does is sort out --- for a word, a sentence,
or a complete text --- the exuberances and deficiencies across
the languages. These are the things one must unlearn and
learn in the course of learning to understand a distant
language.

I would like to share with you briefly the experience of
translating a single Burmese verb phrase into English,
concentrating my attention on the root metaphors and the degp
differences between the Burmese and its English translation.
The Burmese verb phrase is only four words long, and it
makes a complete clause. That is, Burmese is a language full
of what we so linguocentrically call "zeroing" or "zero
anaphora" --- as if something (here the NP arguments) had
been deleted or was, as we used to say, 'understood.’ It is very
hard to teach students of Burmese that nothing is missing ---
that that phenomenon of a sense of absence is a result of
glossing. It is not that subjects and objects, like tense and
number, are left out in Burmese. They just aren’t there. This is
perhaps the greatest exuberance in going from Burmese to
English: the assumption that what is in the English but not the
Burmese is somehow 'understood’ in the Burmese. And we
have invented a glossing called "deep structure" or "logical"
structure to introduce these things into Burmese or any other
language we are studying.

It is this which makes a modern philologist want to say
that all grammatical analysis of another language is
comparative, always one language put into the categories and
metaphors of another. At the very least, in this short essay, I
want to hold up parsing and glossing as themselves language
games, a point Wittgenstein made some time ago. They are
prominent among the language games we play across two or
more languages.

Any tongue takes on many metaphors from the way it is
written, and so going from Burmese,

to English,
'Put that aside, please’
involves us in some rather basic exuberances and deficiencies.

Our alphabetic writing leads us to imagine words, even spoken
words, as sequences of phones, which can be analyzed into




initials, medials and finals. Burmese syllabic script, one of the
Southeast Asian variants of Pallava script, leads one to
imagine words, even spoken words, as overlays built around a
center. That is, there is a basic core sound with modifications
and elaborations in front of, behind, over, and under it. In
Burmese writing there is no initial, medial and final. Phonemic
analysis requires transliteration, in which one’s image of
language itself changes. Phonemic analysis, as we understand
it, is not possible in Burmese writing (Becker, 1984).

This different image of a word came across vividly in a
linguistics class at Michigan some years ago when a Southeast
Asian student pointed to the final letter of a word written on
the blackboard and said, "Here, at the front of the word...."
Upon being pressed, he said that he imagined words coming
toward him. Assume with me for a moment that this anecdote
is not about the idiosyncracy of a particular person but a
widely shared image, and you can see one of the roots of what
we call reverse deixis or hearer centered discourse (where
'here’ means close to the 'hearer’).

Putting aside all the exuberance and deficiency of
transliteration ( which is too often assumed to be a meaning-
preserving act), we can romanize the Burmese as:

hta:pato.le
We have translated it freely as,

'Put that aside, please.’
or
'Let that be.’

The only things in the English with counterparts in the
Burmese are 'put’ and 'please’. The rest of the translation is
there because of the demands of English, i.e. that 'put’ takes an
undergoer and a location.

The deficiencies are difficult to gloss. We might see the
whole phrase as a string of metaphors:

hta: 'put’ is a metaphoric 'putting down’ of a topic of
discourse prior to 'picking up’ a new one.

pa polite 'include’ is a metaphoric use of a verb which we
might translate as 'include’ or 'be with’ or 'accompany’. It is a
very old metaphor for politeness.

to. 'toss’(?) is the metaphoric use of a verb which
describes the act of hitting something into the air with hand,
foot, or stick --- as in the widespread Southeast Asian game
(Burmese hcin:loun:) in which the players keep a rattan ball in
the air with their feet.



lei 'evaporate’ is a metaphoric use of a verb which
Judson’s dictionary translates as 'to be scattered, lost,
evaporated, as camphor, quicksilver, etc.”’ The verb also seems
close to a noun we gloss as 'air’ or 'wind’.

To think of this Burmese verb phrase as an aggregate of
metaphors is to foreground dissimilarity. For many linguists it
may seem to exoticize Burmese in { way that is perhaps
historically accurate (perhaps not)° but certainly not the way
native speakers would imagine their own language. Over time,
as one learns the language better, these metaphors become
bleached and ordinary --- become grammaticalized, some
would say, but for the comparative philologist, interested in
how that very ordinariness comes about, it seems right (and, as
Pike would say, emic) to see the metaphors first and then, on
the assumption that grammaticalization is a figurative rather
than a logical process, to see their present use as extensions of
the metaphors into new contexts.

We all wince, of course, when the everyday metaphors of
a language are uncovered: they are things to be seen, as
Gregory Bateson used to say, only out of the corner of the eye.
Yet, we do live in them and not in the clarity of abstractly
defined categoriés. Words which have non-metaphoric uses in
identifying and specifying acts and events in nature (e.g. PUT,
INCLUDE, TOSS, EVAPORATE) have been displaced to
identify and specify acts and events in the management of the
text and the language game itself. The things which are PUT,
TOSSED, and EVAPORATED are words and not rattan balls
or quicksilver. The metaphoric movement is from nature to
language itself.

As far as I can see, all of the words in Burmese verb
phrases which have been called auxiliaries and particles are
metaphors, open always to new uses.

It is clear, however, that to translate the passage above
as PUT INCLUDE TOSS EVAPORATE is clearly not an
acceptable English translation of the Burmese. I would only
argue that emic understanding may well have to pass through
that blatant string of metaphors and note them and hear their
echo, "under erasure"” (i.e. crossed out but visible, Derrida’s
suggestion for a new mark of punctuation). Their loss is surely
a major deficiency of glossing.

I leave them behind reluctantly and move on to a more
grammatical view of the Burmese passage as,

PUT polite change-of-state persistive
or, at a more abstract level, as,

VERB aucxiliary aspect euphonic



To go from an understanding of the passage as a string of
metaphors to an understanding of it as a string of abstract
categories is to Iamiliarize it, to put it into the categories of our
understanding.® That is a useful, even necessary thing to do,
but it is even more heavily weighted with exuberances and
deficiencies. I think we are farther from Burmese, closer to
English, when we do that.

And the grammatical glossing, of course, implies a
parsing, while the metaphoric glossing did not. That is, we
would be tempted to analyze the phrase as a headword which
is a verb (PUT) and a string of subsidiary modifiers of the
headword: auxiliaries, aspectuals, and other species of
operators (at levels of nucleus, core, and periphery). The
parsing, in any case, is a function of the glossing. There is no
such thing as a language-neutral analysis.

Just as I can describe my Burmese experiences in
English, so I --- with the help of many others over two
centuries of glossing and parsing Burmese into English--- can
describe the Burmese language in English. The question is not
Can this be done, with rigor and generality? Rather, the
question is, What are we doing when we do it?

There are, I think, as many exuberances and deficiencies
in parsing as there are in glossing. The grammatical figure of
head and modifier (endocentricity) is very robust in our
grammatical language. We would, I think, consider it the
unmarked case that words be seen as roots and affixes,
phrases as heads and modifiers, and clauses as predicates and
arguments. In each case there is a single head or center.
Learning Burmese involves, I believe, seeing the unmarked
case as double-headedness. To use a term suggested by Mary
Haas and extended by James Matisoff (1973), Burmese always
seems elaborate to an English-speaking learner. In spite of all
the so-called zero-anaphora, one always seems to have to use
more words than are necessary in Burmese, and this, I want to
suggest, is because we are not attuned to double-headedness
as a pervasive phenomenon.

Burmese words are usually built around two morphemes,
like

hma: ywin: 'mistake’ (ERROR MISPLACE)
a myin a yu 'belief (APPEAR BELIEVE)
cei na’ 'be satisfied’(GRIND COOK)

At the phrase level we are familiar with this
phenomenon of double headedness in many languages as
classifier constructions, which have many uses besides just
counting things, as in these two examples from Professor Hla
Pe’s bold attempt (Hla Pe, 1967) to render a Burmese view of
classifiers into English:



sani’ t kya (i.e. 'be systematic’)
system one fit

hma’ t me (i.e. 'be unthinkable’)
notice one lack

John Verhaar has suggested to me that we can get the same
sense of double-headedness in English in phrases like

a whale of a story

in which there is a tension between the grammatical head
(whale) and the referential head (story).

I hope that these few examples will suffice to illustrate
what is a widespread phenomenon in Burmese, double
headedness. Much in Burmese rhetoric and poetics seems to
me to be built around this grammatical figure.

I have recently argued (Becker, to appear) in more detail
than is possible now in this short essay that it can be
illuminating and more emic to think of the verb phrase in
Burmese as double headed. A structural deficiency of glossing
Burmese is, in this view, to reduce double-headed
constructions to single-headed ones.

In this double-headed view a Burmese verb phrase at its
simplest has two poles, a verb and a final particle. Around
these two poles the structure is built.

Around the left pole, the verb, before and after it, cluster
the words, almost entirely metaphors, which particularize the
referential event or act by identifying and specifving it.

Around the right pole, the final particle, before and after
it, cluster the words, also metaphors, which particularize the
language event by identifying and specifying it.

Around the two poles and between them is the
grammatical space they shape, which I will leave unexplored
here and return to the Burmese passage we have been
examining:

hta:pato.le

PUT INCLUDE TOSS EVAPORATE
PUT polite change-of state persistive
VERB auxiliary aspect euphonic

What is missing here is the sense of double-headedness, the
bipolar figure. The left pole is the verb PUT plus the polite
auxiliary, which might be seen as including the hearer in the
act of putting. (This analysis of pa is much too simple, and it
might just as well be seen as the leftmost adjunct of the right
pole in the double-headed contruction.)



The right pole in this positive imperative verb phrase is
the zero member of a set of final particles. The small set of
aspectuals occur before indicative finals, and after the
negative imperative final, so that we might put the final into
the gloss just before the aspectual (to.):

VERB auxiliary (FINAL) aspect euphonic

Since the absence of the final is significant in Burmese, it is, 1
think, important to include it in the glossing. That is, zero
makes sense in indicating a deficiency, but not as an
exuberance (like, for instance, a zero marking the object of
PUT, an exuberancy of the English translation).

The goal here is not an exhaustive description of a
Burmese verb phrase, for even a single instance is extremely
complex. Translation is always a utopian task, one which
never arrives at any finality. The Burmese passage was
presented in order to illustrate a point: all grammatical
analysis of another language is always comparative, for there
is always, at any level, a great deal of exuberance and
deficiency. There is no neutral language of analysis.

And there is a more general point. It is that we
reconsider the split between linguistics and philology, not in
order to say that they are one and the same, not to recombine
them, but rather to strengthen the dialogue between the
analyst and the translator, between the parser and the glosser,
between "nature’s unalterable laws" and "human free will",
between generality and particularity, between universality and
deep cross-lingual differences. For the sake of that crucial
dialogue, I do not think it is good for linguistics if philology is
weak in either theory or practice.

Endnotes
1. A thorough discussion with complete bibliographic
reference concerning the split between linguistics and
philology and Schleicher’s role in it can be found in Arbuckle,
1970-71.
2. A more complete description of Burmese verb phrases is to
appear in Becker, (to appear). The phrase discussed here is
from the story by Dr. Maung Maung Nyo, "ingalan
ameiyikanhnin. myanmapyitha:" (A Burmese Encounters
England and America) (Rangoon, 1977), provided to me by
John Okell.
3. The results of the Sino-Tibetan Etymological Dictionary
Project under the direction of James Matisoff at Berkeley will
help us check the accuracy of the glossing of these metaphors.
I feel sure that these words, and other so-called particles, can
be described as metaphors, but less sure that I have correctly
captured their metaphoric action.




4. The parsing is based on the grammatical descriptions of
Allott, 1965; Okell, 1969; and Wheatley, 1982. They bear no
responsibility, however, for the reanalysis undertaken here.
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TEMPORAL BOUNDARIES IN ALSEA
Eugene Buckley
University of California, Berkeley

This paper proposes a new analysis of the aspectual system of Alsea —
specifically, the way temporal boundaries are marked. The only existing grammar,
a manuscript by Leo J. Frachtenberg (1918), gives an unclear picture of how time
is marked in Alsea. Frachtenberg describes the suffix -ai' as the ‘inchoative’,
which I consider to be basically correct, but calls -x a ‘verbalizing suffix’ which is
‘dropped’ under ill-defined circumstances (p. 149f). I argue that this -x is actually
a COMPLETIVE marker which indicates the final boundary of an event in time, while
the INCHOATIVE, conversely, marks the initial boundary. Together they constitute
the primary means by which Alsea codes the temporal nature of an event.!

The inchoative?

The inchoative suffix -ai* shows that the action described by the verb has a
definite beginning, and when used by itself often can be translated by the English
‘begin’. It is subject to considerable phonetic variation, although the most common
form is [ai'].3 Some typical uses:

(1) temyhu gami-1:
and.then be.dark-INCH
‘At last it got dark.’ (132.35)

(2) tem=ixx myhu ay-ai
and=3plS then go-INCH
‘Finally they started out.” (24.1)

(3) temyhu tp-ar
and.then fly-INCH
“Then he flew away.’ (136.9)

(4) temyhu ke-ai=slo
and.then stop-INCH=all
“Then everyone stopped.’ (26.12)

All of these examples have in common the entrance into some sort of state or
activity, which is marked by the inchoative: darkness, journey, flight, and even
cessation. It might seem a bit strange to find the verb ‘stop’ in (4) with a
morpheme that typically indicates the beginning of an action, but the crucial point is
that a new state has been entered, distinguished from the previous one by the lack
of a given activity. In a simpler but comparable context:

(5) tem=aux myghu galhk-4i
and=3duS then escape-INCH
‘So the two of them escaped.” (j70.21)

‘Escape’ is a verb which, like ‘stop’, can be thought of as referring to the end of
some state, i.e. captivity. But it is also clearer with ‘escape’ that the change in state
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can be looked at differently: not as an exit from captivity but as an entrance into
freedom. The same shift in perspective applies to the Alsea kea- ‘stop’.

The form [ai'] of the inchoative is phonetically identical to the unstressed form
of the verb ‘go’, suggesting that it may have originated as an auxiliary verb with a
meaning not far from the ‘entrance into a state’ metaphor used earlier. Since there
are no records of an earlier stage in the history of Alsea, however, this hypothesis
is based only on the phonetic similarity and the semantic plausibility of such a
development.

Since -ai" makes reference only to the beginning of the action or process, it
can be used for somewhat different situations, as in the following two sentences:

(6) temyhu kexk-4i=slo ts-hite-k
and.then assemble-INCH=all DET-body-POSS
‘“Thereupon all the people assembled.’ (132.35)

(7)  kexk-éi=slo ts-hite-k myhu
assemble-INCH=all DET-body-POSS then
‘All the people began to assemble.’ (42.22)

After sentence (6), the text goes on to describe what the people did as a group,
while following (7) is a further description of the process of assembling, including
mention of the types of people that came. The translations do not capture the
precise semantics expressed by the Alsea verb because English does not encode the
same aspectual distinctions. Alsea is here concerned only with whether the events
have a beginning and an end. In both (6) and (7) the assembly has begun, so the
inchoative is used.

All of the examples given so far are translated in English by the past tense,
even though -ai* makes no explicit reference to tense. In fact, Alsea encodes no
systematic distinction between present and past time, relying on the context and
logic of the sentence, along with the aspect markers, to convey the idea of tense.
The inchoative by its very nature is unlikely to be interpreted as present tense, since
it basically refers to a single point in time at which one state gave way to another.
But the new state may indeed continue in the present, as in the following:

(8) tém=Ha hike gaidf 4tsk-ai’
and=but just immediately sleep-INCH
“Then he just fell right to sleep.’ (134.12)

9) atsk-ai myhu
sleep-INCH now
‘He is asleep now.’ (j71.37)

These two verbs are marked exactly alike in Alsea (I do not believe that the stress
shift is significant here), but they have been rendered by different tenses in the
English equivalents. In essence they refer to the same situation — a state of sleep
which has begun — but the context demands different interpretations. Sentence (8)
is found in a series of past events and, accompanied by the adverb ‘immediately’,
suggests an emphasis on the punctual entrance into the state; (9) is spoken by a
character in the story who has been waiting for the subject to fall asleep.# Here the
English present perfect would be a more literal translation (‘he has fallen asleep”),
but the distinction is not a necessary one: compare the French ‘il est mort’, which



can mean ‘he died’, ‘he has died’, and ‘he is dead’; or ‘il est parti’ meaning ‘he
left’, ‘he has left’, and ‘he is gone’. The important factor in these French
sentences, and on a much wider scale in Alsea, is that the new state has begun. A
strictly present-tense meaning (‘he is falling asleep this very minute’) is not attested
for atsk-4i". Since the texts do not provide an example of this sentence, it is unclear
how an Alsea speaker would have expressed such an idea — though the next
paragraph presents a possible candidate.

A variation on the inchoative use of ai*- is found in its appearance with the
prefix x- and the suffix -u. This combination of three elements, which I have
termed the ‘transitional’, describes a transition from one state to another, similar to
the use of ‘become’ in English. The suffix -u' seems to occur only in combination
with the inchoative (unstressed); the prefix x- elsewhere conveys a transitive,
causative, or intensive idea, but here it seems to contribute nothing in particular
aside from being a necessary part of this construction, which is intransitive:

(10) temyhu  Xxa-dlkin-iy-u
and.then TRNL-quiet-INCH-TRNL
“Then he quieted down.” (64.37)

(11) tem=aux myhu Xa-daltuxt-iy-u
and=3duS then TRNL-be.big-INCH-TRNL
“They grew tall.” (124.10)

(12) x-d4g-ay-u=axa
TRNL-be.well-INCH-TRNL=again
‘She became well again.” (j75.9)

While the inchoative alone denotes change from one state to another, the transitional
gives more emphasis to the actual process of change.

The completive

The second major morpheme marking temporal boundaries is -x, which I am
calling the completive.> An epenthetic [8] or [a] is often added. The completive is
the inverse of the inchoative, since it indicates whether there is a terminal boundary
to the action or process — i.e. whether or not it is completed. The subsequent
events may certainly be related to the one marked with the completive — they may
in fact be the direct result of the first one — but they are seen as distinct in their
performance:

(13) hik=axa tsliydg-t-ax, gén-t-xa myhu
just=again straighten-STAT-CMPL die-STAT-CMPL finally
‘He just straightened out again, and died.” (j69.11)

(14) tem xoadi's-x xas mashdélsla-tsxo
and look-CMPL ERG.DET woman-AUG
“The old woman looked around.’ (134.22)

(15) temyhu mis=axa wil-x
and.then RLS.COMP=back come-CMPL
‘And then after she came back...” (154.10)
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(16) tém=ha ailfki' kéxke-s-t-ax=slo
and=but already together-?-STAT-CMPL=all
‘...the people had already assembled.’ (154.10)

In these examples the completive -x marks two similar types of completion.
‘Straighten out’ and ‘die’ in (13) and ‘look’ in (14) are simply actions or events that
are finished; in principle they had beginnings, but only the fact that they are now
accomplished is relevant to the narrative. It would be theoretically possible to treat
‘die’ as entry into a new state (as with ‘stop), but it is not surprising that the state
preceding death, i.e. life, should be considered much more important than whatever
may follow, and the finality is definitely more salient than the transition in states.
Similarly, in (14) the woman looks around and then immediately announces what
she has seen, so the process and its beginning are not as important as the completed
act of perception. (15) and (16), which make up one sentence in the text,
demonstrate the use of -x to show that the events are over with before the next
actions take place. The verb wil- ‘come, arrive’ is almost always used with the
completive, which is logical since it refers to the end of a journey; it can be used
with the inchoative, though, if the origin of something which has recently arrived is
being considered:

(17) k/ist/is=axa phains-4i'-m hak-nikeai wil-f-sal
RES/IduS/*=back go.see-INCH-INTR ABL-where come-INCH-DSTR
“Then we will go see where it started.” (214.34)

The use of suffixes with kexk- ‘assemble’ illustrates the highly subjective
nature of aspect. In (6) and (7) I gave kexk-4i' as an example of the inchoative, and
now in (16) we have kdxke-s-t-ox (the -s and -t suffixes are explained below). The
difference is in the perspective of the speaker. The inchoative is used when the
process of assembling is viewed from the beginning, as in (6), since the relevant
characters are present to observe. When the ‘protagonist’ arrives after the gathering
has already taken place, however — as is the case in (16) — the transition from ‘no
people’ to ‘many people’ is unimportant: all that matters is that the people are there
now. This difference is expressed in English with the past perfect aspect ‘had
assembled’.

Special uses of the completive

There are several verbs which are used with the completive even though they
seem to be stative in nature, i.e. they do not seem to describe completed actions but
rather on-going situations. For example, tqaiélt- ‘want, like’ seems to require -x
for all realis constructions:

(18) fmsta tém=in tqaidlt-ax  sis kexk-4i'-m
thus and=1sgS want-CMPL IRR.COMP assemble-INCH-INTR
‘For that reason I want [the people] to assemble.” (42.26)

(19) 'x/an/i'ya?  tqaidlt-ox
NEG/1sgS/* like-CMPL
‘I don’t like it.” (48.18)



(20) 'xiya? ga-ukeai tqaidld-ex
NEG ERG-someone want-CMPL
‘Nobody wanted him.” (j72.20)

Note that the same form is used for the present and past time interpretations; as with
the inchoative examples above, the context determines the appropriate English
tense. The completive can be justified by defining tqaiélt- as ‘take a liking to, be
struck with a desire to’; these events would have to be completed before the feeling
of liking or wanting could exist.6

A similar pattern is found with the verb yats- ‘live, stay’. This verb also has
a formulaic use at the beginning of a narrative to establish the existence of a
character:

(21) xdm-at s=hitslam  yéats-x
one-ADJ DET=person live-CMPL
“There once lived a certain man.’ (j72.19)

(22) yé&ts-x=aux k&axke
live-CMPL=3duS together
“The two of them lived together.” (116.1)

(23) yats-x=ax=a h{ki
live-CMPL=25gS=Q here
‘Do you live here?’ (j65.4)

As with tqaidlt-, these examples show -x in the present and past. And also like
tqaidlt-, the semantics of ya'ts- must be defined within Alsea, not according to
English equivalents. In reality this verb seems to mean ‘take up residence’
(compare sentence (33)), an action which must be completed before the state of
residence can begin — hence the completive. The inchoative is not used in this
context because the residence was established at an earlier point in time which is not
relevant to the discourse; only the established residence is important.

Whereas the completive views an action as over and done with, the inchoative
marks a process which has begun but could at any time come to an end. Thus,
when it takes the inchoative, ya'ts- (unstressed form i'ts-) is best understood as
‘stay’, a more temporary notion than ‘live’:

(24) tem-4dux myhu its-4i xUsi qdtss
and-3duS then stay-INCH little long.time
“The two of them stayed for a little while.” (74.19)

The period of ‘staying’ starts after other events in the narrative, so the beginning is
salient. Frachtenberg’s translation:

And when he arrived home he began to make his son (well). Then after he
got through (with) him they two staid [sic] in the house for a little while.
Then one day Suku said to his two cousins... (p. 75)

The inchoative indicates that the stay begins and then lasts for a while; the end of
the stay is not explicit in the story, so no completive is used. Still, the completive
can be used with yats- to mean ‘stay’ in the right context:
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(25) temyhu 'xiya? gétse ya&ts-x i's  itsdis
and.then NEG long.time stay-CMPL LOC house
‘He had not been in the house very long [when...]’ (72.11)

Here ‘stay’ is used to refer to a period of inactivity, not just location in a given
place; the rest of the sentence describes the character’s actions shortly after entering
the house—after the inactive ‘stay’ is over. The end of this stay is the only salient
part here, so the inchoative would be inappropriate.

A third verb which seems to exhibit a strange use of the completive is matén-
‘know’. In the texts it is always used with the suffix -x:

(26) hamsti?t=ax hike intskf's maldn-x
every=2sgS just thing know-CMPL
“You know everything.” (40.13)

(27) matdn-x=an k=in=alx iltg-4a
know-CMPL=1sgS FUT=1sgS=3du0 do-TR.INCH
‘Tknow what I will do to those two.” (j74.10)

(28) tem=&"x myhu matdn-iy-u-xu
and=1plS now know-INCH-2sgO-CMPL
‘Now we know you.” (40.11)

It would appear that the best way to explain this usage is, as before, through an
appeal to the semantics of the verb. If matén- means ‘come to know, realize;
become acquainted with’, then the need to complete this action before knowledge
exists is ample explanation for the completive. The completive alone implies that
the process of ‘coming to know’ was either very short or simply unimportant; this
is the normal situation when a fact is involved, as in (26) and (27), since learning a
fact is generally just a matter of hearing it. The use of both the inchoative and the
completive in (28) serves as further support for this analysis of the meaning of
matd'n-. As explained in the next section, the two suffixes together mark the
beginning and end boundaries and imply that the process took a certain length of
time and is relevant to the narrative. This is a natural way to interpret (28) because
it refers to knowledge of a person’s qualities and abilities, something which takes
time to learn. To quote Frachtenberg’s translation of the context for both (26) and
(28):

Verily, now we know thee. For that very reason will our hearts be strong
once more, because we know thee. Thou knowest everything. (p. 41;
emphasis added)

There are two kinds of ‘know’ here. The first type, which is seen in the first two
instances, employs both the inchoative and completive, and could be paraphrased
‘we have come to know you’. This usage is also found elsewhere in a similar
context, where knowledge of a person is similarly being discussed:

(29) matan-iy-smts-x=ast
know-INCH-1sgO-CMPL=IduQ
‘He knows the two of us.” (j71.28)



Here again the knowledge referred to is that of character or personality, which
would allow one to predict the others’ actions after having ‘come to know’ them.
In contrast, the second type of ‘know’ in the passage, marked only with the
completive, would sound strange as ‘you have come to know everything’. There is
no implication in the story that this omniscience is the result of long study; indeed,
since the addressee (Coyote) is a mythical figure, it is natural to treat his knowledge
as something which now exists but has an uncertain origin. Given the postulated
definition of matén-, the completive would express this attitude.

Combinations and contrasts

As mentioned above, the inchoative -ai' and completive -x can be used
together. In fact, this is a frequent combination, which refers to a process seen as
bounded in time both initially and finally; often it is not unlike the traditional
definition of the aorist. The dual boundedness can imply that the process is a short
one, since it is not free to extend in either temporal ‘direction’:

(30) namk k/alx/uts  qt-i-xa k=as kux
when HAB/3duS/* climb.over-INCH-CMPL LOC=DET log
‘Whenever they climbed over a log...” (j71.12)

(31) temghu tipx-4-In-x
and.then offer.food-INCH-PASS-CMPL
“Then he was offered food.” (j74.27)

(32) tlul-di-xa
swim-INCH-CMPL
‘He swam for a short time [but floated right back].” (62.21)

Al of these actions are relatively short in duration and clearly definable in time; each
is easy to see as a unit. The last example, which is located in a series of similar
usages, resembles the use of a perfective prefix in Russian to mean ‘for a little
while’ (e.g. govorit’ ‘talk,” po-govorit’ ‘have a talk’). Recall the definition earlier
(examples (21) to (23)) of the verb yats- as ‘take up residence’; this definition is
clearly supported by the following usage:

(33) temghu i's  xam-at s=lehwi  wil-x tem its-4i-xa
and.then LOC one-ADJ DET=place come-CMPL and live-INCH-CMPL
“Then he came to a place and took up residence.’ (1 18.2)

Here the deliberate act of moving in is bounded by his journey there and his
subsequent wooing of a wife, so both the inchoative and completive are used.

With appropriate modifiers the action can have a longer duration, but it must
remain bounded in the mind of the speaker:

(34) tem=uk¥ hike gétse uy[u]-di-xa-sxa
and=away just long.time barrier-INCH-CMPL-REFL
‘He made a barrier of himself for a long time.” (72.31)

Whatever the length of the action, the fundmental property of boundedness remains
unchanged. The beginning and end are very clear in this particular example — the
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subject pretends to have his leg stuck until the others threaten to trample him — and
nothing else is said about this period of time, so it is treated as a clearly demarcated
temporal unit. It happens to be a bigger unit than, for instance, that required in (30)
to climb over a log, but is nonetheless clearly bounded.

Perhaps the best way to get a feel for the way -ai* and -x function is to look at
their use in contrastive situations. Consider the following pair:

(35) temghu galiwi's ats-sda-k tp-4i'-xa kw{-ks=auk
and.then first ~ DET-sister-POSS jump-INCH-CMPL canoe-ALL=inside
‘First his elder sister jumped into the canoe.’ (132.12)

(36) temyhu qalpdi' ats-mutsk-ak tp-4i’
and.then next DET-younger.brother-POSS jump-INCH
‘Next his younger brother jumped.’ (132.13)

The difference in markings on the two verbs may seem at first unmotivated, but the
context offers a clear explanation (Frachtenberg’s translation):

Then after he arrived in the canoe he floated in it far out in the water.
Thereupon the elder sister jumped [tpéixa] first into the canoe; verily, she
got into it correctly. And then his younger brother jumped in [tpai'] next.
He almost fell short. He touched the water just a little bit. (p. 133)

In the first case, the jumping was begun (-ai) and completed (-x) successfully. In
the second, however, the jump from the shore (-ai’) was not immediately
completed. Frachtenberg translates this as ‘jumped in’, but I feel that this carries an
implication of completion which is not present in the original and even sounds
somewhat out of place in English, given the rest of the paragraph. Simply
‘jumped’ would be better, since the particle ‘in” here conveys a completive meaning
very similar to the Alsea -x. The narrator leaves the action literally suspended in
mid-air in order to describe the difficulties of the younger brother. The eventual
completion of the jump is implied by the subsequent sentences, which in a sense
replace the completive marking. In this situation the completive resembles the use
of the Russian perfective to imply success (ya emu po-zvonil ‘I called him’) where
the imperfective shows failure (ya emu zvonil ‘I tried to call him [but he wasn’t
home]’).7
A second pair of examples involves the verb ‘sleep”:

(37) tém=ha hike qgaidf 4tsk-ai’
and=but just immediately sleep-INCH
“Then he just fell right to sleep.” (134.12) (=8)

(38) temyhu astk-4i-xa
and.then sleep-INCH-CMPL
“Then he slept.” (174.38)

Sentence (37) says only that the state of sleep has begun. This is necessary because
the story goes on to describe how he is killed in his sleep, which is therefore never
completed (not in the normal way, at any rate). In contrast, (38) describes the entire
night, not just the beginning of the sleeping process. Thus the time spent sleeping



can be treated as a single unit, bounded in time by the events that precede and
follow it.

Finally, the beginning and end to an action can be distributed over different
verbs, especially when there are special words for different parts of the action.
Verbs of movement are prime examples of this lexical specialization:

(39) xam-{i=axa, tem=axa yals-ai
turn.back-INCH=back and=back return.home-INCH
‘He turned back and started home.’ (j66.6)

(40) temyhu mis=axa wil-x, tem pxeltsus-&-Xn-x
and.then RLS.COMP=back come-CMPL and ask-INCH-PASS-CMPL
‘And when he got back he was asked...” (j66.7)

Number (39) supplies two (somewhat redundant) examples of the same usage: the
inchoative marks the beginning of the journey homeward. Then (40), which
directly follows (39) in the text, uses the completive to mark the end of the same
journey, clearing the way for the next temporal ‘unit’: asking a question. Note that
this latter action is treated as a dually bounded unit as well, since utterances are
clearly marked in time by the linear nature of speech: every sentence must begin and
end. This is another sample of the aorist-like characteristics of -ai* and -x together.

The stative suffix

An additional suffix which interacts with the inchoative and completive
markers is the stative -t (which may be related to the homonymous adjectival
suffix).

(41) ailiki*  yux-t-ax
already disappear-STAT-CMPL
‘He had already disappeared.’ (j70.8)

(42) tém=Ha myhu kéa  gén-t-ax
and=but at.last indeed die-STAT-CMPL
‘But then he was finally dead.’ (64.38)

The suffix -t turns these punctual verbs (‘disappear’, ‘die’) into stative verbs (‘be
gone’, ‘be dead’). The addition of the completive shows that the state has been
entered, i.e. that the punctual action required to enter the state has been completed;
this punctual action is that described by the verb stem which takes the stative suffix
(here, disappearance and death). This combination resembles the inchoative with
certain verbs, such as galhk-ai ‘she has escaped’ or qam?-i* ‘it got dark’. This
apparently paradoxical functional overlap can be explained by defining the verbs
which take the inchoative as already denoting a state or process — for example, ‘be
f{ee’ i’nstead of ‘escape’, ‘be dark’ instead of ‘become dark’, ‘go’ instead of
eave’.

It is still possible, however, to use the stative -t with an inherently stative
verb, as long as an intermediate step is included: the addition of the suffix -s. This
suffix, which is homonymous with the nominalizing suffix, is of unclear meaning,
beyond the fact that it must be present when the stative suffix is used with a stative
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verb. The completive then emphasizes that the action of the verb precedes the
action of the following verb:

(43) tém=Ha hike qaidr atsk-ai'
and=but just immediately sleep-INCH
“Then he just fell right to sleep.” (134.12) (=37)

(44) temghu mis tsd?me &tsk-as-t-ox
and.then RLS.COMP very  sleep-?-STAT-CMPL
“Then after he was sound asleep...” (134.13)

These two sentences, which occur consecutively in the text, differ primarily in the
perspective of the speaker. In (43), the fact that the man is entering a sleeping state
is most important; the focus is on the moment, as a part of the narrative, when he
falls asleep. Then, in (44), the crucial fact is that he is now in a deep state of sleep
(which will allow the others to kill him). The stative-completive is like a look back
over one’s shoulder at the completed entrance into the state, while the inchoative
observes the beginning with eyes straight ahead, in accordance with the natural
flow of time.

The following examples with the verb xo'h- ‘climb’ further illustrate the
interaction of the inchoative, completive, and stative:

(45) k/dk/ts myhu gahalt xoh-4i
HAB/up/* now seemingly climb-INCH
‘He would pretend to start climbing up.’ (60.15)

(46) tem qauwa? hi'ke 14teq Xxoh-4i-xa
and whole just thing climb-INCH-CMPL
“Then the whole group climbed up.’ (60.10)

47) temghu mis X&h-as-t-ax, tem tsilh-4i
and.now RLS.COMP climb-?-STAT-CMPL and sing-INCH
‘After he got to the top, he started to sing.” (60.14)

The inchoative in (45) shows that the action is begun but not completed (since he is
only pretending to climb up, and slides back down shortly after beginning). The
inchoative and the completive in (46) together mark an action with a clear beginning
(Ieaving the ground) and end (reaching the top). The stative and completive in (47)
focus on the end of the process of climbing, which must be finished before the
singing can begin. Notice also that this -s-t-ax construction is used with the realis
complementizer mis ‘when, after’ in both (44) and (47). In fact, almost all verbs
marked with this precise combination of suffixes occur in clauses introduced by
mis; however, there are some exceptions, as in (51):

(48) mis Kdg-s-t-ax
RLS.COMP come.ashore-?-STAT-CMPL
‘After he came ashore...” (62.18)

(49) mis=ixx myghu xéd-s-t-ax
RLS.COMP=3pIS at.last cross-?-STAT-CMPL
‘When they finally got across...” (134.28)



(50) tem mis=aux myhu  hésk-1is-t-ax
and RLS.COMP=3duS at.last die-?-STAT-CMPL
‘After they were dead...’ (373.32)

(51) tém=ha ailiki kaxke-s-t-ax=slo
and=but already together-2-STAT-CMPL=all
“The people had already assembled.” (154.10)

Both mis ‘after’ and ailiki' ‘already’ focus on the end of a state or event, so it is
quite natural that the stative-completive construction, which has the same emphasis,
is usually used with one of them.

Irrealis forms

Both the inchoative and completive have special forms in the irrealis mood.
One of these, the transitive inchoative -aa, can be seen in (27). This portmanteau
morpheme is always used in the irrealis when there is a third-person object. With
intransitive verbs, or transitive verbs with a first- or second-person object, the form
of the inchoative is identical to that used in the realis.

More interesting is the status of the completive in the irrealis mood. The
suffix -x seems to be used only in the fixed stative-completive construction; and
when there is no emphasis on the end of an action, then a verb like ‘come’, which
so commonly takes the completive in the realis, may occur as a simple stem
(reminiscent of the English subjunctive):

(52) tgaidlt-x=an sis hi%qa wil as gdna
want-CMPL=1sgS IRR.COMP quickly come DET coroner
‘] want the coroner to come right away.” (220.25)

In (52) the emphasis is on notifying the coroner to come, and not yet on his arrival;
thus it is not surprising that the completive is not used. When a completive
meaning is desired, however, a special allomorph -i' is found:

(53) k=Uk=3n héits wil-1
FUT=who=Q here come-CMPL
“Who will come here?’ (214.4)

The same suffix is used with the verbs discussed above that generally take the
completive:

(54) si/p/s xam? intskf's  matdn-1i
IRR.COMP/2plS/* one something know-CMPL
‘[It's good] that one of you knows something.” (184.21)

(55) si/p/s tqaidld-1i
IRR.COMP/2pl1S/* want-CMPL
‘If you desire it...” (24.3)

(56) k=xan hike kdaxke ydts—i
FUT=EduS just together stay-CMPL
‘She and I will stay together.” (j69.31)
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Thus the suffix -i* appears to be simply the irrealis completive, used in those
relatively uncommon cases in which the end of a future action is in focus.

To summarize, the inchoative indicates that an action or process has begun.
The addition of the transitional emphasizes the change from the first state to the
second. The completive marks the end of an action or process. Together the
inchoative and completive mark the event as a single unit bounded in time,
regardless of its duration. The inchoative and completive interact with the stative
suffix, which allows a punctual verb to be used statively. Finally, special forms of
the inchoative and completive are used in the irrealis mood.

Abbreviations

Each example sentence is given with the page and line number where it is
found; those preceded by ‘j’ are from Frachtenberg (1917), others are from
Frachtenberg (1920).

Translations of lexical meaning are given in lower case, and grammatical
functions are given in upper case. The following abbreviations have been used:
ABL ablative, ADJ adjectival, ALL allative, AUG augmentative, COMP
complementizer, CMPL completive, DET determiner, DSTR distributive, ERG
ergative, FUT future, HAB habitual, INCH inchoative, INTR intransitive (irrealis),
IRR irrealis, LOC locative, NEG negative, PASS passive, POSS possessive (third
person), Q interrogative, REFL reflexive, RES resultative, RLS realis, STAT
stative, TR transitive, TRNL transitional. For pronouns: 1, 2, 3 = first, second,
third person; I, E = inclusive, exclusive (first person); sg, du, pl = singular, dual,
plural; S, O, IO, P = subject, object, indirect object, possessive. An asterisk *)
marks the second half of a discontinuous morpheme that has been divided by a
clitic; the first half is the initial element of the morpheme cluster. Affixes are set off
by a hyphen (-), clitics by an equals sign (=). Clitics dividing a discontinuous
morpheme are set off by slashes (/).

The Alsea data preserve the distinctions in Frachtenberg’s original
nonphonemic transcription, though adapted to the Americanist alphabet. The
symbol [k] is a palatalized stop, and the small raised letters represent
Frachtenberg’s ‘resonance and epenthetic vowels’. Except where stated otherwise,
the free translations given here reflect the published version but have been edited for
style.

Notes

1 Alsea is an extinct language which was spoken on the Oregon coast. Data here
are from Frachtenberg (1917, 1920). I would like to thank Scott DeLancey and
Colette Craig for their help on my undergraduate thesis (Buckley 1986), parts of
which form the basis of this paper; also Natasha Beery and Orin Gensler for their
comments on an earlier draft of the paper itself, and Herb Luthin for careful
proofreading of the finished product.

As the following discussion reveals, the Alsea suffix is of more general
application than the traditional definition of ‘inchoative’ implies; this term was
chosen for lack of a good alternative.



3 After a dental or glottal consonant, except [s] and [ts], the inchoative becomes
[i"]; before the passive suffix -in it is found as [a] or [a]; after a uvular it becomes
[e'], unless a vowel follows; and it combines with a preceding [u] to make [u'i].
The inchoative suffix almost always takes the accent, but there are a few cases were
the verbal root takes it instead.

4 The word mhu ‘now’ is of little help since it occurs constantly in past-time
narratives and often means ‘then’ or ‘at last’. It seems to serve usually as a simple
transitional word, especially in combination with tem ‘and’.

5 Although this term is sometimes used as a synonym for ‘perfective’, the
morpheme -X is not precisely the same as a perfective.

6 "Alternatively, the verb could be lexically marked as belonging to a
morphological class which always requires the completive, though this lexical
solution seems more arbitrary. See below for further evidence for a semantic
ex_Planation.

This second mention of the Russian perfective is intended only to illustrate the
Alsea data and draw another parallel between the ‘completive’ and a traditional
‘perfective’; it is not intended to imply any deeper semantic parallels between the
aspectual systems of the two languages.
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IN DEFENSE OF MORPHEME STRUCTURE RULES:
EVIDENCE FROM VOWEL HARMONY
Donald G. Churma
SUNY, Buffalo

There are four different views that have been held or are currently held concerning the
existence, or lack thereof, of morpheme structure rules (MSRs). The first view, that of
‘classical’ generative phonology (e.g., Halle 1959, 1962), is that they do indeed exist, and
furthermore are ordered in a block before all phonlogical rules proper, filling in unspecified
(redundant) feature values; as a result, phonological rules operate only on fﬁlly—speciﬁed
feature matrices. This view was challenged by Stanley 1967, who argued that generative
MSRs should be replaced by static ‘morpheme structure conditions’ (MSCs) which govern
permissible fully-specified underlying representations. The MSC approach has been adopted
in most subsequent research, including the influential Chomsky and Halle 1968 and the
popular textbook of Kenstowicz and Kisseberth 1979. A third view, advocated by Stampe
1973, Lee 1975, 1976, Donegan and Stampe 1979, Kiparsky 1982, and Churma 1984a, 1987,
is that only MSRs exist, and that they can apply freely (subject to universal, and perhaps
language-specific, constraints on rule interaction) in the phonology. On this view, MSRs
(called ‘natural processes’ by Donegan and Stampe and ‘universal redundancy rules’ by
Kiparsky) are members of a set of rules that is universal in nature, and a language is marked
to the extent that it does not exhibit these processes.! There is no necessary distinction
between MSRs and other kinds of phonological rules on this view, although phonological
rules that are not MSRs may develop as a result of complications induced by phonological
change (rule telescoping, rule inversion, analogical leveling, etc.). The final view (cf., for
example, Stewart 1983, Archangeli and Pulleyblank 1986) maintains that both MSRs and
MSCs (or something very much like these — Stewart employs ‘word structure conditions’ and
rules triggered by violations of these conditions, and Archangeli and Pulleyblank’s notation
is somewhat exotic) exist. The rules in question may apply in the phonology in Archangeli
and Pulleyblank’s system, and may apply only in the phonology for Stewart.? In this
paper, I will defend the third position, that constraints on morpheme structure may be
stated only in terms of (universal) MSRs. The basis for my arguments will be the vowel
harmony systems based on the feature [ATR] found in various African languages.3

1. Akan, Kinande, and Maasai.

As Kiparsky 1982:53-4, 58-84 has pointed out, there is one very strong piece of evidence
that MSRs must be allowed to apply to the output of phonological rules: otherwise, we must
posit phonological rules that either are identical to MSRs (if a ‘standard’ MSR. approach
is adopted) or have the effect of converting segments or sequences of segments that the
MSCs disallow into permissible (sequences of) segments. In either case, as IKenstowicz
and Kisseberth 1977 have pointed out, we will have a ‘duplication problem’: two distinct
(albeit identical-looking, in the first case) mechanisms are being employed to prevent a single
configuration from surfacing.

On the other hand, there appears to be evidence that MSCs must be permitted (cf.
Kiparsky 1985), since employing them allows for an explanation of which vowels are ‘opaque’
to harmony. For example, there are no [+ATR] low vowels in Akan.* This constraint can
be expressed by the following MSC:

(1) *[V, +ATR, +low]

If we suppose that the application of phonological rules (in the lexical phonology) is con-
strained by a principle of ‘Structure Preservation’, so that no segment that violates an MSC
may be created, then it follows that /a/ will block the spread of [+ATR], since otherwise a



non-permitted [+ATR] low vowel would be created. Notice that the only way of accounting
for the opacity of /a/ in a theory that disallows MSCs like (1) is building this fact into
the statement of the harmony rule, in this case by restricting the harmony rule so that it
may affect only non-low vowels. But doing so appears to be making the claim that the fact
that harmony affects only non-low vowels and the fact that an impermissible segment would
result if harmony were to affect a low vowel are unrelated.

It is entirely possible that these facts are indeed unrelated. First of all, restrictions on
harmony rules such as that suggested above are common even when no violations of putative
MSCs would result, e.g., harmony may apply only when the target and trigger vowels agree
in height, as in Yokuts, Bobangi, and Ngbaka (cf. Churma 1984a). Furthermore, there are
languages that have ATR harmony and no [+ATR] low vowels, and in which these vowels
are not opaque. In Kinande (Schlindwein 1987), /a/ is transparent to one of the two ATR
harmony rules. In Maasai (Wallace 1981, Churma 1987), /a/ is opaque for purposes of
leftward harmony, but not rightward harmony, where it surfaces as [0] in [+ATR] contexts.
As argued in the works cited, the most plausible way of accounting for the a/0 alternation is
allowing harmony in its rightward incarnation (but not its leftward one) to create a [+ATR]
low vowel, which is subsequently affected by MSRs. These MSRs are given in (2), and a
schematic account of the derivation of [0] from /a/ is provided in (3):

(2) a. [V, +ATR] —[-low] b. [V, —low, +back] —[+round]
(3) /a/ —(harmony) o —(rule (2a)) [V, —low, ...] —(rule (2b)) [0]

Clearly, this account is incompatible with a pure MSC/Structure Preservation approach.

The Maasai case might be viewed somewhat suspiciously in the light of the unusual
difference between leftward and rightward harmony. There are, however, other cases of
this nature. Pulleyblank 1986 has argued that a similar approach is required in order to
account for the fact that in Okpe certain instances of /a/ surface as [e] in [+ATR] contexts.
There is, once again, a left-right asymmetry in Okpe (although Pulleyblank doesn’t treat
the phenomenon in question in these terms), and in addition, the data that provide the basis
for Pulleyblank’s analysis are sufficiently scanty that I, at least would not be willing to draw
any conclusions from the little that we know about Okpe.® I will therefore examine in a fair
amount of detail a language for which the data are relatively abundant, and for which there
is no left-right asymmetry. The language in question is Tunen, a Bantu language spoken in
Cameroon, as described by Dugast 1967, 1971 and Mous 1986.

2. Tunen.
Tunen has a surface eight-vowel system:®
4) i e o u 9 [+ATR])

e 9 a [-ATR]

Like Maasai, Tunen has a harmony system in which [+ATR] is dominant, in the sense
that, if a word contains a [+ATR)] vowel, in either prefix, suffix, or root, all vowels in the
word surface as [+ATR]; otherwise, all vowels surface as [-ATR]. Thus, there are some
vowels which are invariably [+ATR], while others exhibit an alternation with respect to
this feature. For example, there are some morphemes that invariably surface with [3], while
others have vowels that surface as [a] in [~ATR] environments and as [9] in [+ATR] contexts.
The mid vowels behave somewhat unexpectedly, however; consider the data in (5), where
-en/in can be glossed roughly ‘(to VERB) for somebody’, and -7 is a causativizer (following
common pratice, morphemes that contain a dominant vowel are starred):

(5) a. falab-en / faldb - i* ‘build’ d. huk* -in / huk* -i* ‘blow’
b. fop*-in / fop* - i* ‘exchange’® e. kol*-in / kol* - i* ‘buy medicine’
c. fol-en / fol-i* ‘borrow’ f. kol-en /kul-i* ‘create’
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The alternation involving the stem vowels in (5a) is straightforward, as is that in (5¢);
the underlyingly [+ATR] causative suffix triggers harmony in the stem. In (5b, d), we
find that dominant stems appear to trigger both [+ATR] harmony with respect to recessive
suffixes and some kind of raising process. Finally, in (5e, f), there are two different kinds of
segments that may surface as [0], one which triggers harmony in a recessive suffix, and one
that does not, and which, when in a [+ATR] context, also appears to undergo what may be
the same raising rule as that just alluded to. Mous proposes that the second kind of o carries
a diacritic [+R] (for recessive), and that the vowel harmony rule (a negative coocurrence
restriction, violation of which triggers application of an associated rule, actually) and the
raising rule are sensitive to the presence or absence of this diacritic (p. 289). He dismisses
what appears to be a fairly obvious alternative analysis, in which the vowels involved in the
height alternation are underlyingly [~ ATR] high vowels (cf. Stewart and Van Leynseele 1979
for a segmental account of this nature, and Edwards 1987 for an autosegmental account),
on the grounds that it would involve excessive abstractness (p- 294). On this latter kind of
analysis, £/i would be /I/, and the o in (5f) /U/, while the o in (5¢) would be /o/. If such
an analysis is adopted, then ATR harmony can be accounted for by the mirror image rule
in (6a), after which the absolute neutralization rules in (6b, ¢) would apply:”

(6) . V —[+ATR]// [+ATR] Co __
b. [~ATR, -+high] —[+ATR, —high]
C. [+ATR; _hlgh; _baCk] _’[_ATR] / [X - Y]root, suffiz, Class 19 prefic

Thus, when harmony is inapplicable, /I/ and /U/ will be subjected to the absolute neutral-
ization rule (6b), thereby becoming /e/ and /o/, respectively. The former is then subjected
to a further neutralization rule, and surfaces as [€] in the rather motley collection of mor-
phological environments specified in'(6¢). This rule would explain, in addition to the e/fi
alternation, the greater number of roots with € rather than e in the variety studied by Mous
(cf. note 6). Derivations illustrating this kind of approach are given in (7):

(7) a. huk-In b. kol-1In c. kUl-In Underlying
huk - in kol - in _ Rule (6a)
_ _ kol - en Rule (6b)
_ _ kol - en Rule (6¢)

When there is a dominant stem, it triggers harmony, and the suffix vowel surfaces as ],
as illustrated in (7a, b). When the root is (underlyingly) [~ATR], however, harmony is
inapplicable, and the abstract high vowels surface as mid, due to the application of one or
both of the neutralization rules, as in (7c).

There is a problem with this account, however, concerning the restrictions on rule (6b),
at least within the theory of lexical phonology (cf. Kiparsky 1982, 1985, Mohanan 1982).
Note first that this rule must apply post-lexically, because it is structure-changing and
applies in non-derived environments, and the Strict Cycle Condition would therefore block
its application in the lexical phonology. If it does apply in the post-lexical phonology,
however, then it cannot have access to even morphological bracketing information (assuming
some version of the bracket erasure convention), let alone such properties as being a Class
19 noun class prefix.® Thus, regardless of the position one takes on how much abstractness
is allowable, the analysis under discussion is not tenable in the case of the front vowels, at
least from the perspective of lexical phonolgy.?

Even apart from this theory-specific technical problem, there is reason to question this
approach. If both underlying /e/ and /e/ from underlying /I/ are affected by rule (6¢), then
we might expect that those /e/s that are derived from the former should behave like what
they are underlyingly - in particular, [+ATR] - just as the different kinds of o in (5e, 1)



do. However, vowels that can surface as [€] uniformly fail to trigger harmony, and always
surface as [i] in [+ATR] contexts;'® they must all therefore be treated as being underlyingly
[~ATR] (and [+high]). On this analysis, then, there would be an extremely odd distribution
of underlying /e/s: they would occur only in a handful of pronominal class prefixes, and
possibly a few roots.!! What happened to all the /e/s?

Suppose, then, that we try an alternative approach. What if /1/ merges directly with
/€/ in the odd assortment of environments specified in (6c), instead of going through the
intermediate stage? (This is, in fact, what Stewart and Van Leynseele 1979 have suggested
in their informal diachronic account, if I have interpreted them correctly.) That is, the rules
in (6) would be replaced by:

(8) a. [_ATR; _baCk] _’[-hlgh] / [X _ Y]root, suffiz, Class 19 prefiz
b. [-ATR, +high] —[+ATR, —high] (elsewhere)

Thus, /1/ will surface as [€] in the right places (with a few possible exceptions — see below),
and those /I/s that have not been affected by (8a) (i.e., those in prefixes other than the Class
19 prefix) will be subject to (8b) (=(6b)), which will necessarily follow (8a) by virtue of
the Elsewhere Condition (cf. Kiparsky 1973), and these vowels will also behave for purposes
of harmony like the [~ATR] vowels that, underlyingly, they are. Derivations illustrating
this kind of approach are given in (9), where /I/ is the Class 7 prefix, /hI/ the Class 19
prefix, and the roots are glossed as ‘peigne’, ‘dossier’ and ‘banane’, respectively (cf. Dugast
1971:73, 84):

(9) a. I-fal b. hI- bene c. hI-bul Underlying
I - hi - bul Harmony
o he - bene _ Rule (8a)
e - fal - _ Rule (8b)

But once again, we will be positing a curiously asymmetrical (nearly) /e/-less vowel sys-
tem, and the feature-changing neutralization rules will have to apply post-lexically in order
to be able to affect their non-derived inputs, and so could not have access to the required
morphological information. Furthermore, on this account, there would be no underlying
/€/s, and it is predicted that there can be no ¢/i alternations in roots, which, as pointed
out in note 11, is not the case. )

The source of much of the trouble with these accounts is the necessity for morphological
restrictions on some neutralization rule. Suppose, then, that we get rid of any rule that re-
quires such conditioning. The problem then becomes how to account for the ¢/i alternation
in the troublesome environments without setting up an abstract /I/. Let us try positing
that [€] is underlyingly just what it looks like, i.e., /¢/. When it isin a [+ATR] environment,
it would then be expected to surface as [e], which, it will be recalled, actually occurs only
rarely in roots. Because of this near lack of es, Mous (p. 282) sets up a ‘Well Formedness
Condition’ that disallows it. When in the course of a derivation a structure that violates
a WFC arises, an associated ‘automatic rule’ applies to fix things up (cf. Stewart 1983), in
this case ‘V —[+high]’. This approach is in this respect similar to the MSR, approach (and,
of course, incompatible with a pure MSC approach). On an MSR approach, however, there
would be no need for a WFC, which would be implicit in the structural description of the
MSR:

(10) [V, +ATR, —back] —[+high]

On either an MSR or an automatic rule approach, underlying /¢/ would first be converted
to /e/ in [+ATR] contexts by the harmony rule, and then undergo a rule that raises the
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output of harmony to [i]. Notice also that, while we still have a vowel system with (almost)
no /efs, the presence of (10) in the grammar as an MSR can explain this lack and the
fact that ¢ alternates with something other than its [+ATR] counterpart.!? A static MSC
approach would be unable to relate these two facts.

However, front vowels in prefixes other than the Class 19 prefix usually surface as [e] when
in a [-ATR] context (e.g., the Class 7 prefix, as illustrated in (9a)),'® and there may be a few
root vowels which are invariably [e] (cf. note 11); these vowels must somehow be prevented
from undergoing the raising rule. What is more, some way of accounting for the fact that
these prefix vowels surface as [i] when they are in a [+ATR] context must be provided.
But note that if these vowels were underlyingly /I/, they would be affected by rule (8b) —
the one that has no morphological conditioning — unless this rule were bled by harmony,
which would appropriately derive [i] in [+ATR] contexts.!* Thus, if /1/ is underlying only
in the case of the e/i alternation, whereas the vowel that underlies the &/i alternation is
/€/, rule (8a) and the associated morphological restrictions can be dispensed with, as can
the requirement that there be a preceding h only in prefixes (cf. note 8) if Stewart and
Van Leynseele’s suggestion is adopted. If these proposals are adopted, however, there will
be a substantial mismatch between the underlying vowel inventory, which will now contain
[~ATR] high vowels and no /e/s (cf., however, note 11), and the surface system of (4).

Mous’ account does not entail such a mismatch, so it is worth investigating. On this
approach, any vowel that can surface as mid is underlyingly mid, so that my /I, U, €/ are /e,
o, €/, respectively. In order to account for the alternations in question, Mous (pp. 287-90)
sets up a raising rule which is sensitive in part to the diacritic alluded to at the beginning
of this section, which I give in slightly revised form below:

(11) [V, —low, {—round, [+R]}] —[+high] // __ Co [V, -R, +ATR]

That is, mid vowels that are either unrounded or marked with the diacritic [+R)] are raised
in the environment of a [+ATR] vowel that is not [+R]. After this rule applies the regular
harmony rule will convert the intermediate /I/ that is derived from /€/ to the appropriate
[i].

However, since on this account there are no underlying /I /s (and hence there would have
to be an MSC that bars them), the raising rule will have to be allowed to violate Structure
Preservation. It is fairly easy to get around this problem: we simply change rule (11) so
that it also makes the output [+ATR]:

(11) [V, —low, {—round, [+R]}] —[+high, +ATR] // __ Co [V, =R, +ATR])

This account will handle all (almost — cf. note 16) of the relevant data. However, it looks
rather odd: why should a vowel get raised in a [+ATR] environment? Furthermore, it is
implicitly making the claim that the vowel harmony which we know exists in the language is
not in part responsible for the £/i alternation. Historically, at least, it seems clear that this
is not the case; a sound change that corresponds to rule (10) is almost certainly responsible
for the existence of this alternation. But we cannot assume that the the diachrony is
recapitulated in a synchronic grammar; languages can have rules that are quite ‘crazy’
(Bach and Harms 1972), and it could well be the case that we are dealing with one of them.

In fact, there appears to be some evidence that at least the o/u alternation is best treated
in terms of a diacritic-based analysis. In addition to the kinds of segments that surface as
[o] discussed in the previous subsection, there is third ‘schizophrenic’ o, as illustrated in the
data below, taken from Mous 1986:288:



(12) a. faton-en / faton-i ‘open’
b. onjwan - en /onjwen-i ‘blow’
c. lobon-¢en / lobun-i ‘weed’
d

aloboton - en / aloboton - i ‘answer summons’

Since the o in faton cooccurs with a within a root and fails to trigger harmony, it would
be expected to be underlyingly [-ATR] and high (cf. (7c)). However, even if it is not
underlyingly [+ATR], it should become so when the dominant causative suffix is added, and
hence surface as [u] (cf., again, (7c)). But it doesn’t. Similarly, because o and a coocur
in the root in (12b), the former would be expected to be /U/, but it fails to be affected
by harmony (note that harmony cannot be restricted so as to prevent more than one vowel
from being affected, due to the existence of forms such as those in (5a)). Since the root in
(12¢) does not trigger harmony, the final vowel of the root would be expected to be /U/,
and since the first vowel coocurs with it, it should also be [-ATR]; but only the second
vowel is affected by harmony. And since the os in (12d) coocur with a, and since the stem
does not trigger harmony, they should all be /U/, but none of them is affected by harmony.
Thus, regardless of the general position one takes on how much abstractness is allowable,
the abstract approach encounters difficulties in this case.l®

There is at least one root that contains still another kind of o, sokom ‘work in vain’.
This stem triggers harmony in suffixes (/sokom - €n/ —[sokomin]), but both vowels surface
as [u] when a [+ATR] suffix is added (/sokom - i/ —([sukumi]). This suggests that speakers
are taking all os except for the one that alternates with 2 as being underlyingly /o/. Doing
so, however, creates a problem: some /o/s trigger harmony, and some do not, and some
surface as [u] in [+ATR] contexts, while some remain mid. Apparently what speakers have
done is memorize which /o/s do which, on a case-by-case basis — i.e., assign the /o/s in
question an appropriate diacritic — and in some cases, they have ‘made the wrong guess’
about how unfamiliar forms should behave. Notice that, since whether or not an /o/ triggers
harmony need not correspond to whether or not it alternates with [u], two different diacritics
are required; speakers apparently did not ‘capture’ the (former) generalization that the os
that do not trigger harmony also undergo raising.!® This is, I submit, very strong evidence
against an abstract analysis that treats some instances of [0] as deriving from underlying
/U/.

This does not, of course, provide any direct evidence concerning whether or not an
account of the £/i alternation should contain an abstract intermediate stage. There is one
root whose behavior at least suggests that a one-step analysis should be preferred, although
this behavior is sufficiently odd (and, apparently, isolated) that one should not give too
much weight to it. The causative form of obem ‘brood’ shows two variants, obimz, which is
what we would expect (at least if the o is marked as not undergoing the raising rule), and
obeme (cf. Mous 1986:288). The causative suffix surfaces as [¢] only in this form, as far as I
can tell, and it is not easy to see why it should, from the point of view of the harmony-plus-
raising analysis. One might suggest that there is some minor rule that converts [+ATR]
vowels to [~ATR] in the environment of a [~ATR] vowel, and in fact a rule of this sort
would presumably be required in order to account for the behavior of prefixal es discussed
in note 13. But this rule would in this case yield I (if it’s allowed to), which should surface
as [e] via rule (6b). The existence of this variant thus seems not to be relatable to the rules
used in the two-step account of the /i alternation. But it is possible to understand at
least partially what is going on here if we assume that speakers find this alternation to be as
bizarre as it appears to be at first glance, and are simply memorizing that € and 7 are paired
for purposes of harmony. Given this assumption, what is happening here is an application
of the rule ‘turn a [+ATR] vowel into its [~ATR] counterpart’, albeit in a context that it
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appears to be impossible to state.

These facts make me, at least, suspicious of the ‘clever’ (to use Kiparsky’s 1971 term)
two-step analysis; children learning Tunen (or other languages) may very well not be as
good at doing internal reconstruction as professional linguists. This suspicion is increased
by the apparent existence of cases of very common processes such as palatalization, which
can be analyzed as two-step processes (in this case, fronting of a velar stop, plus affrication
of the resulting palatal stop), but which appear not to be so analyzed by speakers. The
particular case I have in mind is Italian paltalization, which has been discussed in some
detail by Dressler 1985. Velar stops alternate with the corresponding palatal affricates in
Italian, with the latter occurring before (some instances of) i. In order to characterize
precisely which is trigger palatalization, one must first of all distinguish nouns from verbs,
since this process may affect only non-geminate velars in nominals, whereas both geminates
and simplex consonants may be affected in verbs (cf. Dressler 1985:170, 176-7). What is
more, either further grammatical conditioning is required or there will have to be numerous
lexical exceptions (cf. Dressler 1985 for the details).

Dressler argues (pp. 174-5) that this kind of palatalization is particularly liable to tele-
scoping, since the required affrication process is context-free, and hence inherently unstable
(due to the lack of direct support from phonological alternations). If so, then it is possi-
ble to see why the non-phonological complications to this rule might have arisen, since, as
Clements 1985:246 has pointed out, telescoped rules ‘typically [become] lexicalized and/or
grammaticalized’. Thus, despite the rather frequent occurrence of palatalization rules that
take stops as input and yield palatal affricates, and despite the fact that it is possible to
derive the outputs from the inputs via the sequential application of two MSRs, it seems that
palatalization rules of this nature should be formulated as one-step, non-natural, learned
rules.

The neutralization rule (10), of course, is also context-free, so if we accept Dressler’s
line of reasoning, we would expect telescoping of it and any other rule that appears to
interact with it —i.e., the harmony rule. The Maasai rules would, if anything, be even more
susceptible to telescoping than those in Tunen, since in the former case not just one, but two
context-free rules are required. There is thus some reason to question whether the ‘clever’
multi-step analyses should be adopted as synchronic analyses,'? although diachronic analogs
of them would appear to present an accurate picture of the history of the alternations in
question. On the other hand, there is independent support for the harmony rules (from the
other harmony alternations), whereas there is no such independent motivation for simple
fronting of velars in Italian. Clearly, this issue is thus far from settled, and I will have to
leave it unresolved here.

3. Conclusion.

If the purely phonological accounts of Maasai and Tunen are accepted, then they pro-
vide conclusive evidence against a pure MSC approach. Furthermore, we can reject the
less restrictive combined MSC/MSR approach on general metatheoretical grounds, at least
provisionally. It is important to note that, should the multi-step phonological accounts turn
out not to be correct, this would not be evidence against the MSR approach; it would simply
be lack of evidence in favor of it. As it turns out, the vowel system of Tunen provides a
different kind of argument in favor of the MSR approach, as well. Given the distribution
of [+ATR] vowels in the vowel systems of the world (cf. Churma 1987), something like (13)
would belong to the universal set of MSRs: ’

(13) [V, —low] —[+ATR]
This rule would provide an explanation for the dramatically larger number of [+ATR] non-

low vowels found cross-linguistically. Within a pure MSC approach, the only way of ac-
counting for such cross-linguistic generalizations appears to be setting up ‘“implicational



universals’, along the lines of Jakobson 1941. This is the approach taken by Kaye, Lowen-
stamm, and Vergnaud 1985, who propose a principle of ‘charm markedness’ that has the
effect of requiring that all languages have [+ATR] counterparts of any [—ATR] non-low
vowels that are present. Like (most?) other implicational universals, this one has the unfor-
tunate property of being false, at least if we take a reasonably strict position concerning how
much ‘normalization’ is allowable (i.e., if a language has one high front vowel, and it’s [I],
we shouldn’t be allowed to say it’s /i/). Note that maintaining rule (13) as a universal rule
does not commit one to this false implicational universal, although it does make the right
claims about the markedness of [+/—ATR] vowels. In particular, since rules such as (13)
can interact with (10) in such a way as to eliminate one of the [+ATR] vowels, without also
eliminating the corresponding [—ATR] vowel, violations of this tendency are possible, as we
have seen is (almost?) the case in Tunen, as well as in the languages discussed in Churma
1987. As Stampe 1973 has pointed out, it is only by allowing this kind of interaction between
MSRs that what is true about the important inductive generalizations noted by Jakobson
and others can be salvaged, in the face of examples in which these generalizations do not
hold.

There are, however, apparent problems for the MSR approach, as Stanley was perhaps
the first to point out. First of all, they are inherently directional, and frequently there is no
evidence from the corpus being investigated concerning what the direction should be. Since
I have discussed this issue elsewhere (cf. Churma 1984a, 1985), I will simply refer the reader
to these papers. A related problem is what might be called the indeterminacy of MSRs. For
example, in a language that has no [+ATR] low vowels, this fact can be accounted for by
positing (2a), but it could also be acccounted for by rule (14):

(14) [V, +low] —[-ATR]

In Maasai, assuming the three-step analysis of section 1, we would have evidence that (2a)
must be present in the grammar, but in a language like Akan, neither of these rules is
involved in any alternations, so there can be no corpus-internal evidence concerning which
of these potential MSRs is responsible for the lack of underlying [+ATR] low vowels. But
on the assumption that MSRs are universally present unless the facts of a given language
require that the learner suppress them, this is not a problem: both of these rules are part of
the grammars of Maasai and Akan (although a child learning Tunen would have to suppress
both of them). Lovins’ 1973 study of the nativization of loan words in Japanese, in which she
found competing ways of repairing loans, suggests that, in some cases at least, this is exactly
what is going on: different speakers are using different MSRs in the repair process. My own
work (cf. Churma 1984a, also summarized in Churma 1985) indicates, moreover, that in
some cases there is a thoroughgoing directionality in nativization, a fact which requires a
directional device — i.e., an MSR, not an MSC.

A problem that is not specific to the MSR approach is the existence of neutral vowels.
There are several possible ways of handling this phenomenon. The one which would appear
to be most compatible with the MSR. approach is to allow the harmony rule to affect the
neutral vowel, and have an MSR subsequently undo its effects. This approach will not work
for languages such as Khalkha Mongolian in which the neutral vowel has a counterpart
with respect to the harmonic feature, and it would require violations of the Strict Cycle
Condition, which appears to be needed in order to account for certain aspects of Maasai
harmony (cf. Churma 1987 and the references cited there). Another possibility is to adopt
Steriade’s 1987 approach, in which neutral vowels, and only neutral vowels, are unspecified
for the harmonic feature. However, as she points out (p. 360), this would require an appeal
to Structure Preservation to prevent harmony from filling in the wrong value, and if the
multi-step accounts of Maasai and Tunen are accepted, then this principle at least cannot
hold universally. We may be stuck with the brute force approach of SPE, where the harmony
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rule simply states, by the use of the parenthesis notation, that some vowels may be skipped.
This actually may be what we are forced to, since when neutrality is examined carefully (cf.
Kontra and Ringen 1986), we find that the situation is as messy as it is in the case of the
Tunen os. Speakers may well find the idea of neutral vowels as difficult to handle in strictly
phonological fashion as the idea of abstract absolutely-neutralizable vowels.

FOOTNOTES

I would like to thank the Department of Linguistics at Stanford University and the
Center for the Study of Language and Information, which provided me with invaluable
word processing facilities and support staff.

!One need not adopt the postion that MSRs are universal (innate) processes in order to
maintain a pure MSR position. It is a matter of fact that all advocates of this position have
done so, however.

It is thus somewhat misleading to call Stewart’s rules MSRs; the lines between the
various positions is are not always as clear as we might like them to be. In fact, Stanley’s
systemn might well be put in this last category, since he allows for a type of condition, the
‘If-then Condition’, which is, as he points out, a notational variant of an MSR. However,
such a condition obviously cannot apply in the phonology, and in this respect Stanley’s
system is significantly different from the other approaches included in this group.

3In the interest of full disclosure from the start, I will warn the reader that I am not as
convinced of the correctness of the analyses on which the arguments in large part depend
as I was as late as a few weeks ago. This issue will be treated at the end of section 2.

4This is true only in the lexical phonology. Such vowels are created post-lexically in
strictly local fashion by a low-level rule.

5Pulleyblank does not give a source for his data, but all of the forms he cites are also
found in Hoffmann 1973. Hoffmann’s data consist exclusively of the paradigms for the
infinitive, imperative, and two tenses for a small number of monosyllabic verb roots.

SDugast notes that the vowel e is rare in verb roots, and Mous states that for his
informant, it ‘is rare in [all] roots’, and that he ‘has £ where Dugast notes e’ (p. 282).

“For purposes of discussion, I will assume fully-specified underlying representations, and
segmental vowel harmony rules. The latter assumption is, of course, quite controversial, and
I cannot defend it here. The case against radical underspecification of the type advocated
in, e.g., Kiparsky 1985 appears to be quite strong; see Churma 1987, Steriade 1987.

8Stewart and Van Leynseele (1979), in their account of the diachronic development of
the synchronic harmony system, suggest that the change that created the [g] of this prefix
was phonologically conditioned by the initial & of this suffix. Even if some version of this
rather suspect proposal (why should & have anything to do with ATRness?) is incorporated
into a synchronic analysis, the remaining morphological information would not be available
in the post-lexical phonology.

?Non-alternating root vowels (if they exist — cf. note 11) that surface as [e] would pre-
sumably have to be marked as exceptions to rule (6¢), and post-lexical rules are said not to
allow exceptions, so such vowels would also be problematic for this theory.

10There appears to be a single exception to this generalization (at least in the variety
studied by Mous); see the discussion below of the causative of obem.

" There are four pronominal class prefixes that contain a vowel that surfaces invariably
as [e], but which does not trigger harmony in roots. It is conceivable that some or all of the
rare root es are underlyingly /I/, but neither Dugast nor Mous describes their behavior with
respect to harmony, so it is impossible to establish the underlying identity of these vowels;
the single root with an e that I have been able to find, the ‘far demonstrative’ eye/1yi (cf.
Mous 1986:292) seems clearly to have underlying /1/s. The non-alternating es will have to
be analyzed as /e/, however, so there are presumably at least four /e/s in the language.



12The non-alternating es described in note 11 will have to be analyzed as /e/; they will
violate MSR (10), and hence be technically inadmissible, like English words with initial /sf/,
which violate an otherwise exceptionless morpheme structure constraint against syllable-
initial sequences of fricatives. Note that the prefixal /e/s are also odd in that they fail to
trigger harmony.

13The qualification concerns the behavior of this vowel when the first syllable of the
root contains € or 9, in which case the prefix vowel surfaces as either [e] or [€], apparently
depending idiosyncratically on each individual root. Dugast makes explicit note of the
existence of this three-way alternation only in the case of the Class 5 prefix (p. 69), but
her examples demonstrate that it exists in the case of the other relevant prefixes as well.
Mous (p. 291) notes the existence of this phenomenon, as well, claiming that the [-ATR]
variant ‘is most frequent before stems with an € as the first vowel, less frequent before stems
which have an 2 as the first vowel and rare with an a as first stem vowel’. He also points
out a similar alternation in the Class 14 prefix bo-/bo-/bu-, and notes that ‘there is a lot of
variation in these assimilation processes and both forms, assimilated or not assimilated, are
acceptable in the majority of cases’. The lexical idiosyncrasies associated with this part of
the alternation in question appear to support a blatantly diacritic approach to an account
of these facts such as that suggested below in another context.

14This account thus appears to require the use of extrinsic rule ordering, which would be
most unfortunate if this device should turn to be illegitimate, as it appears to be (cf. Churma
1984b and the references cited there). If one adopts a distinction between lexical and post-
lexical rules, with the latter necessarily following the former, as in lexical phonology, then
the ordering restriction will no longer be extrinsically imposed — nor will the requirement
that the neutralization rule not feed rule (10). This account is viable, then, only if one buys
either extrinsic rule ordering or some distinction of the lexical/post-lexical sort.

15There are conceivable ways of accounting for these data in purely ‘phonological’ terms,
but they would require a pretty blatant ‘diacritic use of aphonological feature’ (cf. Kiparsky
1968), and I will not pursue them here. I suspect that these facts are a main concern of van
der Hulst and Mous 1986, but I have been unable to consult this work.

16 As a result, Mous’ single-diacritic analysis will not work. Since it requires a Word
Structure Constraint that contains diacritics (roughly, words may not contain diacriticless
vowels that disagree with respect to [ATR]), it was not a very attractive candidate to begin
with. (Since Mous had pointed out (p. 288) prior to giving the final form of his analysis that
vowels that undergo raising do not always fail to trigger harmony, it is hard to understand
why he went on to propose an account that does not allow for this kind of difference.)
Notice also that (12c) shows the diacritics must be assigned to individual vowels, rather than
morphemes as a whole, contra the standard position. For further evidence that individual
segments must be allowed to host diacritics, see Churma 1986.

17[ndeed, if this kind of approach is pushed far enough, it could be taken as evidence
against allowing any rules of absolute neutralization in synchronic phonology, thus impos-
ing a substantial constraint on allowable abstractness. The abstractness controversy has,
unfortunately in my view, quieted down quite considerably, and the standard view appears
to be that any alternation that can be handled in purely phonological terms should be so
treated. The Tunen and Italian cases suggest strongly that such a position cannot be taken
for granted.
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The Mechanisms of "Construction Grammar"

Charles J. Fillmore
University of California, Berkeley

1. In this paper I will sketch out some of the working parts of a
grammatical framework that gives central place to the notion of
grammatical construction. Rejecting that view of grammar which
prides itself in being able to get along without this concept, my
colleagues and I have come to believe that, in a framework which takes
grammatical constructions as its primary units, not only can we allow
the individual constructions in the languages we study to be as
complex as they need to be, but we are also able in its terms to recognize
powerful generalizations of both language-specific and language-
universal sorts.

Unfortunately, the framework I'll be speaking about is a moving
target; in fact, it is one of a set of several moving targets with the same
name. My goal in this paper is merely to lay out enough of the
working assumptions on which I think most of the Berkeley
constructionists are agreed, at least in the area of syntax, and to define
and display some of the structures and notations which illustrate the
application of these assumptions to a small selection of both central
and non-central phenomena in the syntax of English.

Not only is Construction Grammar a moving target; so are the
theories with which one might compare it. Briefly, construction
grammars differ from transformational grammars in not having
transformations. That is to say, relationships that are presented in
transformationalist theories as participating in the derivation of
individual sentences, and hence in their structure, are treated instead
as relationships defined in the grammar as a whole. [1] Construction
grammars differ from simple phrase-structure grammars in that the
categories that label the units of structure include complex bundles of
information, rather than simple atomic categories. Construction
grammars differ from phrase-structure grammars which use complex
symbols and allow the transmission of information between lower and
higher structural units, in that we allow the direct representation of the
required properties of subordinate constituents. (Should it turn out
that there are completely general principles for predicting the kinds of
information that get transmitted upwards or downwards, this may not
be a real difference.) And construction grammars differ from phrase-
structure grammars in general in allowing an occurring linguistic
expression to be seen as simultaneously instantiating more than one
grammatical construction at the same level.



While construction grammars have similarities to a number of
other approaches to grammar, meaning, and natural language
understanding, construction grammarians differ from many other
workers in the generativist tradition by their insistence on
simultaneously describing grammatical patterns and the semantic and
pragmatic purposes to which they are dedicated, and by their tendency
to give attention to the fine and fussy details of what might be called
the non-central constructions of a language. This tendency shows itself,
for example, in George Lakoff's detailed survey of constructions in
English introduced by the words HERE and THERE (Lakoff 1987, pp.
462-585); in Knud Lambrecht's studies of the clause types of colloquial
French that are used in structuring information (Lambrecht 1986), to
which we should now add his contribution to this year's BLS
collection; in Paul Kay's studies of scalar and metalinguistic qualifiers
in English (Kay 1984, 1988); in the paper by Mary Catherine O'Connor,
Paul Kay, and me, on the English LET ALONE construction (Fillmore,
Kay and O'Connor, 1988); and in a body of work currently in progress
on the part of a number of graduate students. [2] Our reasons for
concerning ourselves with otherwise neglected domains of grammar
are not so that we can be left alone, by claiming territory that nobody
else wants, but specifically because we believe that insights into the
mechanics of the grammar as a whole can be brought out most clearly
by the work of factoring out the constituent elements of the most
complex constructions.

2. By grammatical construction we mean any syntactic pattern
which is assigned one or more conventional functions in a language,
together with whatever is linguistically conventionalized about its
contribution to the meaning or the use of structures containing it.

On the level of syntax, we distinguish for any construction in a
language its external and its internal properties. In speaking of the
external syntax of a construction we refer to the properties of the
construction as a whole, that is to say, anything speakers know about
the construction that is relevant to the larger syntactic contexts in
which it is welcome. By the internal syntax of a construction we have
in mind a description of the construction's make-up. The familiar
phrase-structure rules can be read off as descriptions of (the syntactic
portions of) constructions: the symbol to the left of the rewrite arrow,
standing for the category of the whole construction, represents its
external syntax, while the sequence of symbols to the right of the
rewrite arrow indicates the construction's internal syntax, and it does
this by specifying the external categories of the constructions which can
serve in given positions within it. The constructions that most hold
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our interest, however, are of greater complexity than that of simple
phrase-structure sub-trees of depth one.

There are various interchangeable notations for representing
linguistic structures in construction grammar. One that I will use is a
boxes-within-boxes notation in which information about the external
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic requirements of a construction is
written in the perimeter of the box, with smaller boxes drawn inside to
display the construction's internal syntax. In Figure 1, a category with
the xxx value of the attribute aaa has as its two constituents one with
the yyy value of attribute bbb and, to its right, one with the zzz value of
attribute ccc.

(aaa xxx)

(bbb yyy) (ccc zz2)

Figure 1

Formally, diagrams of this sort are exactly equivalent to constituent
structure diagrams with fancily decorated node labels.

An advantage in using the box notation is that in a step-by-step
demonstration of the parsing of a sentence, we can draw boxes around
the elements of surface linguistic expressions, allowing us to build up a
complex description of a complex expression by showing how it
exemplifies the superimposition of construction upon construction.

The grammar of a language can be seen as a repertory of
constructions, plus a set of principles which govern the nesting and
superimposition of constructions into or upon one another. The
generation or analysis of linguistic expressions involves fitting
grammatical constructions together in as many ways as possible,
allowing them to come together only when they match each other's
requirements (or when there's something interesting to say about what
happens when they don't), and stopping when every lexical category is
occupied by a phonological form, and when every obligatory attribute
has been provided with a value. In ways made familiar in all versions
of generative grammar, whenever we can find more than one way of
assembling constructions to yield the same expression form, that form
is shown to be ambiguous in ways explained by the differences in the
contributing constructions. [3]



3. At least some of the grammatical properties of a construction can
be given as feature structure representations, that is, as sets of attribute-
value pairs, and can be seen as generally satisfying the requirements of
a unification-based system. Since the basic phrasal categories will be
selected from a set of fixed and mutually exclusive types, we can
represent these by the attribute category, abbreviated cat, paired with
one of the values it accepts, such as Noun, Verb, Adjective, etc.; they
will thus be introduced with such formulas as (cat N) or (cat V). We
are currently representing the ranks or levels of headed constructions
in terms of maximal and minimal categories, where maximal
categories fill major structural positions in constructions, and minimal
categories are the stored or derived units of the lexicon. We believe
that these distinctions give us a way of achieving successfully what is
aimed at by the so-called "X-bar theory". Major category units will be
expressed as pairs of features of the category and level types. Thus, a
maximal nounphrase will be represented as

(cat N) (max +)
whereas a lexical adjective will be represented as
(cat A) (min +)

Maximal categories which are phrases are (max +)(min -); structures
which are phrasal but non-maximal are (max -) (min -). There are no
incompabitility relations between the level features of maximality and
minimality. The abandonment of the notations of X-bar syntax in
favor of the separation of features of phrasal maximality and
minimality creates the possibility that lexical items which may but
need not serve as maximal phrases can be listed as having unspecified
maximality, and lexical items which necessarily serve as maximal
phrases, such as proper names (when used as proper proper names)
and personal pronouns, can be listed as having their maximality
feature marked "+". We therefore avoid the need to recognize a name
like JOE or a pronoun like SHE as simultaneously an N-zero, an N-bar,
and an N-double-bar. Instead of a columnar representation of the
categorial nature of the name JOE, as in Figure 2, we will prefer a
representation in which JOE is given simultaneously as a word and as a
maximal phrase, as seen in Figure 3.
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ITI
= (cat N)
N (max +)
| (min +)
N (lex JOE)
Joe
Figure 2 Figure 3

Here JOE is recognized as a lexical item (hence as min +) but one
whose external syntax is that of a maximal phrase. With names and
personal pronouns there are obvious reasons why they are lexical
items, and reasons of grammatical behavior why they are maximal
nominals; but there is no reason to assign to such words an additional
intermediate structural level of the so-called N-bar.

4. Considerations of maximality in nominal expressions lead in a
natural way to our first example of a construction: the English
determination construction, which consists of a maximal noun phrase
containing a determiner and a non-maximal nominal head.

Since the "determiner" in a "determiner plus nominal"
construction can be any of a variety of categories (that is, it can be an
article, a possessive nominal, or a demonstrative), I introduce the term
"determiner” as a role name rather than as a category name. The
category of its fillers can be left unmentioned. Articles will be marked
in the lexicon as necessarily having the determiner role,
demonstratives and instances of the possessive construction will be
described in a way that shows them capable of filling the determiner
slot. The construction will look something like what is shown in
Figure 4:



(cat N)

(max +)
(role det) (cat N)
(max -)
Figure 4

This diagram states that the combination of a determiner with, to its
right, a non-maximal nominal, counts as a maximal nounphrase. A
pronoun or a proper name will not fit the second slot in this
construction because it would be marked with maximality value "+",
and what is required here is maximality value "-"; a mass noun will fit
it because with a mass noun the maximality value is left unspecified; a
singular count noun will fit it because a count noun is marked with
maximality value "-". Thus:

proper noun: (cat N)(max +)
mass noun: (cat N)(max )
singular count noun: (cat N)(max -)

(We will naturally need to include a mechanism in the
morphology for de-marking count nouns when they are made plural,
as well as mechanisms for recognizing that both mass nouns and
proper nouns have special uses in which they exhibit the syntax of
count nouns.)

It is now necessary to modify my earlier statement that maximal
phrases fill major structural positions in sentences. English has
various constructions requiring non-maximal nominals, that is, lexical
or phrasal nominals that would need a determiner in order to appear
in true argument position in a clause. One of these is the Unique-Role
Nominal Predicate Construction, exemplified by sentences like I WAS
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE, SHE IS CHIEF SURGEON TO THE
ROYAL FAMILY, YOU ARE NOW PRESIDENT OF THE CLUB, and so
on. (The semantics of "unique role" is suggested by the unacceptability
of *SHE IS MEMBER OF THE CLUB; the inability of a non-maximal
phrase to occur in "argument" position is shown by the unacceptability
of *PRESIDENT OF THE CLUB RESIGNED.) Another construction
allowing a non-maximal nominal is Fronting to That, as in
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subordinate clauses like FOOLISH CHILD THAT I WAS. (Compare *I
WAS FOOLISH CHILD.) These are both cases in which a nominal
predicate is a count-noun, or a modified count-noun-headed phrase, in
which the "obligatory" determiner is missing.

5. The Determination Construction just exemplified can be used to
illustrate the unification process, and the manner in which entities can
not only satisfy the requirements of structural positions in a
construction but can bring to a construction properties and
requirements of their own.

It may be useful to think of the positions within a construction
as offices (for example, political offices). The obligatory features
associated with positions in the description of the construction can be
thought of as the qualifications for the office, and the role indicator
identifies the function of the office. This much involves the
institution within which the office has a role, independently of any
specific candidate or incumbent. A candidate which does not satisfy the
qualifications of the office cannot fill the office. When a particular
incumbent occupies the office, that incumbent has properties of its
own, not only the properties which allowed it to occupy the office, but
also properties which cause it to make its own demands. The way in
which an obligatorily transitive verb brings into the office of verbal
predicate the requirement of finding room for a direct object can be
compared with the way in which a married male incumbent in the
office of President of the United States brings with it the not always
welcome additional role and office of the First Lady.

If the determiner brought into the determination construction is
the plural demonstrative THESE, and the head noun is the mass noun
BUTTER, the combination, *THESE BUTTER, will not work, because
the features of number, singular and plural, as well as the features of
configuration, count and mass, will clash. THESE requires that the
office next door be occupied by a plural noun. This means that we need
devices which provide for the contribution of each constituent element
to the description of the external syntax of the whole: such a device will
identify those properties of incumbents which become properties of the
office as occupied by that incumbent. It is obviously important for a
maximal nominal to be recognized as singular or plural, for reasons of
verb agreement, and as definite or indefinite, establishing its
qualification for inclusion in certain of the existential sentence
constructions. Thus, number and definiteness, whether brought in as
the requirements of determiners or of nouns, will become properties of
the maximal noun phrase as well. (The recognition of the need to do
this is in no way a unique feature of Construction Grammar.)




6. The lexicon, which in important ways is not distinct from the
repertory of constructions, associates with each lexical item, explicitly
or implicitly, information about the grammatical constructions in
which the item can participate. To the extent that a given lexical item
is closely tied to one or more specific grammatical constructions,
describing that item is equivalent to describing the constructions in
which it participates. Thus, in Paul Kay's (unpublished) construction
grammar treatment of complex English kin-terms, the word
REMOVED, as it appears in such phraseological units as second cousin
once removed, is included as a lexically specified part of the
construction itself. This is in contrast to an absurd view according to
which the active verb REMOVE would have to be described in such a
way that, when it occurs as a postnominal modifier of the word
COUSIN, in a past-participial form qualified by an ordinal number, it
just happens to contribute the right meaning to the complex phrase.

In those cases in which generalizations about lexical items can be
made without reference to particular constructions, the combinatorial
properties of lexical items can be stated as their valence descriptions.
The valence description of a complement-taking predicator can be
thought of as the staffing demands which a particular incumbent
brings to an office. The valence description of a word identifies its
grammatical and semantic complements (including the subject),
showing, for each of these, wherever full specification is called for, its
grammatical function, its semantic role, and its morpho-syntactic
marking. There are numerous redundancy relations among these,
suggesting that much of the information displayed in Figure 5 (offered
as a partial lexical description of the English verb GIVE) is predictable
from other information; the figure shows the structure when all the
predictable features are filled in. (The labels on the rows distinguish
Grammatical Function (GF), Semantic Role (SR), and Morphosyntax
(MS) of the predicator's complements.

(cat V)
(min +)
(lexeme GIVE)

valence

GF: |subject| object | complement
SR: | agent [patient| recipient
MS:| N N Pl %]

Figure 5
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The semantic information associated with a lexical item,
about which I unfortunately have nothing to say in this paper, does its
work in part by providing an indicator of the semantic frame with
which the item is associated. The semantic role array in the valence
description (what I used to call the case frame), identifies the elements
which are foregrounded ("profiled”, to use Ron Langacker's term)
within such a frame. We will often find that information about the
syntactic requirements of a lexical item can be read off from, or at least
motivated by, the associated semantic frame. The semantic
interpretation of the sentence will be accomplished by unifying, or
otherwise integrating, semantic information from the semantic frames
activated by the predicator with those introduced by the obligatory and
optional companions (the complements and adjuncts) of the
predicators.

7. I introduced the word subject as the name of a grammatical
function or role specified in a predicator's valence description. We
need to distinguish two notions of “subject” in this discussion: (1) the
subject argument of a predicator, typically the argument associated
with the highest-ranking semantic role, and (2) the subject of a finite
sentence. I shall refer to these as the P-subject and the S-subject,
respectively. In simple sentences, the P-subject and the S-subject are the
same.

The subject predicate construction, of English and many other
languages, is, in common with the determination construction already
discussed, a construction which deals with the maximality value of a
category, at least in the treatment that is being proposed here. I treat a
clause or sentence as a maximal verb-headed phrase. Figure 6,
displaying one of the constructions for defining the S-subject in
English, shows that something capable of filling the role "subject",
united with a non-maximal verbal, yields a maximal verb phrase, on
condition that the unit as a whole (and hence its head verb) is finite
(hence the "(infl tense)").

(cat V)
(max +)
(infl tense)

(role subject)| [(cat V)
(max -)

U J

Figure 6



The arrow connecting the two boxes indicates that the constituent in
the left box is available as an instantiation of the P-subject requirement
of the head verb of the verb phrase in the second box. Whatever other
requirements the verb has must be satisfied elsewhere, for example,
inside the verb-phrase box. In those cases in which no P-subject is
assigned to the verb which heads the verb-phrase, either directly or by a
process to be described shortly, the language provides a way of filling
this first slot anyway -- for example, with the word IT.

It should be noticed that the S-subject is not given a category
specification, in the same way that the determiner in the
determination construction lacks a category specification. It will have
whatever category is required of the P-subject of the head verb in the
verb phrase. This means, of course, that we do not need to treat
infinitives, THAT-clauses, interrogative clauses, preposition phrases,
etc., as NPs just when they appear as the subjects of sentences.

The construction just observed is not the only means of
introducing an S-subject. An inversion variant of a maximal V-
phrase, has a finite auxiliary verb in initial position, the subject
following and the complements of the auxiliary appearing after that, as
suggested by Figure 7. The example here is simplified, covering the
case where the auxiliary requires only one non-subject complement. (I
am here making the common assumption that auxiliaries are raising
verbs, and that the copula BE for these purposes is a member of the
class of auxiliaries.)

(cat V) (infl tense)

(max +)

(inv +)

(cat V) (role subj)| | (cat X)
(min +)
(aux +)

valence
subj

—= ’ J

Figure 7
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The feature "inversion" is a part of the external syntax of the
construction. What we have here, by the way, is a variety of polarity
item. This construction can be selected when the clause as a whole has
the feature of interrogation (as in yes-no questions), or when it is in the
scope of negation (as when it follows a negative word like NEVER and
SELDOM), or when it is, as a whole, the antecedent of a counterfactual
conditional sentence (as in WERE SHE HERE, HAD I KNOWN, etc.).

8. A V- ("V minus") phrase, a phrase of the type (cat V)(max -),
consists of a lexical verb together with some or all of its non-subject
complements or augments. I say "some or all" because some of them
may be present at some distance from the V- constituent, just in case it
is in topic or WH-phrase position. A non-maximal verb phrase built
around the verb REMOVE, and incorporating all of its local, i.e., non-
subject complements, is illustrated in Figure 8.

(cat V)
(max -)
(cat V) \ (cat N) | [(cat P)
(min +) (max +)| [ (max +)
(Tex REMOVE)
valence (cat N)
GF: [subj [obj [comp E;,:;F:)) (max +)
SR: |agt | thm|source (lex FROM)
MS: | N+ | N+ | Plfrom]
——— —=
h 4
_ J J’
N

Figure 8

Again, the arrows are instantiation links, showing that certain of
the "staffing needs" of the verb have been met inside the verb phrase.
In addition to the obligatory complements of a predicator, other phrasal
elements may be introduced into a verb-phrase as long as they
contribute meanings which integrate into the semantic frame built up
around the predicator, or can fit the semantic frame of the predicator
into their own semantic frames. They differ from complements in not
being syntactically required.



Under certain conditions, complements may be missing. In
languages in which there are lexically specifiable conditions on the
omissibility or optionality of complements, information about such
omissibility will be included with some system of diacritics on
particular complement descriptions, as suggested in Figure 9,
something along the lines of Fillmore 1969 and Fillmore 1985. Here,
parentheses represent omissibility under conditions allowing an
"indefinite interpretation", square brackets representing omissibility
under conditions of conversational givenness. (In this notation, I
follow Allerton 1975.) That this is not a simple matter of lexical
marking was forcefully argued in Sally Rice's paper elsewhere in this
volume.

(cat V)
(min +)
(lexeme CONTRIBUTE)

valence

GF: [subject|{(object){[complement]
SR: | agent |patient | recipient

MS:| N N Pl
Figure 9
9. The subject argument of a verbal predicate can be instantiated in

the subject position in the subject-predicate construction; non-subject
arguments can be instantiated inside the verb phrase, as we have seen.
There are additional means of cashing out the argument requirements
of a predicate, among them various sorts of left isolate constructions.
A left-isolate which is an interrogative word occurs in the construction
suggested by Figure 10, where the arrow is interpreted as meaning that
the left-isolated constituent complements or augments the semantic
structure in the predication to its right. The result of the union of the
WH-element with its partner to the right is a complete clause, that is, a
maximal verb-headed constituent.
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(cat V)
(max +)
(WH +)
(cat ) (cat V)
(max +) (max )
(WH +)
T J
Figure 10

Notice that the maximality of the verbal constituent is not indicated;
what this means is that if the interrogated element is the subject, then
the structure fits the structure of the subject predicate construction as
well, and the sister constituent is a "verb phrase" ("V-") rather than a
"sentence” ("V+"). If, however, the verbal category is maximal, then
the instantiation link is to some non-subject inside the sister
constituent. The link will mean that the fronted element must be
unified with the valence description of some predicate inside the sister
constituent. [4] When the second constituent is V+, it will have the
feature "inversion" (and the structure shown in Figure 7) just in case
the sentence is a main-clause question.

10.  Control relationships are coded into valence descriptions, and
represented in diagrams with links that we call co-instantiation links.
These link an argument requirement in one predicate with an
argument requirement in a "higher" or “"commanding" predicate, and
assert that in whatever way the argument of the higher predicate gets
realized, it simultaneously satisfies the argument requirement of the
predicate with which it is linked. Omitting the details here, suffice it to
say that the difference between coinstantiation of the type usually
called Raising and that usually called Equi has to do with whether or
not the coinstantiating argument has a semantic role assigned to it. Co-
instantiation indices are of the familiar types: S(S) means that the
subject role of the commanding predicate coinstantiates the subject role
of the complement; O(S) means that the direct object of the
commanding predicate coinstantiates the subject role of the



complement; S(X) means that the subject of the commanding predicate
coinstantiates a non-subject; and S() means that the subject of the
commanding predicate coinstantiates either the subject or a non-
subject of the complement. A simple example, using the adjective
WORTH, is presented in Figure 11. WORTH is here described in that
usage by which it requires a gerundial local complement, and by which
it co-instantiates with its subject a non-subject of that gerund. To get a
sentence like SHE SEEMS WORTH KNOWING, we have to notice that
the subject of KNOW is taken as generic; the object of KNOW is
coinstantiated with the subject of WORTH; and the subject of WORTH
is coinstantiated with the subject of the copula. (Instantiation links are
marked "I", co-instantiation links as "CI".)

v+
N+ ,pro V-
A+
V,aux BE A V-, gerund
She is worth knowing
valence valence valence
XX XX XX XX
XX | XX N Y-, gerun N N
S(x) gener
N | A ¥ >
LS| e s———
[ C 7
Cl——
N

Figure 11

11. In addition to links of instantiation and co-instantiation, there
are also links of necessary coreference which characterize certain
constructions. A simple example, shown in Figure 12, is the
phraseological unit DO ONE'S BEST. Here the requirement is that the
possessive nominal prefixed to the word BEST must be coreferential to
the subject of the verb. That means that the pronominal form must
match that of the P-subject of DO ONE'S BEST. (I did my best, she did
her best, etc.) That is to say, however the P-subject of DO ONE'S BEST
in this construction gets realized - by being directly instantiated in a
subject-predicate construction, by being co-instantiated by the subject of
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the verb TRY, the object of the verb PERSUADE, or whatever, that
entity must unify with the possessive pronoun inside this
construction. (Just in case this element is inside a construction which
causes its subject to be given the generic or “arbitrary” interpretation,
the possessive form will be the word ONE'S.)

(cat V)
(max -)
(cat V) (cat N)
(min +) (max +)
(lex DO)
(role det) (cat N)
(cat N) (max -)
valen.ce (max +) (head (lex BEST))
GF:[subj{comp (morph poss)
SR:|agt | XxX (subcat pronoun)
MS:| N N
(S 4

Figure 12

12. Because of the nature of the English inflectional system, the
fitting together of lexical verbs with the subject-predicate construction
forces us to recognize another necessary property of English grammar.
We need to distinguish inflectional forms from lexemes, and we need
to associate with inflectional forms whatever special requirements they
impose. To show the difference, we might compare a valence
description of the verb HAVE in what we will pretend to be its simple
'possession’ sense, with the inflected form / HAS/.

The verb HAVE occurs in a large number of constructions: it
functions, for example, as an auxiliary, as a simple transitive verb, and
as a complement-taking verb in a number of different contexts. Figure
13 shows its use in indicating simple possession. In each of these
constructions, the inflected form HAS can stand in as its
representative, as long as certain requirements which it itself imposes
are satisfied. Notice the three boxes in Figures 13, 14 and 15.



(cat V)
(min -+)
(lex HAVE)
GF: | subject Jobject
SR: poss-r |poss-d
MS: N+
Figure 13
(cat V) (cat V)
(min -+) (min -+)
(lex HAVE) (1ex HAVE)
(form "HAS") (form "HAS")
(tense pres) (tense pres)
(RF- | suhjent (RF- | suhjent nhjp.r.'r\
SR: SR: poss-r |poss-d
MS: N+ MS: N+ N+
(pers 3) (pers 3)
(num sg) (num sqg)

4 N J
Figure 14 Figure 15

The phonological form HAS, interpreted in Figure 14, is a
representation of this verb associated with the present tense, but its
standing for any of the instances of the abstract verb HAVE brings with
it the requirement that the subject be third person and singular. The
lexicon of forms creates or contains entities which must unify with
grammatical elements and provide them with phonological forms.
The product of this unification can be shown in Figure 15, a
superimposition of the information in Figures 13 and 14.
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A verb inflected for tense can only occur as the head verb in the
subject-predicate construction, and, as we see, it imposes restrictions on
the grammatical nature of its subject. In languages in which there is
both subject agreement and object agreement, we must be able to
describe the morphology as creating forms with associated
requirements on their subjects and arguments. The phenomena of
"agreement" will thus be merely matters of unification involving the
selection of word forms.

In addition to simple unification, we need to have a notion of
obligatorily evaluated attributes. The attribute given in Figures 14 and
15 as "form" is one of these: every lexical item must have this attribute
filled in (possibly, in certain cases, with zero). Morphemes which have
allomorphs (and lexemes which have allo-lexes) will generally leave
the "form" slot unfilled. The item which brings information filling
such a slot will typically bring grammatical requirements of its own, as
we have seen with the word HAS.

13.  Our grammar needs a way of dealing with the subtle character of
contexts which are created or defined by particular grammatical
constructions. Positions in the grammatical templates we manipulate
are contexts within which special principles obtain determining what
can occur in it and how what occurs in it gets construed.

In every grammatical theory much is made of the fact that
particular complement-taking lexical items create contexts which
welcome or require particular features: the indicative-clause
complement of HOPE defines a context for the futurate present, the
verb DOUBT assigns negative polarity to its complement, the verb
WISH assigns subjunctivity to its complement, etc.

Many grammatical constructions can be shown to have this
same context-characterizing property. As a simple example, the
syntactic idiom which has the introducers IT'S TIME, IT'S ABOUT
TIME, and IT'S HIGH TIME, generally requires that the following
indicative clause be past tense in form. (IT'S TIME YOU BRUSHED
YOUR TEETH; IT'S HIGH TIME YOU STARTED THINKING ABOUT
YOUR FUTURE; IT'S ABOUT TIME YOU DID THAT.)

Mention was already made of a copular sentence in which a
non-maximal nounphrase appeared as the nominal predicate, as in
SALLY IS PRESIDENT OF THE CLUB. There we saw that the position
after BE allowed, atypically, a non-maximal nominal. Another and
quite distinct copular sentence is the one used for pointing out
referents in the common perceptual world of speaker and hearer, as in
such sentences as THIS IS MY TEACHER, THOSE ARE MY NEW



FRIENDS, THAT'S MY OLD CAR. An interesting property of this
construction is that the demonstrative pronouns occurring as subjects
have a clearly different function and meaning-range here than they
have in contexts in which they are the arguments of predicates, and it's
an interesting job to try to characterize such contexts. Outside of this
Deictic Presentative context, THIS or THAT requires construal as a
non-human entity. Thus if I ask you, ARE YOU PLANNING TO EAT
THAT?, I have said something perfectly ordinary, but if I ask you, ARE
YOU PLANNING TO MARRY THAT? I am being insulting. In
THAT'S MY UNCLE, THIS IS MY MOTHER, and the like, no such
insult is implied.

The conditions on this construction seem to be these: the word
THAT appears as the subject of a tensed verb and while it may be the
immediate subject of a verb other than BE, it must be the ultimate
subject of the verb BE. That is, it must instantiate or co-instantiate the
P-subject of BE (as well as that of the predicate nominal), but no other
semantic-role bearing position. Thus, THAT SEEMS TO BE MY SON-
IN-LAW is all right, but THAT SEEMS TO LIKE YOU isn't. HE'S MY
BEST FRIEND and THAT'S MY BEST FRIEND are both normal things
to say, but while I REGARD HIM AS MY BEST FRIEND is okay, 1
REGARD THAT AS MY BEST FRIEND is not. An embedded
identificational clause is all right if it's indicative: I THINK THAT'S
MY FRIEND is okay, but I CONSIDER THAT TO BE MY FRIEND is
not. A striking contrast can be seen in the two otherwise semantically
identical sentences: THAT'S MY SON-IN-LAW and THAT MARRIED
MY DAUGHTER.

In this construction, the predicate nominal has to be a referring
expression. In the one we saw earlier, it had to be instead a name of a
unique role. Hence, although it's possible to say THAT'S THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE CLUB, it's not possible to say THAT'S
CHAIRMAN OF THE CLUB. The construction which allows THAT to
refer to a human is not the one which allows the predicate nominal to
be non-maximal.

14. A more complex instance of obligatorily assigned values,
corresponding to the technical notion of feature inheritance, on which
I have had something to say in Fillmore 1986, and which McCawley
has further discussed during these meetings, is that of what I call the
correlative conditional construction. [5]

This construction has a number of properties, suggested by
Figure 16, which are uniquely linked with it, but many others which
are not. Our concern here is in factoring out the numerous other
constructions which contribute to the whole package. Some of its
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properties can be imported into the description of this construction
from the fact that it is a conditional sentence; others from the fact that
in two places it is an example of the category comparative; by being a
conditional sentence, it is also in the class of subordination
constructions (including temporal and conditional clauses) which
provide very special ways of treating tense and auxiliary categories. In
short, a complex set of qualifications for the "offices" defined for this
construction come from numerous sources, yielding a marvelously
complex package.

(1abel [correlative conditional]) (type conditional) (type subordination)
(tense- matching-principle )

(role antecedent) (role consequent)
(cat ) (cat V) (cat ) (catVy)
(mex +) (mex +) (max +) (max +)
(MS comp) | (marker that) (MS comp) [(Cinv+)
the ‘(negpol +) the
_‘ < b 4 _J L ) 4

Figure 16

(Certain of the properties of this construction will be "inherited"
from others of its properties: that it is an instance of a conditional
sentence, that it involves a subordinate-clause/main-clause
construction, that the first element of each major piece is of the type
"comparative” (indicated with MS comp in the diagram), and so on.
We note that the antecedent clause is optionally a negative polarity
context, suggested by expressions like THE MORE YOU DO ANY OF
THAT; that the antecedent clause is optionally introduced by THAT, as
in THE LONGER THAT YOU STAY HERE, and that the consequence
clause is an optional "inversion" structure, as in THE SOONER YOU
LEARN HOW TO PRONOUNCE HER NAME, THE MORE LIKELY IS
SHE TO GO OUT WITH YOU. Many of these properties are unique to
the correlative conditional construction; many are predicted by, while
others are "motivated" by, the membership of this construction in
other construction types.)



15. Summarizing, we treat grammatical constructions as syntactic
patterns which can fit into each other, impose conditions on each
other, and inherit properties from each other. Grammatical
constructions define positions which require or welcome fillers with
certain properties, and fillers of those positions can introduce
constructions of their own and can impose requirements of their own
on positions within the constructions which contain them. At least
some aspects of the grammar operate on simple principles of
unification, augmented by principles of inheritance and principles for
checking for the presence of obligatory elements. Since lexical items
can be treated as the heads or markers of the grammatical constructions
in which they participate, a grammatical formalism can be constructed,
we believe, which is built exclusively on grammatical constructions.

NOTES

1 This is a point which has been given particular emphasis by George
Lakoff. At issue here is, for example, whether in the structure of a
sentence one needs to represent simultaneously the position out of
which a topicalized constituent has been "extracted" or whether in the
structure of the grammar one needs to show the relationship between
topicalized sentences and sentences with all of their constituents "in
place”.

2 There is, of course, a huge body of literature on the functions of
specific grammatical constructions, especially in the Generative
Semantics tradition, but also in numerous standard reference
grammars and pedagogical grammars.

3 While I will be speaking mostly of constructions on the level of
phrases and clauses, we assume that similar principles are at work in
word-formation and in the conventionalized patterns that structure
discourse.

4 The familiar "Ross constraints” are handled in this theory by
characterizing particular constructions as insulated, that is, as having
impenetrable boundaries with respect to the relations indicated with
instantiation arrows; many of the determinants of such insulation
appear to be semantic in nature (on which see Lakoff 1986); but that's
another story.

5 1 use the term "correlative conditional" rather than my own earlier
term "comparative conditional" for language-comparative purposes:
some languages have constructions with essentially the same function
as the English one without making use of a "comparative"
construction.
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Liberation and Kikuria Relative Clauses
Laurie J. Gould
University of California, Santa Cruz

Discontinuous constituents pose a clear challenge to non-transformational grammarians. A
monostratal theory like GPSG has no recourse to transformations to account for order variations
beyond the limits of constituent boundaries. McCawley (1981, 1987) and Ojeda (1987) propose
to account for discontinuous constituents by allowing trees to have crossing branches; under their
analysis, discontinuity does not necessarily involve changes in hierarchical constituent structure.
Pullum (1982) and Stucky (1983) use "liberation metarules” to account for discontinuous
constituents; these rules rewrite immediate dominance rules, or "ID" rules, by replacing a category
with its daughters. In contrast to the crossing branches approach, the liberation approach does
assume that discontinuity involves a change in constituent structure. Zwicky (1986) and Levine
(1987) abandon liberation metarules in favor of a "direct liberation" approach, in which the
categories to be liberated are specified in the ID rules themselves. In this paper, I will present data
on discontinuous constituents in the Kikuria VP, and I will show how the direct liberation
approach gives a straightforward account of these facts. I will then present data on unbounded
dependencies involving relative clauses, and 1 will show how these "movements” can be
accounted for with the same liberated VP structure proposed for the discontinuous constituents.
Finally, I will discuss the modifications in the direct liberation proposal which my analysis entails.

In Zwicky’s 1986 direct liberation proposal, each ID rule specifies which of its daughters
can be liberated. A liberated constituent is replaced by its daughters. ID rules are written as
ordered triples, as in (1):

(1) M, C, L)

where M is the mother, C is the set of daughters which must be concatenated, or fully structured,
and L is the set of daughters which can be liberated. Consider, for example, the toy grammar in
(2a):

(2a) 1. (a, [B], [C])
2. (8, [b,, by, 0)
3. (C, [cll c2]I 0)

The first rule introduces B and C as daughters of A. B must be fully structured, but C may be
liberated into A; in other words, C may be replaced by its daughters, which will be sisters of B in
the branchings. The second rule introduces b, and b, as daughters of B; the third rule introduces ¢,

and c, as daughters of C. These three rules, then, would license the tree in (2b):

(2b) A

B, ¢, and c, appear as daughters of A; C is replaced by its daughters ¢, and c,, and C itself does
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not actually appear in the tree. In classical GPSG, each minimal tree is directly licensed by a
single ID rule. This approach makes a crucial distinction between the ID rules and licensed
branchings. C is a constituent of ID rule 1. In the direct liberation schema, subcategorization and
semantic interpretation both operate on instantiated ID rules rather than on the licensed
branchings. C, then, would be treated as a category for the purposes of both subcategorization and
semantic translation, even though it never appears in the tree.

I will now present data on noun-modifier discontinuity within the Kikuria VP, and I will
show how the direct liberation approach gives a straightforward account of these facts. Kikuria is
a Bantu language; like most Bantu languages, it has unmarked SVO order. It is a pro-drop
languages; in all of the examples in this paper, agreement prefixes on the verb function as
pronominal subjects. All nominal modifiers agree with their head nouns for noun class.
Adjectives, demonstratives and genitive prepositional phrases all follow the nouns they modify,
but relative clauses can occur before or after their heads. The examples in (3a) through (d) show
nouns and their modifiers in the expected positions:

(3) a. nkoogi-riaa-n-de omo-saacha o-no ibiinto
wash-app-I-be 1-man l1-this dishes

"I am washing dishes for this man."
b. na-kor-re ama-tagito ama-berretu inyoongo

I-made-app 6-clay 6-red pot
"I made the pot with red clay."

c. naa-temere ibi-icha ibya-baana gu-sukuuri
I-hung 8-pictures 8.of-children loc-school

"I hung the children’s pictures in the school."
d. n-darok-era isweeta ichi-seendana chi-no
I-knit-app sweater 10-needles 10-which
omosaani a-pgaaye
friend s/he-me.gave
"I knit a sweater with the needles which nmy
friend gave me."

In these sentences, the modifiers immediately follow the nouns they modify. In (3a), the
demonstrative ono immediately follows omosaacha, "man." In (3b), amaberretu, "red,"
immediately follows amatagito, "clay." In (3c), ibyabaana, "of the children," immediately
follows ibiicha, "pictures." In (3d), the head noun ichiseendana, "needles," is immediately
followed by its relative clause, chino omosaani apaaye, "which my friend gave me," although it
might just as easily have been preceded by the relative clause. The orders in (3) are unsurprising;
we would expect sub-constituents of an object NP to be contiguous. But Kikuria also allows any
of the nominal modifiers to be separated from their head nouns by an intervening object NP or PP:



(4) a. nkoogi-riaa-n-de omo-saacha ibiinto o-no
wash-app-I-be l-man " dishes 1-this
"I am washing dishes for this man."
b. nakor-re ama-tagito inyoongo ama-berretu
I-made-app 6-clay pot 6-red
"I made the pot with red clay."
c. naa-tem-ere ibi-icha gu-sukuuri ibya-baana
I-hung 8-pictures in-school 8.of-children
"I hung the children’s pictures in the school."
d. n-da-rok-era chi-no omosaani a-naaye
I-knit-app 10-which friend s/he-me.gave
isweeta ichi-seendana
sweater l0-needles
"I knit a sweater with the needles which my
friend gave me."

Sentence (4a) is identical to (3a), except that the demonstrative pronoun ono is separated from the
noun it modifies, omosaacha, "man," by an intervening object NP, ibiinto, "dishes". (4b) is
identical to (3b), except that amaberretu, "red," is separated from the noun it modifies, amatagito,
“clay,” by another NP, inyoongo, "pot". In (4c), genitive prepositional phrase ibyabaana, "of the
children," is separated from its head, ibiicha, “pictures," by adverbial PP gusukuuri, "in the
school." In (4d), the relative clause, chino omosaani apaaye, "which my friend gave me," is
separated from its head, ichiseendana, "needles,” by the object NP isweeta, "sweater". In all these
examples, the constituents of NP are mixing freely with their erstwhile aunts.

To account for these facts, I propose the direct liberation ID rule in (5), which expands a
ditransitive VP. This rule licenses the discontinuous constituents in (4):

(5) (vp, [V, NP ], [NP,])

The VP is in the first place in the triple; thus it is the mother. V and NP, are in the second place in
the triple; thus they will appear as fully structured daughters of VP. NP, is in the third position in
the triple; this NP can be liberated, and its daughters will take its place in the tree as sisters of V.!
Assuming that NP, and NP, each consist of a noun modified by an adjective, the rule in (5) will

license the tree immediately below it. Sentence (4c), in which the adjective is separated from the
noun it modifies by another object noun, thus has the tree in (6):
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(6) S
NP ve
v N/ NP P
na- korre amatagito inyolongo amaberretu
I made clay pot red

The daughters of the NP, have liberated; thus the adjective and the noun can occur on either side
of the other object, NP,. Recall that the examples in (4) show not only the separation of an
adjective from the noun it modifies, but also the separation of demonstratives, genitive PPs and
relative clauses from their heads; the full range of nominal modifiers are subject to this kind of
separation. The rule in (5), then, by allowing one NP to be replaced by its daughters in the
branchings, makes precisely the correct predictions about what kinds of order variation should be
possible.

I have shown how a direct liberation analysis accounts for discontinuous constituents in
the Kikuria VP. I will now show how such an analysis can also account for data on unbounded
dependencies involving relative clauses.

In the sentences in (7), topicalized object nouns have left their relative clauses behind, in
post-verbal position:

(7) a. n-ama-hEEmba o-ko-hor-ra ga-no o-gEsere
f-6-millet you-top-grind-app 6-which you-harvested
ihuuri
stone

"You are grinding with a stone the millet which you
harvested."
b. n-aba-geni to-kor-eeye ichaahE ba-no baa-chere
f-2-guests we-made-app tea 2-who 2-came
kurwa nyaamtiro
from Nyamtiro
"We made tea for the guests who came from Nyamtiro."
c. n-ichii-ngebo ba-gor-eeye mwiita chi-no
f-10-clothes they-bought-app Mwita 10-which
maroa aa-re kuhuria
Marwa he-be selling
"They bought the clothes which Marwa was selling
for Mwita."

In (7a), the topicalized noun, amahEEmba, "millet," is modified by a post-verbal relative clause,
gano ogEsere "which you harvested.” In (7b), the topicalized noun, abageni, "guests," is modified
by a post-verbal relative clause, bano baachere kurwa nyaamtiro, "who came from Nyamtiro." In
(7c¢), the topicalized noun, ichiingebo, "clothes”, is modified by the post-verbal relative clause,
chino maroa aare kuhuuria, "which Marwa was selling."

Without recourse to liberation, we would have to assign (7a) the illegal structure in (8):



(8) S

NP, S/NP
NP2 VP /NP
v *NPa/NP NPS
NP, /NP S[+R]
[+NULL]
namaheemba o- kohorra gano o- gesere ihuuri
millet you grind e which you harvested stone

We can see why the starred subtree NP, is illegal when we consider the Slash Termination
Metarule as presented in Gazdar, Klein, Pullum and Sag (1985) (henceforth GKPS), shown in (9).
The STM terminates an unbounded dependency by introducing the feature [+NULL], which
ensures that a category of the form XP/XP, which marks the gap out of which the "movement" has
occured, will be phonologically empty.

(9) Slash Termination Metarule (GKPS, 1985)
X -> W, X2

Il
Vv

X -> W, X2[+NULL]

Since metarules only apply to lexical rules, we must assume that W contains a lexical head. In
other words, built into this mechanism is the Lexical Head Constraint, first proposed by Flickinger
(1983), which claims that all gaps have lexical heads as sisters. In (8), the only sister of the gap
NP, is S[+R], the relative clause, which is neither lexical nor a head.

Now consider the structure in (10), in which NPS, which dominates the relative clause and
its head in the the fully structured tree, has been liberated. The structure of the VP is licenced by
the ID rule presented in (5), which allows one object NP to liberate. Note that NP, does not
appear in the tree:
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(10) S
NP1 S/NP
NP, VP /NP

\ NP, /NP S[+R] NP,

[+NULL]
namaheemba o- kohorra gano o- gesere ihuuri
millet you grind e which you harvested stone

Here, the gap NP, does, indeed, have a lexical head sister: it is a sister of V. If we allow such
structures, in which NP has liberated into VP, the dependency will be able to terminate, and we
can account for head topicalizations out of relative clauses like the examples in (7).

We have seen how the liberated structure of VP proposed to account for head-modifier
separation in NPs can also account for one kind of unbounded dependency in Kikuria.
Essentially, this analysis involves the interaction of liberation with the instantiation of SLASH,
GPSG’s mechanism for handling unbounded dependencies. We will now see how a similar
interaction of SLASH with the same liberated VP structure can account for movements out of
relative clauses. Unlike English, Kikuria does allow movements out of relative clauses, in
apparent violation of the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint (CNPC), as we see in (11):

(11) a. n-ko-gesaka naa-tEmere aba-ana ba-no ba-gaitubere

f-in-river I-beat 2-children 2-who 2-were swimming
"It’s in the river that I beat the children who were
swimming "
b. n-ekegaambo ke o-haanchere umw-iiseke

f-language which you-like 1-girl
0-no a-go-soma
l-who 1l-top-read
"Which language do you like the girl who is reading?"

In (11a), a prepositional phrase, nkogesaka, "in the river,” has topicalized out of a relative clause,
abaana bagaitubere kogesaka, "the children were swimming in the river." In (11b), a NP,
ekegaambo ke, "which language,” has topicalized out of the relative clause ono agosoma
ekegaambo ke, "who is reading which language?”. Ina fully structured tree for sentence (7a), like

the one in (12), such movements would be blocked by the Head Feature Convention, as they are in
English:



(12) S

PP S/PP
NP1 VP /PP
v *NPz/PP
NP, S[+R]/PP
NP [+R], VP /PP

v PP/PP

[+NULL]

nkogesaka naa- temere abaana bano bagaitubere
in the river I beat children who were-swimming e

It is claimed in GKPS that SLASH is a HEAD feature; its instantiation is governed by the Head
Feature Convention (HFC). The HFC states that mothers and heads must share SLASH feature
values. Consider the starred subtree NP,. The head daughter of NP, is NP,; SLASH should be
forced onto NP,, rather than onto S[+R], the relative clause. As Flickinger (1983) has shown, it is
precisely this structure which blocks CNPC violations in English. But if we allow a liberated
structure for VP like the one proposed in (5), we remove the obstacles to movements out of
relative clauses. Consider now the tree in (13):
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(13) S
PP S/PP
NP1 VP /PP
v NP3 S[+R] /PP
NP [+R], VP /PP

v PP/PP

[+NULL]

nkogesaka naa- temere abaana bano bagaitubere
in the river I beat children who were swimming e

NP,, which dominates the head and the relative clause in the non-liberated tree, does not appear in
the branchings. Here, the relative clause, S[+R], is a sister to lexical V. V is the head daughter of
VP/PP; but since lexical categories cannot be SLASHed, SLASH is free to instantiate on the
relative clause. In other words, there is no complex NP in a liberated structure like (13); the
CNPC is thus inoperative.

In conclusion, let us consider the theoretical implications of this analysis. If allowed to
interact with the SLASH mechanism, the same liberated VP structure proposed to account for
head-modifier separation can at the same time account for two kinds of movements out of
complex NPs: cases in which constituents are topicalized out of relative clauses, and cases in
which the head itself of the relative clause is topicalized, leaving the relative clause "stranded"
post-verbally.

In Zwicky’s and Levine’s characterizations of the direct liberation approach, semantic
interpretation and syntactic subcategorization as well as feature instantiation operate at the level of
ID rules, and not on the liberated structures. Now consider once more the direct liberation ID rule
proposed in (5), and compare it to the tree it licenses:



(5) (ve, [V, NP,], [NP,])

VP
v N'2 AP, NP,
N'1 AP,

It is intuitively clear why we would want to assign a semantic interpretation to the instantiated ID
rule rather than the tree: we want to assign a semantic role to the entire NP, not to the scattered

and arbitrary fragments of it which appear as daughters of VP in the liberated tree. Furthermore,
we want to capture the relationship that obtains between the liberated components of the invisible
NP; we can only do this by treating this invisible NP as a proper semantic entity.

It is equally intuitive why we would want subcategorization, too, to apply to the rule rather
than the tree it licenses. The ID rule in (5) constitutes the subcategorization frame for ditransitive
verbs. Clearly, we want to characterize these verbs as taking two NP arguments, as expressed in
the ID rule, rather than, for example, a NP, and a N-bar with a coindexed AP, as in the tree.
Metarules, it is claimed, apply only to lexical ID rules; this restriction was intended to capture the
link between metarule application and subcategorization. It follows that if subcategorization is
relevant at the ID rule level, then metarules, too, operate on ID rules rather than on licensed
branchings. ’

Now consider the operation of feature instantiation. Levine and Zwicky claim that feature
instantiation, too, operates at the ID rule level; to some extent, this must be true. The feature
spreading principles ensure that all sub-constituents of NP (including adjectives, demonstratives,
genitive PPs, and relative clauses) agree with their head nouns for noun class. We need these
instantiation principles to apply at ID rule level, when the phrasal N and its modifiers are still each
other’s only sisters.

There is good reason, then, to accept the version of the theory which claims that both
metarule application and feature instantiation apply at the level of ID rules, rather than on the
liberated trees. But the analysis of unbounded dependencies presented here relies crucially on the
instantiation of SLASH on liberated branchings, and on the application of the Slash Termination
Metarule to the licensed branchings rather than to the ID rules. An analysis of the facts presented
here which required SLASH instantiation and termination to apply at the ID rule level would
necessarily involve a considerable theoretical weakening: at the very least, the abandonment of
the Lexical Head Constraint and the claim that SLASH is a HEAD feature. I am proposing,
instead, that we make a fundamental distinction between the SLASH spreading mechanism and all
of the other features and metarules in the grammar: crucially, that the various components of the
SLASH mechanism operates on liberated trees rather than ID rules. There is reason to believe that
SLASH is fundamentally different from all other features: it is the only feature which is both a
HEAD and a FOOT feature, for example; and recent work indicates that the characterization of
SLASH may have to be revised yet further. Similarly, the SLASH Termination Metarule is
different from metarules like Passive in that it does not introduce or delete categories, does not
alter the constituent structure of any of the categories involved and does not alter the mapping
from the syntactic structure to a semantic interpretation. The STM merely introduces the feature
[+NULLY], which is, in effect, no more than a piece of phonological information.

1 propose, then, the model in (14):
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(14) Immediate Dominance (ID) Rules - Subcategorization
Semantic translation
Metarule application
(except STM)
Feature instantiation
(except SLASH)
Liberated branchings - SLASH instantiation and termination
Linear Precedence (LP) rules

SLASH instantiation and termination both operate on liberated branchings, while instantiation of
all other features and application of all other metarules operate on the ID rule outputs. Such a
division of rule application does, of course, have historical precedent: it echoes the
transformational notion of cyclic and post-cyclic rules. But the present proposal makes explicit
claims about the nature of both word order freedom and unbounded dependencies, claims of a sort
that would be unavailable to a transformational model or any of its derivatives. Rather than
weakening our theoretical claims, this analysis enables us to propose the following hypothesis:
that the kinds of unbounded movements a language allows will be directly related to the kinds of
order freedom the language employs. We have seen that this model makes the correct predictions
for a range of data in Kikuria. It remains to be seen whether it can account for the facts about
word order freedom and discontinuous constituents in other languages.

Notes

I would like to thank Sandy Chung, Jorge Hankamer, and Geoff Pullum, Chris Barker and my
colleagues in the Research Seminar at UCSC for comments on earlier drafts of this paper. Any
errors are, of course, my own. The data in this paper was collected from members of the Nyabasi
clan of the Abakuria in the Nyabasi West location of South Nyanza, Nyanza province, Kenya,
under Kenyan Research Permit No. OP.13/001/15C 136/S, with funding provided by an ITT
International Fellowship, 1985-1986. My work on this paper was made possible by a Graduate
Fellowship from the National Science Foundation, with resources provided by the Syntax
Research Center, University of California, Santa Cruz.

1. The subscript numbers on the NPs, here and throughout this paper, have no formal importance;
they are included simply for ease of reference.
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Question Pull: A Diagnostic Test for
the Complement/Adjunct Distinction in Japanese
Yoko Hasegawa
University of California, Berkeley

1. Introduction

Although there is no consensus as to how complements and adjuncts should be
characterized in theoretical terms, and some researchers have even concluded that
the distinction should be given up (e.g. Vater 1978), most of the current syntactic
theories claim that complements and adjuncts differ syntactically and semanti-
cally in their relationships to the head. The distinction between missing comple-
ments and mere unmentioned adjuncts becomes particularly crucial when we
analyze constructions which contain internal gaps.

In general, the term complement is used to refer to those elements which are
indispensable to "complete" the meaning of a given predicate, whereas adjunct is
used to refer to those which are essentially optional but add information to the
central predication as a whole. Complements are said to be subcategorized for by
the predicate (or valency-bound); in contrast, adjuncts are not governed by any
particular predicate, and thus fall outside the subcategorization frames (or the
valence descriptions).

The most important notion in the complement/adjunct distinction (CAD) is
obligatoriness. The non-predicative elements can be divided into those which are
obligatory in some sense and those which are not. There are two kinds of obliga-
toriness: one is ontological (semantic) and the other syntactic. Ontologically obli-
gatory elements are those which appear in the logical predicate-argument struc-
ture (PAS), which formalizes the native speakers’ knowledge of a given predicate.
The formalization procedure itself is said to be informal, however. One must
make use of his/her intuitive understanding of the language.

Various criteria for the CAD in English have been proposed: some are gen-
eral and others are more specific, testing a particular type of complement. For
example, (1) adjuncts can be eliminated from the sentence without rendering it
ungrammatical (Helbig and Schenkel 1973); (2) adjuncts can be added freely to
any sentence when relevant (Schmidt 1986); (3) the minimum element that do so
replaces is the predicate plus any complements, except the subject, which is also a
complement (Somers 1984); (4) at least some sentential adjuncts disallow internal
gaps while sentential complements generally allow them (Pollard and Sag 1987);
(5) among for-NPs, only object complements can be passivized, e.g. Paul was
waited for vs. * This country has been died for (Emons 1974), and so forth.

Even though no single test can successfully determine the distinction by
itself, we find these tests valuable because they can serve to clarify and contrast
the nature of the relationship between the head and its complements on the one
hand, and that between the head and adjuncts on the other. Also, a grammatical
theory is more precise if it provides the criteria on which the CAD is made, rather
than simply stating "we consider this element as a complement/adjunct." This is
particularly the case when an entity is claimed to be an optional complement.
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However reliable they may be, many of these diagnostics, based on the pro-
perties of strongly configurational languages, are not applicable to languages
which have drastically different syntactic characteristics. For example, Japanese
tolerates ellipsis to a much greater degree than English, i.e. even obligatory com-
plements need not be overtly expressed; therefore, for example, the elimination
test is not helpful.

Certain criteria have been suggested to make the CAD for Japanese. In this
paper, we will consider the extent to which such criteria succeed or fail. We will
then propose an alternative diagnostic test which is based on the appropriateness
of ellipsis-clarifying questions.

2. CAD Tests for Japanese

For languages that tolerate elliptical constructions to an extreme degree, such as
Japanese, syntactic obligatoriness is virtually nonexistent. Therefore, we need to
rely heavily on semantics. There are, to my knowledge, two diagnostics suggested
for the CAD in Japanese.

2.1. Do so Test
Somers (1984) claims that the do so test is applicable to Japanese.

(1) (Somers’ ex.49)

a. Keiko ga  kinoo hon o kaimasita; watasi mo asita
SUB yesterday book DO bought I too tomorrow
soo  simasu.
so do

Keiko bought a book yesterday, and I will do so tomorrow.

b. *Keiko ga kinoo hon o kaimasita; watasi mo zassi
SUB yesterday book DO bought I too magazine
o soo simasita.
DO so did

Keiko bought a book yesterday, and I did so a magazine,

The ill-formedness of (1b) shows that soo suru ‘do so’ must replace zassi ‘maga-
zine’, which is the DO complement, in addition to the verb kau ‘buy’. In (1a), by
contrast, the temporal adjunct, asita ‘tomorrow’, may remain.

This test, however, does not give consistent results. F irst of all, soo suruis
not equivalent to do so. Lakoff and Ross (1976) mention that do so may replace
any VP containing a nonstative verb. Soo suru has a stronger restriction: the
verb must be intentional, i.e. the subject must be an Agent. The following sen-
tence is not acceptable because the subject of nakusu ‘lose’ is an Experiencer, not
an Agent.



(2) *Alice wa hon o nakusimasita; watasi mo soo simasita.

TOP book DO lost I too so did
Alice lost a book, and I did so, too.

When the verb suggests a high degree of intentionality of the Agent, e.g. korosu
‘kill’, even the DO, which is clearly valency-bound, can be extracted.

(3) Alice wa  titi-oya o korosita-n  datte;
TOP father DO killed Evid(hearsay)
watasi mo syuzin o soo  si-tal.
I too  husband DO so want-to-do

I heard that Alice killed (her) father; I want to do so (my) husband.

Second, the IO (complement), can be extracted in many cases.

(4) Alice wa haha-oya ni seikatu-hi o okutteiru;
TOP mother IO living-expenses DO is-sending
Bob mo titi-oya ni soo siteiru.

too  father I0 so is-doing
Alice sends her mother living expenses, and Bob does so to his father.

Third, elements whose adjunct status is not controversial (e.g. Means) often
cannot be extracted.

(5) *Alice wa geppu de kuruma o  kaimasita;
TOP  monthly installment by car DO bought
watasi mo/wa genkin de soo simasu.
I too cash in so  will-do
Alice bought a car on monthly installments, and I will do so in cash.

Finally, some pragmatic factors may affect the extractability.

(6) a. Alice wa resutoran de kani o tabemasita;
TOP restaurant at crab DO ate
watasi mo  uti de soo simasu.
I too home at so will-do
Alice ate crabs at a restaurant, and I will do so at home.
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b.  *Alice wa resutoran de ban-gohan o  tabemasita;
TOP restaurant at dinner DO ate
watasi mo uti de soo simasu.
I too home at so will-do
Alice ate dinner at a restaurant, and I will do so at home.

As for (6), the more specific (and scarce) the Theme is, the more natural the do so
sentence becomes. The overall performance of this test rates low.

2.2. Referability

Kameyama (1985) makes a distinction between invariable (or "global") event
components, which are usually encoded as adjuncts, and "locally" obligatory
arguments selected by a predicate (complements). She argues that there is a
difference between an unexpressed complement and a mere non-mention of an
adjunct phrase in discourse. A missing complement can have an implicit reference
to an element which has been already introduced in discourse, whereas a mere
non-mentioned adjunct cannot have such a reference.

(7) 1. Mary ga  Tokyo ni  asobi ni kiteiru.

SUB to  play for has-come
Mary has come to Tokyo for a leisure visit.
2.  kinoo wa Tom ga doobutuen ni turete-itta.
yesterday TOP SUB zoo to took

Yesterday, Tom took [her| to the zoo.

(8) (Kameyama’s ex.73)

1. kono hootyoo wa  yoku kireru.
this knife = TOP well cuts
This knife cuts well.
2. watasi wa itumo niku o kitteiru.
I TOP always meat DO cut
I always cut meat [with it].

(9) (Kameyama’s ex.74)

1. Mary ga Tokyo ni asobi ni kiteiru.
SUB to play for has-come
Mary has come to Tokyo for a leisure visit.
2.  kinoo wa Tom ga doobutuen ni itta.
yesterday TOP SUB zoo0 to went
Yesterday, Tom went to the zoo *[with her].

In (7), the missing DO of the second sentence has an implicit reference to Mary,
which is mentioned in the first sentence as the subject. In Lexical Functional



Grammar, which Kameyama uses as a theoretical framework, the Instrumentals
are optional complements (Bresnan 1982). Therefore, she argues, the second sen-
tence in (8) also can have an implicit reference to the knife in the first sentence
although there is no overt oblique phrase in the second. In (9), on the other hand,
even though Mary has been introduced in the first sentence, the second sentence
cannot have an implicit reference to her as an unexpressed element. She claims
that this is because the comitative notion is not one of the subcategorized argu-
ments for iku ‘go’.

As in the cases of other diagnostic tests, this difference does not hold
without exception. For example:

(10) 1. tikaku ni ii kooen ga  dekita.
vicinity in nice park SUB be-made
A nice park was made in the neighborhood.

2. watasi wa mai-asa sanpo-siteiru.

I TOP every-morning take-a-walk
I take a walk [there] every morning.

(11) 1.  akegata wa kuuki ga  sundeiru.
dawn TOP air  SUB clear
The air is fresh at dawn.

2. watasi wa zyogingu o  tuzuketeiru.

I TOP jogging DO continue
I’m still jogging [at dawn)].
(12) 1.  Oshima de zisin ga atta.

in earthquake SUB there-was
There was an earthquake in Oshima.

2. watasi wa Seki-zyuuzi ni okane o okutta.
I TOP Red Cross IO money DO sent
I sent some money to the Red Cross [because of/for it].

What is referred in (10) and (11) is Spatio-Temporal Location, whereas that in
(12) is Purpose/Cause or Beneficiary. These adjuncts, in fact, have reference to an
element in the previous sentence.

The fundamental problem of this test is that it is based on inference rather
than direct interpretation of the sentence. In real discourse, even simply position-
ing two sentences in sequence conveys an implicit relation between them. In other
words, the addressee links the two pieces of information in one way or another.
Therefore, if the addressee believes that the speaker is cooperative, (s)he may
make a connection between the two sentences by any reasoning available to
him/her. Consider the following example.
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(13) 1.  Mary ga  Tokyo ni asobi ni kiteiru.
SUB to play for has-come
Mary has come to Tokyo for a leisure visit.

2. dakara Tom wa maiban disuko e itte-iru.
therefore TOP every night disco to is-going
Therefore, Tom is going to a disco every night [with her].

Provided richer context, native speakers interpret (13-2) as "Tom is going to a
disco with her."

3. Question Pull

Finally, we propose another diagnostic test for the CAD in Japanese. In Japanese
discourse there is a style in which the speaker initiates conversation saying only
the predicate; e.g. mityatta ‘have/has seen’. The cooperative addressee is
expected to ask questions, such as ‘who/what/when/why?’, to carry on the
conversation. An excessive use of such maximally elliptical sentences is annoying,
but, if used effectively, it induces the addressee’s active participation in the
conversation. Conversation initiating Guess what or You know what? in English
are the same in spirit. Let us call this style in Japanese Question Pull.

It is likely that in Question Pull the PAS attached to the articulated predi-
cate in the addressee’s mental lexicon is evoked, and the addressee asks questions
to identify the elements corresponding to each argument in the PAS until (s)he
thinks that (s)he has understood the original one word sentence (cf. Hinds 1978).
Of course, the addressee can ask not only for complements but also for adjuncts,
if (s)he so desires. However, the addressee cannot ask questions eliciting those
which correspond to adjuncts, without rendering the sequence of discourse ill-
formed, until all complements have been identified. In other words, the addressee
cannot query possibly accompanying adjunct phrases unless (s)he has already
understood the complements.

(14) S: mityatta. ‘[I] have seen [something].’
A: nanio? ‘What [have you seen|?’
(15) S: mityatta. ‘[I] have seen [something].’
A: #itu/naze/doko de/dare to? ‘When/why/where/with whom [have you
seen something|?’

In order to see this restriction clearly, we need to idealize the situation by
assuming that (i) the addressee asks only one question at a time, (ii) there is no
non-linguistic (e.g. deictic) information available, and (iii) the addressee has no
previous knowledge about the topic of conversation.

One more thing to mention here is that when the subject is I, it is rarely
overtly expressed in declarative sentences in Japanese. Therefore, it is not clear in



(14) whether A thought the subject was S, or A thought the subject was some-
body else, and yet (s)he asked the direct object first.” We can avoid this ambi-
guity by creating a situation where the referent of the subject cannot be the
speaker.

(16) S: netyatta. ‘[I/somebody] slept.’
A: itu/doko de/naze? ‘When/where/why [did you/somebody sleep]?’
(A might have interpreted that the subject was the speaker.)
(17) S: neteiru. ‘[Somebody] is sleeping.’
A: dare ga? ‘Who [is sleeping]?’
A’: #tdoko de/naze? ‘Where/why [is somebody sleeping|?’
(18) S: kesita rasii. ‘It seems that [somebody] erased [something]’
A: dare ga? ‘Who [erased something]?’
A’: #itu/doko de/naze? ‘When/where/why [did somebody erase some-
thing]?’

To use Question Pull as a diagnostic test for the CAD, we ascertain whether
or not a question which asks for the entity corresponding to a clear adjunct (e.g.
when) may come before the question asking for a given entity. In other words, we
list all entities that MUST be identified BEFORE asking when in idealized
discourse situations. We consider the listed entities as complements. The follow-
ing tables show the test results for some Japanese verbs.

3.1. Simple Verbs

Postpositional particles mark: ga=Subject, o=Direct Object, ni=Indirect
Object, unless otherwise specified.

Verb Gloss Must be asked before itu ‘when’ (no. of comp’s)
aruku walk dare ga ‘who’ (1)
kieru disappear || nani ga ‘what’ (1)
iku go dare ga ‘who’, doko e/ni ‘where[GOAL]’ (2)
matu wait dare ga ‘who’, nani/dare o ‘what/whom’ (2)
kiru cut dare ga ‘who’, nani o ‘what’ (2)

dare ga ‘who’, dare/doko ni ‘who/where[GOAL]’,
nani o ‘what’ (3)
dare ga ‘who’, dare o ‘whom’

doko ni ‘where[GOAL]’ (3)

kihu-suru | donate

turete-iku | take

This test accurately reflects the native speaker’s intuition about these predicates:
aruku ‘walk’ is unary, tku ‘go’ is binary, kthu-suru ‘donate’ is ternary, and so on.
The results also confirm (in principle) the two-level case frames proposed by Hinds
(1978).° Notice that Instrumentals are not classified as complements according to



73

this test. None of our informants felt that a discourse is unnatural if when is
asked about immediately after the subject and DO, before an Instrumental is
queried.

When temporal adjuncts are not appropriate, we replace when with some
other WH-words whose status with respect to the CAD is unproblematic. The
following table shows that both niteiru ‘resemble’ and niau ‘fit’ are binary predi-
cates.

Verb Gloss Must be asked before dono-gurai ‘how much’
niteiru | resemble || dare/nani ga ‘who/what’, dare/nani ni ‘whom/what’ (2)
niau fit dare/nani ga ‘who/what’, dare/nani ni ‘whom/what’ (2)

3.2. Derived Causative Verbs

Let us now apply the Question Pull test to causatives. One type of causative
verb is derived from a simple verb by attaching a causative morpheme -(s)ase.
The next table presents some examples of the results.

Verb Gloss Must be asked before itu ‘when’
aruk-aseru make X walk dare ga ‘who’, dare o ‘whom’ (2)
kie-saseru make X disappear || dare ga ‘who’, nani o ‘what’ (2)

. dare ga ‘who’, dare o ‘whom’
ik-aseru make X go doko e/ni ‘where[GOAL]’ (3)
mat-aseru make X wait dare ga ‘who’, dare o ‘whom’ (2)
Kir-aseru make X cut dare ga ‘who’, dare ni ‘who

nani o ‘what’ (3)
dare ga ‘who’, dare ni ‘who’, nani o
‘what’, dare/doko ni ‘whom/where’ (4)

dare ga ‘who’, dare ni ‘who’, dare o
‘whom’, doko e/ni ‘where[GOAL]’ (4)

kihu-s-aseru make X donate

turete-ik-aseru | make X take

Again, the results agree with the native speaker’s intuition, viz. "causativization"
creates n+1-arity for n-ary verbs. There are exceptions; e.g., the causative form
of matu ‘wait’ does not increase the arity. However, this can be attributed to the
idiosyncracy of matu. If X makes Y wait for Z, the most natural interpretation is
X=21, unless otherwise specified.

3.3. Derived Passive Verbs

The accuracy of the Question Pull test for isolating complements is limited by the
degree to which pragmatic principles of default interpretation provides the seman-
tic values for unexpressed complements. Japanese contains three distinct passive
constructions, each with a different array of complement types. Question Pull



responses following an eliptical passive sentence, therefore, reveal which type of
passive the addressee assumes the speaker to have in mind.

Similar to causatives, passives are derived by adding a passive morpheme
-(r)are- to the stem. In Question Pull with passives, we used an inferential evi-
dential marker rasii to signal that the subject was not the speaker.

As noted, there are three types of passive in JaLpzmese.6 Generally speaking,
Type 1 is parallel to the English passive construction in which the subject is a
Patient, and the Agent may be expressed as an oblique NP. Shibatani (1972)
calls this type direct passive. Type II contains a predicate which is derived from
an intransitive verb. We call this type intransitive root passive. Type IIl has a
Patient DO and may contain an agentive oblique NP. The subject of this type is
someone who has a "strong relation" with the DO. Shibatani (1985:841) describes
Type III as that in which "the affected nature of the passive subject...may lead to
the use of passive morphology/syntax in a situation where the subject is
indirectly affected by the event...the possessor of body part or an article that is
directly affected can stand in subject position in a passive expression." Let us call
this type patient object passive.

(19) Direct Passive

John ga  Alice ni nagur-areta.
SUB by was-hit
John was hit by Alice.

(20) Intransitive Root Passive

John wa haha-oya ni nak-areta.
TOP mother by cry(Pass)
John had his mother cry on him.

(21) Patient Object Passive

John ga okane o nusum-areta.
SUB money DO was-stolen
John had his money stolen.

Both the subject and the Agent/Experiencer NP are clearly complements in
intransitive root passives, e.g. nak-areru ‘<(derived from) cry’, hikkos-areru
‘<move away’, tsuwar-areru ‘<stay on’, sin-areru ‘<die’.

In other types of passives, the results vary from verb to verb. The agentive
NP must be identified before when with some verbs, e.g. damas-areru ‘be
deceived’, homer-areru ‘be praised’, mitomer-areru ‘be recognized’, ais-areru ‘be
loved’. However, the Agent need not be identified with koros-areru ‘be killed’,
nusum-areru ‘be stolen’, kowas-areru ‘be broken’, etc.

Another point to mention is that the patient object passive interpretation
seems to be more salient than the direct passive interpretation for many
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predicates. For example:

(22) S: nakus-areta rasii. ‘It seems that [something] was lost.’
A: nani o? ‘What? (DO)’
S: hon o. ‘A book.’
A: dare ga? ‘Who? (affected person)’
S: John ga. ‘John.’
A: dare ni? ‘By whom? (the person who lost the book)’
S: sensei ni. ‘By the teacher.’
(John had the teacher lost his book.)

None of the informants came up with the direct passive interpretation for nakus-
areru ‘be lost’, kowas-areru ‘be broken’, mi-rareru ‘be seen’, tabe-rareru ‘be
eaten’, kizuk-areru ‘be noticed’, etc. This result reflects the fact that non-human
NPs rarely appear as the subject in the Japanese passive constructions. The
claim that the passive operation creates n-1-arity verbs from n-ary verbs is not
empirically justified.

4. Conclusion

We have discussed three diagnostics for the Japanese CAD. In contrast to
English, the do so test is not reliable with the Japanese CAD. The Referability
test seems to be more promising. However, if strong contextual support is pro-
vided, it fails to discriminate even prototypical adjuncts from complements due to
its heavy reliance on inference rather than direct interpretation of language. The
Question Pull test is reliable as far as active sentences are concerned, but its
overall accuracy is yet to be established.

Notes

*
My thanks go to Charles Fillmore, Paul Kay, and Yoshiko Matsumoto for
their comments on an earlier version of this paper.

Ly uttered in appropriate context (e.g. Mary is a zoo fanatic), even (9-2)
could be interpreted as "Tom went to the zoo with her".

2 C. Fillmore has pointed out to me that the English equivalent to (14) may
be I've seen it, without mentioning what it refers to. In such a case, it is strange
to ask where, when, with whom unless the addressee knows what it is.

3 The sequence in (15) could occur in real discourse, in which case the
interpretation would be that the addressee refuses to be cooperative.

4 There may be a natural preference in the order of identification among
complements; e.g. SUB > DO > IO, etc. None of our informants asked for the
IO prior to the subject or DO. Between the subject and DO, the latter was some-
times identified first. For example:



S: nakusita mitai. ‘It seems that [someone] lost [something]’
A: nani o nakusita no? ‘What did [someone] lose?’

S: tegami. ‘A letter’

A: dare ga? ‘Who [lost a letter]?’

As for adjuncts, we assume that there is no ordering: after all complements have
been identified, the addressee can ask questions for relevant adjuncts in any order.

5 Hinds considers the Ablative NP of kuru ‘come’ as an obligatory argument
in neutral situations. Our test, however, indicates that the Ablative is not a com-
plement. In fact, our informants did not even mention the Goal. They might
have thought that the Goal was wherever the speaker was. We could not over-
ride this default indexical interpretation of the verb.

6 For syntactic and semantic properties of these three types of passive, see
Alfonso (1971), Akatsuka-McCawley (1972), Shibatani (1972), Kuno (1973), or
Howard and Howard (1976).
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SMALL CLAUSES AND THE PROJECTION PRINCIPLE

Jeffrey P. Kaplan
San Diego State University

Analyses of complement small clauses like those in (1) reveal a logical gap in
the argumentation for category assignment.*

1 a) Max considers Joe smart.
b) Sam expects Laura off the ship by midnight.
¢) We feared Mo killed by the enemy.
d) They made their son a good lawyer.

The logical gap is a case of a wider gap in GB theory, which has to do with the
question of what the syntactic possibilities are for realizing particular 8-roles. The
special case of this question that appears in the case of small clauses is the problem
of what can be the syntactic realization of the 8-role "propositional object.”

It has been controversial whether small clauses like those in (1) are syntactic
constituents, and if so what their syntactic category is. According to Stowell 1981
and 1983, Chomsky 1981 and 1986b, and Contreras 1987, each 1s a constituent
whose category is that of the maximal projection of the head of its predicate. Under
this analysis the small clause in (1a) is an AP, the one in (1b) is a PP, the one in
(1c) is a Participial Phrase, the one in (1d) is an NP. According to Kitagawa 1985,
they are constituents of the category 5. According to Safir 1983, they are "clausal”
constituents; but Safir does not address the question of their category. And
according to Williams 1983 they are not constituents, but instantiations of the
subject-predicate relation, marked by co-indexing but not by shared constituency.

Answers to the category and constituent questions are not purely empirical, but
depend partly on theory. One relevant theoretical constraint is the Projection
Principle, which says that syntactic structure at all levels manifests lexically stated
thematic properties. One such property of the matrix verbs in (1) is that they assign
the B-role of "propositional complement" or "propositional object" to their
complements. But what is the syntactic realization of a propositional complement?
In LGB Chomsky assumes it is S. But Stowell, Contreras, and Chomsky
(elsewhere in LGB) argue that propositional complements such as those
exemplified in (1) are AP, PP, etc.

Suppose that § is taken to be the default realization of propositional arguments.
The theory should have a way to capture this. The Projection Principle is the
obvious candidate, requiring, as it does, preservation of thematic properties at all
syntactic levels. Chomsky intimates in LGB that the distinction between lexically
stated thematic and subcategorization information may be neutralized:

2 The requirement that subcategorization entails 8-marking..restricts the
variety of lexical entries. It is minimally necessary that the lexicon provide,
for each lexical head, information about 8-marking for this element. We are
now assuming that it is also maximally necessary; that is, there is no
independent subcategorization information, except, possibly, in the case of

idioms, or with regard to the linking of 8-role and category (e.g.. is an
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infinitival complement an NP or only an §7). Even the latter may well be

eliminable either on general grounds, or at worst, in terms of redundancy
rules for the lexicon of a particular language. (Chomsky 1981.38) /my
underlining: JK]

In the underlined portion, Chomsky leaves an opening to retaining the
independent statement of subcategorization. As a way to eliminate it, on the basis
of an idea of Grimshaw's (1981), in Knowledge of Language Chomsky proposes
the principle of "Canonical Structural Realizations" (CSRs) of thematic roles.
According to this principle, selectional properties stated in the lexicon receive a
stipulated syntactic encoding, doing away with the need for a separate lexical
statement of syntactic (i.e., categorial) selection, since it would be redundant:

3 Canonical Structural Realizations:

Let us assume that if a verb (or other head) s-selects [i.e., semantically
selects] a semantic category C, then it c-selects [i.e., categorially selects] a
syntactic category that is the "canonical structural realization of C"
(CSR(C)). [Chomsky 1986a.87)

The idea of CSRs is both an extension to the Projection Principle, since it formally
relates semantic and categorial selection, and a way to formally execute it in a
grammar.

In CSR terms, assuming that § is the default realization of propositional
arguments means that we assume that CSR (Propositional Object) = 5. Butif a
CSR is canonical, there can be other, non-canonical, Structural Realizations of
propositional objects, for instance NP-complements like those in (4):

4 a) We watched the enemy's destruction of the city.

b) We persuaded John of the importance of going to college. (= Chomsky
1986a (58)iii))

Propositional objects may, also, arguably, be encoded as other categories, e.g., as
in the Stowell-Chomsky-Contreras analysis of small clauses. With 5 regarded as
canonical, there are two possibilities for handling the other cases. One, obviously,
is to distinguish formally between canonical encodings of propositions (e.g., as

5§ 1) and marked encodings (NP and possibly others). Let us call this the "strong"
approach. A second, "weak," approach is to weaken the tie between s-selection
and c-selection, and allow an s-selected proposition to be encoded as any
constituent made up of a subject and a predicate, or possibly even any linked
subject and predicate, regardless of whether they form a syntactic constituent.

Whatever approach is taken, the problem must be confronted of how to know
whether the Projection Principle's requirements are met by a particular syntactic
description . As a way to check this, the CSR principle is a natural and long
overdue addition to the theory, and the absence of it or something like it, in work
on small clauses, is an obvious logical gap. This gap becomes noticeable with
small clauses, but exists as well even with the syntactic realization of 8-roles like
Agent as NPs,



Let us now turn to the competing analyses of the small clauses exemplified in
(1). Stowell (1981, 1983) argues that complement small clauses function as
predicate phrases with the categorial status of AP, PP, Prtcpl Phr, etc., rather than
5, because of the "locality” principle of subcategorization: "since subcategorization
features are simply addenda to slots in thematic grids, the verb is unable to specify
the categorial features of anything other than the entire complement” (1981.259).
There appears to be selection between the matrix verb and the predicate of the small
clause:

5 a) *Iconsider John off my ship.
*] consider John killed by the enemy.

b) *Iexpect that sailor very stupid.

c) *We feared John very stupid.
*We feared John off the ship already.

(Stowell 1981's (15), and his judgments)

(5a) shows, according to Stowell, that consider cannot be followed by a small
clause whose predicate is a PP or Participial Phrase, (5b) that expect cannot take
one whose predicate is an AP, and (5¢) that fear cannot take one whose predicate is
an AP or PP. But because of the locality principle, such restrictions cannot be
stated. Rather, the entire small clauses in such examples must be assumed to have
the categories of the heads of their predicates. Under this analysis the sequence
John off my ship in the first example of (5a) would be a PP, the sequence John
killed by the enemy in the second example in (5a) would be a Participial Phrase,
and the sequence that sailor very stupid in (5b) would be an AP.

But how can PP, Pricpl Phr, AP, etc., be considered propositional, and thus in
accord with the Projection Principle? Referring to examples like (1), Stowell says

6 each [matrix] verb...takes a complement that is assigned the 8-role of
Propositional Object. In each case, the "small clause”...is assigned exactly
the same B-role as the full infinitival clause [e.g., as in I consider [ g John to

be very stupid] ]...As with the Exceptional Case-marking construction,
THE CLAUSAL STRUCTURE IS IMPLIED BY THE PROJECTION
PRINCIPLE [my emphasis--JK], since the governing verb assigns just one
8-role (to a propositional complement) at LF...If the locality of strict
subcategorization is to be maintained, then the clausal status of the
complements..forces the conclusion that APs, PPs, and participial phrases
may contain lexical NP subjects..." (Stowell 1981. 259)

Notice that "the clausal structure is implied by the Projection Principle” is the
exigency of a theory, not an empirical argument. What licenses calling AP, PP,
etc., "clauses"? Stowell's answer is that they are clauses because they have
subjects and predicates; given his analysis, Stowell says "any syntactic position
may project to include a subject position, THUS FORMING A CLAUSE" (1981,
p. 261) [my emphasis--JK]. Stowell's 1983 paper has more to say on this:
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7 Each of the matrix verbs [e.g., those in (1)] takes a complement which is
interpreted as a clause at Logical Form..the interpretation of a constituent at
Logical Form must be independent of its syntactic category label, if
categories such as AP and PP may be interpreted as clauses. Any
constituent which consists of a subject/predicate confi uration may be
interpreted as a clause at LF, although the clause may not function as a
complete proposition if it lacks an internal tense operator. Naturally this
generalization of the notion ‘clause' is only possible if the subject position
itself generalizes across categories (Stowell 1983.298).

Generalization from what? A reasonable guess would be, "from 5." If so, 5 is the
assumed category for clauses, and Stowell's proposal here is to extend clause
categories to include others.

Stowell, then, reads the Projection Principle as requiring that propositional
objects be encoded syntactically as clauses, and proposes interpreting "clause" as
any subject + predicate constituent. This is consistent with the "weak"
interpretation of the Projection Principle/CSR principle, since, under Stowell's
analysis, a propositional object can be realized as any subject + predicate
constituent.

Consider now expressions like the enemy’s destruction of the city. Are such
nominalizations, with subjects and predicates, clauses? By Stowell's definition
they may be. But are they “propositional,” i.e., do they encode no more than a
proposition? Some are ambiguous between an activity reading and a result reading.
In

8 a) The enemy's destruction of the city amazed us.
b) We saw the enemy's destruction of the city.

both readings are available. The activity reading is propositional (and favored by a
main verb like watch , as in We warched the enemy's destruction of the city ), but
the result reading, selected by a predicate like lay before us, is not:

9 The enemy's destruction of the city lay before us.

Other result-"nominalization" cases make the same point; they might be "clauses”
under Stowell's characterization, but aren't "propositional":

10 Al gift to the hospital of $3000 brings the total to $4 million.

If comprising a subject and a predicate means being a clause, then Al’s gift to the
hospital of 33000 might be a clause. But it is not propositional, since it encodes
not just the proposition GIVE (AL, $3000, THE HOSPITAL), but also a special
focus on, or status of, the proposition's predicate (give).

The same problem could conceivably arise with "picture" NPs like Bill’s
pictures of himself. Surely such expressions are not clauses, but depending on
how the notion "subject/ predicate configuration” is clarified, by Stowell's
definition they might be. Yet they are not "propositional.”

To summarize the problem, under Stowell's analysis small clause constructions
with the category of AP, PP, etc. are clausal (because they comprise subject and
predicate) and hence satisfy the Projection Principle's requirement that they encode



propositional arguments (on the tacit assumption, embodying the CSR idea, that
"clauses" encode propositions). But there are constructions which seem to
comprise subject + predicate which aren't propositional. So how are we to know
that small clauses with the categories of AP, PP, etc., and comprising subject +
predicate, satisfy the Projection Principle? For Stowell's analysis to work, a
precise definition of subject and predicate would be needed, as well as a way to
ensure that only propositional constructions are clausal. (To define clauses as
subject + predicate configurations which encode propositions would not do, of
course, because what can count as a realization of a propositional argument is
precisely the question we are trying to answer.)

Kitagawa 1985 offers arguments for the "clausality” of small clauses,

"clausality" being taken as "having the category of 5"

11 ..SCs are fully clausal, containing not only INFL but also COMP (i.e., SC =5)
(p. 210).

If a string has the category S, a sub-string of it has the category S. Kitagawa
argues as follows that small clauses are Ss. Given the Extension of the Projection
Principle ("Clauses must have subjects” (Chomsky 1982)), if small clauses are
sentential, the requirement that some of them need pleonastic subjects (as in / prefer
*(it) hot in summer ) is predicted. Stowell's 1983 claim that it is possible to extend
the EPP from S to predicate phrases, Kitagawa says,

12 would require one to assume that NPs have an exceptional status on this
matter, since NPs allow neither pleonastics nor extraposition except when
they appear as SCs, as illustrated by the contrast between (16) and (17)
below:

(16) a. *its hotness (with pleonastic reading)
b. *its unlikeliness that he will win

(17) a. I consider [*(it) a possibility that he will win]
b. I consider [*(it) a cinch (for him) to win] (1985.213-214)

That Kitagawa implicitly assumes the strong version of the Projection
Principle/CSR principle is made clear by his conclusion to his argument that small
clauses are Ss:

13 This conclusion, in fact, is quite reasonable in the light of the Projection

Principle (Chomsky (1981)), since SCs clearly receive a clausal 6-role just
as other clausal complements do (p. 215).

Kitagawa also offers an argument, contra Stowell, that the restrictions between
matrix verbs and complement small clauses are semantic rather than categorial in
nature.  Kitagawa argues that consider requires a complement expressing a "state
of affairs" but not a "change of state," while expect requires one expressing a
"change of state" but not a "state of affairs.” Thus, against Stowell's claim that
consider subcategorizes for AP complements (e.g., I consider him honest),
Kitagawa adduces the ungrammatical (14a) below, with an AP complement
expressing a change of state; and against Stowell's claim that expect subcategorizes
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for PP complements (e.g., I expect that sailor off my ship by midnighr), Kitagawa
adduces the ungrammatical (14b) below, with a PP complement expressing a state
of affairs.

14 a) *The doctor considers that patient dead tomorrow.
b) *Iexpect that island off our route.

Contreras 1987 counters this argument and supports Stowell's analysis against
Kitagawa's, on the grounds that Kitagawa's finding that the restrictions between
matrix verb and small clause complement are semantic rather than categorial is
wrong, or at least incomplete, with some categorial restrictions remaining: expect,
supposedly selecting only "change of state" complements, and indifferent to the
category of its complement, cannot in fact occur with an NP small clause
complement, even if it expresses a chan ge of state:

15 *Iexpect [you an attorney by the end of the year]. (=Contreras 1)

Contreras concludes on the basis of this and other arguments that complement
small clauses are predicate phrases of varying syntactic categories, in fact, just the
sort of constituents that Stowell proposed.

Williams, both in his syntax textbook (van Riemsdijk and Williams 1986) and
his 1983 article Against small clauses, denies that there is a clausal node dominating
a small clause. Rather, the subject-predicate relation required (e.g.) to account for
the reflexive--

16 John considers Mary; proud of herself;.

--can be established by co-indexing subjects and predicates, an approach Williams
labels the "predication theory." An analysis such as

17 John considers [Np Mary]; [op proud of herselfj].

violates the Projection Principle (Chomsky 1981.32-33); consider takes a "clausal”
complement and by the Projection Principle can't have any other sort of
complement at any level. Williams argues that with his new definition of subject it
is possible to treat "clausal” in a new way:

18 [Why consider the complement of consider clausal?] [One reason] might be
to reflect the intuition that the complement to consider is a semantic unit.
But what is a semantic unit? Must it be a syntactic constituent? Suppose we
take a subject and its predicate to be a semantic unit. THEN WE DO NOT
HAVE TO INSERT AN S-NODE IN LF /my emphasis: JK] to reflect the
unithood of a subject-predicate pair... Which is the primitive notion, the
subject-predicate relation or the clause ? The predication theory takes the
subject-predicate relation as primitive... Thus it appears that the Projection
Principle can be maintained under the predication theory.

Williams' suggestion is consistent with the "weak" version of the Projection
Principle/CSR principle. But the standard assumption he is reacting against is close
to the strong understanding of it, as can be seen by the capitalized passage. That is,



Williams' working assumption is that a proposition (a semantic unit comprising
subject and predicate) is standardly realized as an S.

However, the same problem that arose for Stowell's theory can be seen to arise
for Williams' (the approach he wants to take, not the one he assumes as the
standard position). If the Projection Principle is satisfied when a propositional
argument is encoded as a co-indexed subject and predicate, the same linked subject
and predicate expressions that were a problem for Stowell's analysis are a problem
for Williams': result nominalizations and picture NPs. For these may have linked
subjects and predicates, but are not propositional; hence the fact that an expression
comprises linked subject and predicate cannot be taken to show that it encodes a
propositional argument.

Let us see what Chomsky has to say on the subject. In LGB we read

19 Consider next such items as seem, appear. The lexicon specifies these as
monadic predicates with a propositional argument to which they assign a 8-
role. So far we have not introduced a notion corresponding to
"proposition," but have kept to notions expressible in the syntax of LF. Let
us see what happens if we persist in this vein. Consider..

(11) (@) it seems [that John hit Bill]
(ii) John seems [t to have hit Bill]
(iii) John seems sad

Suppose we assume (1) that there is a uniform entry for seem in the
lexicon, while (II) persisting with the assumption that the projection
principle holds..As (11i) indicates, seem takes a clausal argument and thus

must have the lexical entry: __5. (1981.105-106)

This passage indicates that for Chomsky S equals clause and is the sole realization
of propositional arguments. Regarding complement small clauses, however,
Chomsky accepts Stowell's analysis, so that They consider John stupid would
have the structure

20 they consider [op John [5 stupid]]

Chomsky continues:

21 The verb consider, then, subcategorizes for AP, so that the selection of
the complement...is no longer a problem..AP with subject is now regarded
as a "proposition"” in the sense required at LF, along with S. (1981.112)

Immediately, however, Chomsky adds

22 In the examples of (32), however, we continue to assume that the small
clause is of the category S rather than AP, since there is not selection of AP
by the main verb in this case, presumably.

The "examples of (32)" contain adjunct small clauses:
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23 (i) John [yp left the room] [PRO angry]
(>ii) John[y/p left the room] [PRO empty] (=Chomsky 1981 ex. 32)

So Chomsky's 1981 view was that propositional arguments are encoded as S or &
in the default case, but as other categories when needed. This view embodies a
logical gap, filled five years later by the CSR proposal. The gap, of course, is the
question in (24C):

24 A. The Projection Principle requires syntactic encoding of lexical properties
at all syntactic levels.

B. If a verb is lexically marked as selecting a propositional complement, the
Projection Principle requires that at all syntactic levels the verb have a
propositional complement.

C. But what determines whether a particular syntactic form encodes a
propositional complement?

Summing up this literature survey, we see that the Stowell-Chomsky-Contreras
analysis, however sound on other grounds, is at variance with the requirements of
the Projection Principle, since in that analysis there is no way to know that those
requirements are met by a syntactic description. Williams' analysis suffers from the
same problem. Kitagawa's analysis, however, in a sense meets the requirements of
the Projection Principle, since it is consistent with the strong version of the CSR
idea, which provides a way to check for conformity with the Projection Principle.

There is a difference, of course, beween implicitly assuming a needed element
in a theory, and overtly recognizing it and including it in argumentation and results
arrived at within a particular framework. None of the research I have surveyed
overtly recognizes the need for the CSR principle, except Chomsky 1986a, which
is exploratory and non-technical, and which suggests, sketchily, a different
approach to small clauses2. Thus, with that partial exception, all work to date on
small clauses, as far as I can tell, suffers from a logical gap.

Let me sketch the way the interplay between empirical evidence and theoretical
concerns should be interpreted with respect to the category question for small
clauses. Given the Projection Principle, a formal device is needed within a
grammar to ensure conformity with it. The CSR idea is suitable for this purpose.
Let the Canonical Structural Realization of the 8-role of Propositional Argument be
§. This is needed for "fully clausal" propositional arguments: that S and infinitival
structures. Verbs which s-select propositional complements, may, however, allow
other categories to encode the 8-role of Propositional Object. Each such other
subcategorization is, of course, non-canonical, and must be lexically stipulated as a
marked Structural Realization of the B-role of Propositional Object. This will
permit the Stowell/Chomsky/Contreras description of small clauses, as well as one
other kind of marked structural realization of Propositional Argument, the NP
category of propositional complements of such verbs as support, favor, and like,
e.g.,



25 a) support:

i) We support Ron's firing Ollie.

ii) *We support that Ron fired/s Ollie.

iii) *We support it that Ron fired/s/ @ Ollie.
iv) *We support that Ron fire Ollie.

b) favor:

i) We favor Ron'’s firing Ollie.

i) *We favor that Ron fires Ollie.

iii) *We favor it that Ron fires/ @ Ollie.
iv) *We favor that Ron fire Ollie.

c) like:

1) We like Ron’s firing Ollie.

i) *We like that Ron fired/s Ollie.
iii) We like it that Ron fired Ollie.
iv) *We like that Ron fire Ollie.

Such verbs are subcategorized for NP, and not for S, except for like, which allows
an § with extraposition. Taking S as the Canonical Structural Realization of the 8-
role of Propositional Argument means that the subcategorization requirements of
these verbs will need to be lexically stated (i.e., they are non-canonical), despite the
NP category of their complements being in a sense "unmarked,” since itis
obligatory for these verbs.

In conclusion: A problem in GB theory is how to ensure that the Projection
Principle is satisfied by a syntactic description. This problem is thrown into
particular relief by complement small clauses. The CSR principle proposed in
Chomsky 1986a, plus lexical marking for non-canonical realizations, is offered as a
solution for this problem.

FOOTNOTES

*I would like to acknowledge a debt of gratitude to Sherri L. Condon for very
helpful comments and suggestions on an earlier draft of this paper.

1. Oras S; see comments below by Williams and by Chomsky.

2. Chomsky suggests that a "more complex mode of s-selection” (1986a.91-92)
may be involved with small clauses, in which the direct-object-like behavior of
small clause subjects might be accommodated by letting the main verb s-select
proposition, while allowing JOINT selection by both the main verb and the
embedded predicate of the small clause subject. However, Chomsky points out that
such an idea is not without problems, e.g., it would predict that small clauses could
not have expletive subjects, which are sometimes possible (We consider IT obvious
that John is intelligent ).
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NEW COMPOUNDS FROM THE OLD:
AN UNEXPECTED SOURCE OF VERB + NOUN COMPOUNDS IN ROMANCE

Kathryn Klingebiel
University of California, Davis

This paper argues for a direct link between several Romance
Verb + Noun compounds and their verb-final counterparts, e.g., Sp.
(15th c.) cantamisano 'priest', Occitan-Catalan (16th c.)
lligacama 'garter', as against earlier and synonymous Sp. (1lth
c.) misacantano ['Mass' + 'sing'], Occ.-Cat. (1l4th c.) camalliga
['leg' + 'bind'], respectively. (¥) Such pairs highlight the
importance of the paradigmatic aspect of word formation processes,
inviting close attention to pressures exerted on derivational
patterns by other patterns. The following corpus results from more
than five years of research into Romance compounding, during which
there have come to my attention pairs of compounds whose members
share oppositely ordered lexical elements: e.g., in addition to
camalliga/lligacama, Raeto-Rom. (Valais) me[n]pa 'sustenance for
Alpen shepherds' (from Med.L. manupastus ["hand' + 'fed'] '[member
of one's] household; servant')/Raeto-Rom. (Engad.) paschamaint
'head cowman's third helper'; Occ. peltirar ['hair' + Tpull'] 'to
pull by the hair or clothes'/fa & tiro—piaus idem; Gasc. arre—bau
[ 'nothing' + 'is worth']/bau-arré 'good for nothing, lazy'; and
Cat. feina—fuig ['flee' + 'work'] 'lazy'/Occ. fuglobra idem. These
pairs, each with a V + N member, differ widely in their relative
morphological comparability and semantic identity. Among the vast
numbers of Romance V + N compounds, it is true, few appear to
result from reversal, such that version X, with pattern X,
undergoes restructuring or remodeling (perhaps "renovation'") into
version Y. Yet evidence of deliberate one-way inversion is
available in the corpus below; I identify, as the source of that
reversal, pressure from the higher frequency of Romance pattern Y,
Verb + Noun, which has yielded an unexpected corpus of novel
nominal, adjectival, and adverbial compounds derived from existing
verb-final formations.

An early parallel for camalliga/lligacama 'garter' occurs in
Greek personal names: nike-phdros ['victory' + 'bear']/pheré-nikos
1it. "victory-bearing". (1) The use of actual verb stems as first
constituents was traced by Brugmann to reinterpretation of
originally nominal stems, e.g., Gk. philo(s) 'dear' -->
'"loving', in phildé-xenos 'to whom a stranger is dear, loving a
stranger, hospitable' (1891:829). In his study of Greek word
formation, Albert Debrunner (1917:80, §160) mentions in passing,
only to ultimately reject, the possibility of direct reversal of
elements, e.g., Gk. borboro-tiraxis 'mud-stirrer', against which
is cited not a exact converse, but Aristophanes' taraxi-kardios
'heart—troubling' ['disturb' + 'heart'], with V + N structure.
Debrunner's conclusion: the syntactic relationship between
constituents must ultimately be considered unclear.
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Mirror-image pairs occur in Latin as well, e.g., aequanimus
'mentally calm, composed', as against animaequus. According to
Francoise Bader (1962:398-99), it is Greek which provides the most
likely source of Latin VO-type compounds whose first element
governs the second; beyond animaequus, other rare examples include
Plautus' Conterebromius 'where Bromius (= 'god of the grape') is
crushed', flexanimus 'persuasive; distracted', verticordia 'the
changer of hearts' (= Venus), and other forebears of the compound
pattern today most typical of Romance.

Central to my discussion of mirror-image lexical items must
be the factor of relative chronology, which furnishes cogent
support for a claim of deliberate reversal in compounds.
Oppositely-ordered patterns correspond to earlier vs. later states
of a given language or members of a language family. Compound
patterns depend at an elementary level upon syntax, hence can
represent syntactic patterns otherwise fallen into disuse in the
wake of language change (KuryZowicz 1976). New compounds,
nonetheless, can be formed from older models, just as older
syntactic structures may long survive in evolving languages.
Patterns corresponding to older states of syntax may retain, or
regain, stylistic prestige, or alternatively may find themselves
reinforced by adstratum influence: the apparent preference for Adj
+ N ordering in Northern, as against Southern, Gallo-Romance, is
as likely to hinge on adstratal pressure from Germanic as on the
greater archaicity of prenominal adjective placement (Fernandez
Gonzilez 1981).

In the search to document chronological progression in
compositional patterns, studies of Romance are privileged to draw
upon the copious evidence of ancestral Latin. Within a typological
perspective, Romance N + V compounds represent the verb-final QV
Structure typical of Indo-European and Classical Latin, whereas V +
N coincides with VO structure in modern Romance. Misacantano and
camalliga represent a type of compositional activity not
predictable for languages with unmarked (S)VO order, although their
pattern is still unexpectedly well-represented in Western Romance
(Klingebiel 1985, forthcoming). Compounds of the V + N type have
functioned as naming devices since their earliest attestations in
Romance. They continue to arise in response to on-going social and
technological developments: Fr. (12th c.) couvre—chef ['cover' +
'head'] 'kerchief', gratte-ciel ['scrape' + 'sky'] 'skyscraper',
lave-vaisselle ['wash" + 'dishes'] 'dishwasher', It. lavapiatti
ideT, Sp. limpiabotas ['clean' + 'boots'] 'bootblack, shoeshine
boy"'.

The Romance V + N pattern, traceable back to 9th-c.
Tenegaudia, a toponym in Latin guise (Le Testament d'Abbon, A.D.
805), has received extensive attention. The plethora of studies of
V + N compounding, whether comparative or devoted to individual
Romance languages, fails to ask whether V + N compounds ever result
from the restructuring of older compounds. Arséne Darmesteter, in
his definitive study of French compounding, never explicitly links
V + N with N + V. Nor does the historical Catalan grammar of Antoni




Badia i Margarit (1962:§352), with its concurrent handling of the
two patterns.

In my survey of the literature devoted to French, Occitan,
Catalan, and Spanish compounding, I found a sole attempt to
account for the parallel existence of mirror—image compounds
through an appeal to reversal. With specific reference to the
Occitan dialects, as well as appropriate cross-references to Greek
and Latin, Jules Ronjat (1980:473, §734 delta) discusses Gasc.
bau—arré/arré-bau 'good—-for-nothing, lazy' in this light, although
he does not seek to motivate the actual inversion. Ronjat
emphasizes the eventual loss of imperative flavor in the verb,
such that third-person singular forms of verbs in which the
imperative is lacking (Occ. valer, Gasc. bale 'to be worth',
verbal constituent of bau-arré/arre-bau) could eventually find
their way into V + N compounds. (2) It is important to specify,
with Ronjat, that in this pair the logical relation between verbal
bau '[X] is worth' and nominal arré 'nothing' (cf. Fr. vaurien
idem) remains unchanged despite the reversal of surface ordering;
there is clear contrast with logically dissimilar compounds of the
type sled dog/dog sled), which play no part in the present corpus.

Given the great regularity with which a certain number of
verbs appear in V + N compounds (lever, lier, porter, tenir,
tourner, virer 'to raise, bind, carry, hold, turn' respectively;
see Bierbach 1982:165-405), cases of purely coincidental
resemblance are inevitable. A number of compounds having identical
nominal and verbal elements lack formal or semantic comparability
to such a degree as to warrant their exclusion from consideration.
No direct relationship appears to link Béar. nas—tapa ['nose' +
'seize'] "to catch cold' with tape-nas 'muffler; part of a
bridle'. Only the long arm of coincidence seems responsible for
any resemblance between Gasc. nas-lhebd ['nose' + 'raise'] 'to be
proud' and 16th-c. Fr. léve-nez 'movement of raising the head',
(3) although structurally parallel Haut Lim. levona 'insolent,
impudent' appears to correspond semantically to the compound verb.
With their less—than-fully comparable elements, these few
examples, which cross both chronological and political/cultural
lines, stand against the following corpus in which a concatenation
of internal and external factors points to a more than casual
relationship between members.

Mirror-image formations occur in a number of compositional
patterns, extending to onomatopoeic pairs such as Gasc. bire-bare,
bare-bire ("ha toustemps bire-bare, bare-bire" 'he's always
changing his mind') 'fickle, changing' (Lespy), in which logical
relations are barely discernible. (4) Fr. grand-mére/mére-grand
'grandmother' (Harris) document a highly visible instance of
deliberate inversion, these variants remaining in competition into
the 17th century, when the Adj 'grand' + N 'mother' version
prevailed. In southern Gallo-Romance, this formal ambivalence is
still apparent in Gasc. grand—mai/Nigois mai-grand 'grandmother'
(Mistral), as well as Gasc. grand-paire, grand-pai, Nigois gran
pére (Mistral) vs. Nigois, Gasc. paigran, perepran 'grandfather'
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(Pellegrini). While the Adj + N variants echo French, and are
influenced by it, in either case the N + Adj pattern predominates
across the modern Occitan dialects. Additional nominal +
adjectival examples: Belg. pi-stant/stant-pi ['standing' + 'foot']
'standing, on foot' (FEW, s.v. "stare"), and Fr. vif-argent
['quick' + 'silver']/OPr. argen viéu (Mistral), Gasc. (from 1l4th
c.) argent-biu "'mercury' (Lespy). (5) This introductory slice of
material concludes with a lone N + N pair in which inversion
functions to distinguish two varieties of fig: Gasc. higue-eslou
['fig"' + '"flower'] 'July fig'/eslot-higue ['flower' + "fig')
'"figue avortée' (d'Estalenx). These phytonyms stand against the
remainder of the corpus, in which no semantic distinctions are
achieved through reversal; to borrow a phrase, "c'est bonnet
blanc, blanc bonnet"--it's one and the same.

Among compounds with a verbal constituent, I first recall
Gasc. arré-bau/bau-arré 'good-for-nothing, lazy'. The members of
this Adv + V/V + Adv pair are semantically equivalent; moreover,
they are morphologically comparable, in respect of both
constituents and also resultant part of speech. Similar formal
alternation within a chronological progression occurs in OPr.
porregitar ['far' + 'throw'], synonymous with gietar porre 'to
project forward, neglect, waste' (similarly OFr., MFr. jeter puer
"to throw far away'), continued by Mod. Occ. pourre-jita/jita-
pourre, jita a pourre idem (FEW, s.v. "porro'). (6)

Among pairs contrasting an N + V past participle structure
with a demonstrably more recent V + N compound, consider a pair of
items which have survived in the pastoral terminology of outlying
Gallo-Romance: through Lat. manipastus, OFr. (13th c.) mainpast
'member of one's household, servant' (REW §5338 *manfipastus, §6263
pascEre), Raeto-Rom. (Valais) m€[n]pa 'sustenance for Alpen
shepherds' contrasts with (Engad.) paschamaint 'head cowman's
third helper'. (7) Here, as in a small number of additional
compounds, e.g., pi-stant 'standing, on foot', palavira 'to (turn
over with a) shovel', the nominal element functions as an
adverbial complement to the verb; in the majority of cases,
however, the relationship is one of patient, or more rarely, agent
to verb.

Contrastive structures with nominal + verbal elements furnish
the most cohesive body of compounds on which to base a hypothesis
of direct reversal. Verb-final Occ. peltirar ['hair' + 'pull'],
Béar. peutira, has spawned mirror-image periphrases: jouga & la
péu-tiro) "to pull s.o.'s hair or clothing', against synonymous fa
a tiro-piaus, Béar. ha a tire-peu (Mistral [péu-tiro, tiro-péu
'"hair-pulling']; FEW, s.v. "martyrium"). Occ. coullévo [ 'butt' +
'raise'] 'seesaw', one of a number of N + V-structured variants
occuring across the Occitan domain, contrasts with Prov. lévo-
quioul idem (Aza%s), the pair distinguished by semantic identity,
if not strict formal parallelism. V + N structures fall into two
primary types, the first of which pairs an N + V compound verb
with an inverted nominal formation:




Lim. chaplavar ['head' + 'wash'] 'to scold'/Béar. labe-cap

reprimand' (FEW, s.v. "lavare");

Aude gorjo-bada ['throat' + "open'] 'to open wide one's
mouth'/Loire bada-gorgi 'gawker, on-looker', Auv. bado-porjo
"fool, silly, inane; nitwit, simpleton' (Becquevort);

Béar. came-poudd-s ['leg' + 'break'] 'to break one's leg'/poude-
cames 'fatiguing task';

Gasc. sang-birar ['blood' + 'turn'] 'to upset (morally), be
troubled'/Gasc. bire-sang 'violent emotion' (d'Estalenx);

Béar. pé-pic ['foot' + 'strike'] 'club-foot' (FEW, s.v.
"*pikkare"; cf. Béar. pé-pica 'to walk, striking one's
heel')/picapé 'club-foot';

Gasc. cot-bira [ 'neck' + 'turn'] 'to twist one's neck'/Lang. viro-
col 'stiff neck', Gasc. bire-cot 'movement of turning the
neck; dangerous passage' (d'Estalenx);

Occ. talh-virar ['cutting edge' + 'turn'] 'to blunt the cutting
edge (of a knifeblade)'/Gasc. bire-talh 'whetstone for the
woodsman's cutting tool' (Arnaudin). (8)

A facetious flavor, discernible in, e.g., bada-gorgi, bado-—
gorjo 'gawker, on-looker, fool, nitwit, simpleton', is frequently
identifiable with the naming function of V + N-structured
nominals. For the most part, verb-final compounds in the corpus
above function as verbs, noun-final as nouns, adjectives, and
occasionally adverbs. The following verb-final compounds stand
against V + N adverbs:

Gasc. .bie—passa ['way' + 'pass'] 'to go one's way; go too far,
exceed', as against a passe-bie 'on the way' (Palay);

Occ. cambo-tirar ['leg' + 'pull'] "to trip someone'/a tire-cames
"as fast as one's legs will go' (FEW, s.v. "camba");

Fr. (17th-18th c.) & main-tourner ['hand' + 'turn']/Fr. (16th c.)
en moins d'un tourne-main, (mod.) en un tourne-main
"immediately' (FEW, s.v. "tornare") (for corroboration of the
first member of this set, cf. Fr. sans coup férir, sans
bourse délier, and other frozen syntagmata);

Occ. palavirar ['shovel' + 'turn'] 'to (turn over with a) shovel'
is flanked by contrasting derivations: a palavira/a viro-
palados 'by the shovelful, in profusion' (note the
characteristic plural noun of Occitan V + N) (Mistral,
Alibert).

If a process of reversal or inversion can be shown to obtain,
it must be no mirage imposable upon the records of disparate
speech communities by a willing disregard for spatial and
chronological realities. Among the small number of compounds set
forth in the beginning section of this paper, dates of attestation
once again enhance formal, logical, and semantic continuity to
support a claim for direct and deliberate reversal. OCat. (13th
c.) lloctinent ['place' + 'holding'] precedes (1l4th c.) tinentlloc
'lieutenant', as do Cat. camalliga, -1ligues 'garter' vis-a-vis
1lipacama, —cames (echoed in borrowed l6th-c. Sp. liga-gamba).
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Within the series of 'garter' compounds, an additional type of
relationship becomes visible in novel compounds with one divergent
element. These are independent creations with close ties to back
formation: e.g., babysit, with subsequent babytend, babysquat
(Pennanen 1966). Against Lang. cambalié, Fr-Pr. chambaille stand
both V + N-structured lie—chambo ['bind' + 'leg'] 'garter', dating
back to OPr. liecamba, and also novel lie—causso ['bind' +
'stocking'], with post-nominal liocaussar, Lim. liétsaussa 'to don
garters'; I note that no 'leg' + 'bind' compounds occur through
chaining. (9) Last, and perhaps most interestingly, Sp. (11th c.)
misacantano ['Mass' + 'sing'] and Andal., Mex. (post-15th-c.)
cantamisano 'priest' document chronological stratificationm,
semantic identity, and reversal of nominal and verbal elements in
the actual presence of a suffix. It is clear that interchanging of
constituent elements necessarily involves a high degree of
morphological transparency, implicitly present in any instance of
replacement or reversal. (10)

This study cannot fail to highlight the paradigmatic
dimension of the compositional process. Van Marle's 1985 work on
Dutch word formation, an attempt to integrate European
structuralism with a rule-based approach to word formation,
intersects neatly with on-going discussion of morpheme- vs. word—
based studies in the literature. Halle, Aronoff, and others have
defended an approach through word formation rules, although an
alternate trend, toward a model in which morphemes are
concatenated in accordance with subcategorization frames, is now
recognizable (Scalise 1984, Jensen 1987). Van Marle argues against
any mono-relational approach, which would exclude other systematic
inter-word relationships, particularly the paradigmatic.

Linguists working within the framework of Gallo-Romance have
presented independent evidence of paradigmatic support for the
creation of novel compounds. In his 1953 monograph on plant names
in the Central Pyrenees, Jean Séguy coined the term "enchafnement
associatif", or associative chaining, for the process which allows
replacement of either element of a compound by other elements
within a given semantic series, e.g., Occ. canta-loubo, canta-—
merle, etc. Pierre Guiraud's (1967) set of 'turn, spin around’
compounds with tautological V + V structure, e.g., Fr.
tournevirer, exemplifies a Northern Gallo-Romance environment
conducive to chaining. In the realm of N + V, Medieval Latin and
Romance compounds representing 'Lent' straddle learnéd and
vernacular vocabularies; in this series, seven verbs (laxdre 'to
release', levdre 'to raise', ligdre 'to bind', privarI 'to
deprive', s¥ccare "to dry', tollSre 'to remove', vetare 'to
forbid') are compounded with unchanging carnem 'meat' (Klingebiel
1985, forthcoming: Chapter 3). (11) In each case, semantic content
comes to be identified with a given two-part structure, providing
a pattern for creation of new compounds.

Associative chaining is easily documented in the various
types of compounds discussed above. (12) Against Gasc. arré-bau
'ne'er-do-well' (13) there occur synonymous bau-arré, Gasc. bau-




poc, bau-chic. OPr. liecamba 'garter', mod. lie-chambo is
paralleled by lie-causso idem. Cat. feina-fuig ['work' + 'flee'],
apparently a modern creation despite its N + V structure, stands
opposite Occ. fugldbra ['flee' + 'work'] 'lazy' (Alibert), flanked
in turn by Occ. deilobra ['leave' + 'work'] and Nigois fugefatica
['flee' + 'work'].

The inter-word relationship argued in this paper takes a
different form, constituents being inverted rather than
individually replaced as they are through associative chaining.
Constituents remain transparent, often identical; semantic shifts,
if any, remain minimal; pattern pressure is of paramount
importance. A select number of N + V-ordered compounds provide
clear parallels--formal, logical, semantic—--with novel V + N
formations. Reversal in such cases involves not merely
restructuring, but actual renovation, judging from available dates
of attestation. While N + V compounds themselves derive from a
variety of formative processes equally identifiable in V + N--
calquing, back-formation, analogical remodeling, associative
chaining--reversals to V + N result from paradigmatic pressure
exerted by the widespread, highly productive verb-initial pattern
of Romance, in the presence of concomitant (S)VO ordering.

Notes

(*) The initial draft of this paper was presented before the
Historical Linguistics Study Group at Berkeley in March, 1985.
Thanks is hereby extended to all those who have made suggestions.
The final stages of research were made possible by an NEH Summer
Stipend (1987). I would like to thank Dr. Liliane Tyler (Univ. of
California, Davis), for her help in preparing the final version of
this paper.

(1) Also pheré-karpis 'yielding fruit'/karpo-phéros 'fruit-
bearing'; arké-polis/poliarkos 'ruler of a city, prince'.

(2) The exact nature of the verbal element in V + N compounds
continues to excite discussion; the question remains vexed.

(3) Equally coincidental are: Occ. (12th c.) manlevar 'to
borrow, bail out, swear on raised hand' as against Fr. (16th c.)
léve-main ("...[un] serment léve-main...", Bierbach); Béar. pe-
lhébe 'lever' (pé-leva 'to raise the foot, raise with a lever'/Fr.
(19th c.) léve-pieds 'stairs, ladder'; Béar. pan-minjant 'day
laborer' (who breaks bread at another's table, rather than eating
only bread)/OBéar. estadge deu minye-paa '[upper] storey where
humans eat' (also bearing a chance resemblance to l4th-c. MFr.
mange-pain 'one who eats only bread') (FEW, s.v. "manducare"); Fr.
a chiffe-tirer 'in disagreement' (FEW, s.v., "martyrium")/(20th-
c.) tire-chiffons 'hunting accessory' (Bierbach); Occ. peltirar
"to pull someone's hair or clothing' (FEW, s.v. "martyrium")/Fr.
(16th c.) tire-poil 'tweezers' (Bierbach).
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(4) Clearly onomatopoeic motivation is shared by Mod.Fr.
chantepleure 'funnel (with a long tube)', Occ. cantaplora 'siphon'
(used in olive oil-making process), Cat./Sp. cantimplora 'siphon'.
There may be no direct derivational link with older OFr.
plorechante 'who cries in this world, sings in the next'/OFr.
chantepleure 'singer at plays' (1lit. "(s)he cries and sings'),
"complaint', OPr. can-plor 'type of poetry' (Levy).

(5) Additional examples of Adjective (including past
participle) + Noun:

Prov. bouan rubi/rubi-bouan 'marube blanc ou noir' (plant of the
labiate genus) (Garcin);

Occ. (Périgord) chaitord/tord—chai 'stiff neck', 'torticolis';

Fr. (14th c.) a coeur jeun/dial. Fr. (15th c.) & jeun—coeur 'on an
empty stomach';

Fr. col tors person with a twisted or stiff neck'/MFr. tort col
idem (cf. also It. coditremola/tremacoa [ornith.] 'wryneck');

Occ. Diéu-Dounat, Dounadieu, family names (Mistral);

Fr. a droit fil/Gasc. a fil droit 'with the grain (of a
material)' (J.B.L.);

MFr. (16th c.) failli coeur 'lacking courage'/Pic., northern dial.
Fr. coeur failli 'lazy, soft' (cf. Occ. cor-fali[t] fainted;
impressed') (FEW, s.v. "fallere");

Béar. pé-tort 'club-foot, one who limps'/(hap.) Fr. (15th c.)
tortpied (nom.) 'stumble', 'croque-en-jambe';

Prov. pisso-caudo (cf. Fr. chaude-pisse)/caudo-pisso 'gonorrhea';

Dréme roussé-pon, pon-roussé 'brown bread' (Boissier);

Occ. sajo-femo (cf. OPr. sabia femna, Fr. sage-femme)/Gasc.
(Bazas) fama-saja 'midwife’ (Mistral).

(6) The placement of short, common adverbs (mal, bien)
remains relatively free: Prov. (en) mauprenent 'getting hurt', 'en
prenent mau [sic]' (Achard) is inconclusive as regards reversal.

(7) OPr. (14th-15th c.) salpres 'salt pork', also with N + V
past participle structure, is linked by a common signifier with
MFr. (16th c.) prinsel 'salt beef, jerky' (FEW s.v.,
"prehendere").

(8) A significant degree of semantic divergence led Wartburg
to warn against linking the following oppositely-structured
nominal elements: OPr. mantenen 'balustrade', Béar. maa-tien
'handle', with MFr. (15th-17th c.) tienmain 'banister, hand-rail’,
(mod.) dial. Fr. tient-main 'hand—hold' (FEW, s.v. "manu tenere").
The pair is otherwise less than fully satisfying, given the
variety of chronological and spatial distribution. Other N +
verbal N compounds include Fr. mainmise/OFr. misemain (legal)
'seizure, confiscation' and Occ. (14th c.) manobra 'manual labor,
worker'/OPr. obre-mad 'worker'.




(9) Occasionally a derived verb with V + N + -ar structure
appears by back-formation from the noun-final nominal form; e.g.,
Gasc. lengua-bira-s/virolenga 'to become tongue-tied, trip over
one's tongue' (Lespy); Occ. pato-vira/viropata 'to trip'.

(10) Two sets of adjectival 16th-c. French-language calques,
coined in the experimental heyday of the Pléiade, give evidence of
deliberate reversal of elements in artistic compounds: Fr. (l6th
c.) loin-tirant, tire-loin lit. "far-throwing"; and lierre-porte,
porte—lierre 'ivy-bearing' (Marty-Laveaux).

(11) 'Lent':
a. (+ laxare 'to release') Med.L. carnemlaxare, OIt. carlasciare;
b. (+ levare 'to remove') Med.L. carnelevamine; It. carnelevale,
carnavale (borrowed into Fr., Occ., Cat., and Sp. in the 16th
century; cf. also OFr. [13th c.] guarnivalle);
c. (+ liga, ligdre 'to bind') Rum. cirnele(a)gd (REW §1706
"carﬁ") ;

d. (+ privarT 'to deprive') Med.L. carniprivium, carnisprivium;

. (+ sTccire '"to dry') Sard. carrasecare;

. (+ tollére 'to remove') Med.L. carnestoltas 'abstinence from
meat'; OCat. fer carnestoltas 'to abstain from meat'; OCat.
carnestoltes 'Lent', OSp. carnestolendas;

g. (+ vet3re 'to forbid') OBéar. carn-bedar.

H @

(12) One additional source can be found in the shady area of
overlap between verb and verbal noun. During the Middle Ages, OV-
ordered L. terrae motus 'earthquake' found itself reinterpreted or
calqued, with no change of meaning, both as OV and as VO
compounds: vernacular OFr. (llth c.) terremote, OPr. (13th c.)
terramovemen, (l4th c.) terra tremol, Gasc. (16th c.) terrotrem,
MFr. (17th c.) terre-tremble, as against MFr. (16th c.) tremble-
terre. The latter compound corresponds structurally to std. Fr.
tremblement de terre, with N + N structure attested as early as
OFr. [hap.] tremble de terre (FEW, s.v."terra").

(13) Cf. also Gasc. (Béar.) poc balé 'to be worth little',
with identical verb.
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Challenges in a Psychotherapy Group

Elizabeth Krainer
Stanford University

Discourse analysts have looked at several varieties of
verbal discord, including Gumperz’s (82) studies of interethnic
crosstalk, Atkinson and Drew’s (79) examination of courtroom
disputes and Marjorie Goodwin’s (82, 83, 87) analyses of
disagreement among children.l What all verbal discord has in
common is its disquieting, face-threatening nature. Discord
violates general interactive expectations of agreement,
cooperation and harmony; and the expression of disagreement
violates the addressee’s want for external acceptance and
approval. Therefore we can assume that whenever discord is
verbally expressed either it is unavoidable, or it is allowable
within a very particular context. Discord can seem dangerous;
small wonder, then, that it is usually masked, mitigated, or
deniably ambiguous.

There are a few contexts that do allow discord. The
courtroom and the university seminar room are two obvious
examples, as is sounding, the verbal duelling among black urban
teenagers. Another context that must allow expression of
discord is psychotherapy. Differences between therapist and
client, or among the members of a family, need to be brought out
into the open, addressed explicitly and resolved, where
possible. Also, the recent use of family or community
interventions with substance abusers and other individuals whose
abusive behavior affects and threatens others is opening up new
contexts for the permissible and positive expression of
differences. One particular psychotherapeutic context that can
thrive on some degree of discord is the therapy group. Most
groups allow expression of disagreement, and will use, as a
therapeutic tool, the questioning of an individual member’s
behavior, motivations, and intentions. In fact, only in the
courtroom and the therapy office is there such license to
question the inner psychological process and truthfulness of
another human being. 1 have chosen the context of a
psychotherapy group for my investigation.

The data for this study was taken from audiotapings of a
women’s psychotherapy group, with 9 members (most of whom were
themselves therapists) and 1 paid facilitator. 1 have
concentrated on three episodes, extracted from three separate
group sessions. These three episodes share a common topic, the
present life circumstances and life choices of one group member,
Kathleen, who is absent for the first two episodes and present
for the third. Each of the other group members expresses
Judgements of Kathleen’s choices, both when she is absent and to
her face.

One particular expression of discord and judgement is the
challenge. Challenges can be found in the courtroom, on the
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streets, In classrooms, on soccer flelds, and In the therapy
office. There are many uses of challenges in therapy groups
which are easily recognizable to all members of the speech
community; challenges can be used in Joking behavior, as
practice or mock challenges (when the addressee is not present),
in confrontations, and as unpredictable interventions mirroring
or commenting upon another group member‘’s behavior or affect in
a constructive way. I define challenges as the expression of a
negative judgement of the speaker toward a past or present act
a) of the addressee, whereby this act a) can be an action,
attitude, assumption, utterance, or plan; the challenge further
includes the speaker’s implicit or explicit preference for the
addressee to either not do act a) or rather do a different act
b>.

There are felicity conditions that are fulfilled in

successful challenging.2 Many of these are specifically
formulated for a psychotherapy group context, yet can be
restated for other contexts. The contextual condition
stipulates that the speaker (S) has positive intentions and
sympathy toward the addressee(s) (A), and toward A’s welfare.
This is a necessary condition for the establishment of trust in
any therapy group; it cannot be presupposed elsewhere. The
preparatory conditions include that S negatively judges act a)
of A, that S believes A will continue with act a) unless
challenged, that S does not believe that act a) is in A’s, S’s,
or the group’s best interest, that S believes a different act b)
would be in A’s, S‘s or the group’s better interests, and that S
believes A can do act b). Act b), by the way, can simply
represent the absence of act a). The propositional content
condition allows any and all past or present acts of a group
member, which are relevant, to be the targets of a challenge.
The sincerity condition differentiates between all serious
challenges, where S does want A to discontinue act a) and do act
b), and non-serious challenges, where S is Jjoking and/or has no
power to challenge A’s act a). This last situation can occur
when the facilitator insists upon a topic, and the group members °
find it uncomfortable but unavoidable. Finally, the essential
condition states that the utterance counts as an attempt by S to
get A to stop act a) and to change to act b). There is no
uptake necessary for the utterance to count as a challenge,
although the challenge definitely invites a response from A.
There are a few, and only a few canonical challenge forms,
for example: So what?, Are you kidding?, Sez who?, Care to step
outside?, and You gonna make me?. It is not surprising that
there are so few overt challenge forms. The pool of indirect
speech acts, often the analyst‘s despair, is so large and
structurally undifferentiated precisely because so much of human
verbal interaction can be face-threatening and needs to be
softened in the interests of cooperation and harmony. So
challenges exhibit the same familiar indirect features djscussed
by Robin Lakoff (75), Brown and Levinson (78), and others, such



as dummy pronouns, agentless passives, past tense, continuous
aspect, hypotheticals, tag forms, contractions, use of
quasi-modals and modals, more or less obliquely evaluative
lexical items, delaying discourse particles, hesitation,
pausing, and self-editing behavior, and phonetic and syntactic
performance errors. Much of the intensifying effect of
challenges is concentrated in the use of emphasis and other
intonational features, which are more deniable. However, there
are also stronger challenges to be found in this data, with very
overt features of negation, direct address with proper name,
command forms, questions which require answers, intensifiers,
expletives, overtly discordant discourse particles and obviously
negative evaluative lexical items.

Given that challenges, like other face-threatening acts,
often depend on a low profile and camouflage for their use in
verbal interactions, structural features are not enough to
distinguish them clearly. Challenges do, however, have a
particular sequential profile, which can be used to
differentiate them in analyses of discourse, and which probably
serve the participants as a main means of recognizing and
interpreting them as they occur during interactions, as well.
The challenge sequence consists of at least three parts: an
impetus, the challenge and a response, whereby the response can
be a counter-challenge (a challenge uttered in direct response
to a prior challenge) or a more conciliatory, conceding remark
(Resp.). The impetus need not be conversationally, or even
geographically contiguous with the challenge. Schegloff (84)
points out other sequences that need not be in the form of
adjacency pairs, such as scolding, praising, and warning. An
impetus that is an explicit utterance within the conversation is
a pre-challenge (Pre-C).

The challenge response, however, does have to follow the
challenge closely, or be very marked by its absense. I have
differentiated two different challenging responses to a
challenge, based on their sequential order of occurrence, and
thus representing different degrees of aggravation. A
counter-challenge (CC) follows a challenge, and marks
disagreement with some part or whole of the challenge. A
counter-counter-challenge (CCC) follows a counter-challenge and
thus signals an even more aggravated disagreement in the
challenging sequence. I have designated the challenging
response to a CCC as a counter-challenge, for simplicity and due
to the fact that in such a sequence the counter to a CCC is
probably allied with, or even identical to, the original
counter-challenger. There are also mock challenges (MC), which
are challenges to someone who is not present; they can either be
serious or joking. Indirect challenges (IC) are challenges
expressed within the group interaction, but targeted for someone
other than the explicit addressee or not present for the
interaction. Target is used here in Levinson’s (88:170) sense
of the "informational and illocutionary destination of the
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message." The difference between a MC and an IC directed toward
Kathleen in her absence, for example, is that a MC contains some
form of direct address, while an IC simply refers to her
indirectly, if at all.

ghe following are examples of challenges taken from the
data:

1.(Impetus = the group seeking a meeting with Kathleen)

1 Regina =Well, V, Vanessa, you, YOU should Jjust SAY
something about it because . KATHleen won’t COME .
that’s REAL CLEAR. She’s not going to LEAVE . that
JOB on a weekend between now and the da, the time
she has her time off. She made that real clear to
me. (2.5)

2 Vanessa Oh. (1.0)

Analysis: Impetus -> C -> Resp.

2.

1 Vanessa  She MOVED and she, hasn’t got a phone installed
yet. (1.5) And she doesn’t have an address she
[could have given me, either.

2 Dana [KATHLEEN, KATHLEEN, KATHLEEN.

3 Sarah Dana, YOU’RE just CAUGHT in people tonight, huh?

4 Dana What?

5 Sarah You’re caught in people tonight, huh?
6 Dana Caught in people?

7 Sarah Yeah.

8 Dana I just feel so SAD about KATHLEEN.

Analysis: Pre-C -> MC (as Kathleen is absent) -> cC ->
Question for Repetition -> CC Repetition -> Request for
Verification -> Verification -> Conceding Resp.

3.

1 Regina ((Kathleen’s)) suggestion WAS . that perhaps she
come on a Thursday night and do, her, class rap on
a Thursday night. (4.0)

2 Jessica Well, THAT’S not MY first choice, definitely, for
sure. (2.0) cuz I‘d like her to be included in the
whole group. (2.0)

3 Dana Well, my reACtion, IS to SAY, TOUGH, you know,
come ANYway. (4.0)

4 Jessica Well, that’s pretty hard-nosed.

Analysis: Pre-C (= IC (from Kathleen to the group) -> CC and

cC -> ccc

The sequential analysis of each example is presented
directly following it. In the first example Regina uses direct
address to single out Vanessa as the C target. Vanessa’s
response in 1.2 is concessive in nature, though she does appear
to balk at complying with Regina‘s strong suggestion. In the
second example 2.1 is a Pre-C for the MC in turn 2, which



receives no response from its addressee, of course, but is
counterchallenged in 2.3 and 2.5. Sarah uses direct address in
2.3 to target Dana, but leaves it out in 2.5, as Dana is already
directly engaged in the challenging process with Sarah. The CC
receives a conceding response from Dana in 2.8.4 1In 3.1 Regina
delivers a message, an indirect challenge from Kathleen, for the
group to change the time they seek to meet with Kathleen from a
weekend day to a Thursday evening. The CCs in 3.2 and 3.3 match
in their non-acceptance of this challenge, although in 3.4
Jessica objects through CCC to the unyieldingness of Dana’s
response. There is no response to this CCC, because another
turn, a neutral question simultaneous with 3.4, allowed Dana to
turn her attention from the CCC and focus on the question.

Even within the permissive environment of therapy,
challenges are a dangerous, almost always dispreferred move.
Pomerantz (84), Labov and Fanshel (77), and Brown and Levinson
(78) have all argued persuasively that speakers prefer
agreement. Marjorie Goodwin (83) lists several features that
mark dispreferred moves and sequences, among them discourse
markers of dispreference; delaying features, such as pauses and
qualifiers like 1 think or hypotheticals; and requests for
clarification and questions that ask for repetitions or partial
repetitions. Many of these features can be found in this data.
Note, for instance, the occurrences of well in turn-initial
position in 1.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. The pauses following 3.1,
3.2, and 3.3, as well as the silence following 1.1 and preceding
1.2 mark the dispreferred status of these moves. The
hypothetical phrasing of 3.1 is responded to in kind in 3.2.
Example 2 contains an excellent example of a question for
repetition in 2.4, answered by a repeating of the CC in 2.5; as
well as a request for verification in 2.6, followed by a
verifying Yeah in 2.7.

Of great interest is the distribution of particular
discourse particles. Well, with a rising intonation, started 7
challenge turns, 3 CC turns, and 2 CCCs; only 3 such wells began
non-challenge turns. Well, with a level to falling intonation,
initlated 13 challenge turns, 8 CC turns and 3 CCCs, while 8
falling wells began non-challenge turns. Schiffrin (82:150)
claims that well functions as "a response marker...for agreement
and disagreements, retreats and escalations." Lakoff (75:53,66)
argues that well is a hedge that shows deference to addressees
by giving them options, and marks that the speaker may be
uncertain, or "unable to vouch for the accuracy of a statement."
Levinson (83:307,334) reports that well often marks the
dispreferred status of a turn in a sequence.

Other discourse particles with even less of a hedging
flavor, appearing more overtly discordant, are not only, with
falling intonation, besides, with rising intonation, and except,
with rising intonation, each of which introduced at least one C,
CC, or CCC.
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By far the most telling particle distribution comes with
but. Schiffrin (82) analyzes many examples of but as a marker
of contrast. But "is often found between two utterances in
which there is a polarity difference" (190), and its
"adversative sense" (196) can be interpreted within the scope of
a turn and across the domain of the entire sequence of the
discourse. (190-209) In turn-initial position, but, with a
level to slightly rising intonation, began 6 Cs, 4 CCs, and 3
CCCs; and of a total of 34 buts throughout the data, every
single turn-initial and utterance-initial but began some form of
challenge. 12 out of sixteen non-initial buts were used in C
utterances, as well.

Pauses are another indicator of disagreement, according to
Goodwin (83:666) and also Pomerantz (84:65), who differentiates
them from agreements, which "are performed with a minimization
of gap between the prior turn’s completion and the agreement
turn’s initiation." I have analyzed the pauses following
challenges,5 some of which are of very unusual length. The
pauses following a challenge were equally long, whether the C
was succeeded by another type of challenge or by a conceding
remark. Both types of pause averaged around 2.5 seconds,
although there were four times as many pauses preceding a CC or
CCC as preceding a concessive response. Also 3 pauses prior to
a subsequent CC or CCC were markedly long, at 6.5, 7.0, and 9.0
seconds. This parallels the findings thus far for frequency of
occurrence and degree of aggravation for different challenge
moves in the challenge sequence.

There were also many pauses following challenges that
recieved no response. Their number equalled three times the
number of pauses preceding a subsequent conciliatory response.
Here there were 5 pauses that were inordinately long, especially
for this verbal and rowdy group: 7.0, 7.5, 8.0, 10.0, and 11.0
seconds. The final pause that separated the third episode from
the rest of that night’s session was, in fact, 1 minute and 23.0
seconds long.

At the less direct end of the feature spectrum signalling
dispreferred moves are hesitations, stutters and other
indicators of self-editings. Many such features are found in
this data, as well. Note the stuttering in 1.1,and the
hesitations in 1.1, 2.1, 3.1, and 3.3. Such hesitation features
were found to be equally distributed among ICs and CCs. There
were twice as many such features, however, among the initial
direct challenge turns. And only half as many again throughout
the CCCs. It would seem that challenging was accompanied by
more hesitation. Having the addressee absent, or being
provoked to a CC reduced these hesitation features by half, and
once a speaker was at the level of a CCC there were only a
quarter of such hesitation phenomena left.

Separate from the question of the preference status of
challenges as a discourse move, but related, is the issue of the
preferred response within the challenge sequence.



Atkinson and Drew (79> found that the preferred second in a
challenge sequence in the courtroom was a CC. Any delay was
interpreted by the participants as a concession.® 1Ipn this data,
that only appears to be the case with CCCs. The frequency
patterns of challenge responses is 2 to 1 in favor of
conciliatory or concessive responses, as opposed to CCs. The
preferred response to CCs is unclear at this point, as the CCCs
and conciliatory responses were found to be equally frequent.
With CCCs, however, the CCs are favored 2 to 1 over other
responses. It would appear, then, that only after the
challenging had become more aggravated was further challenging a
preferred response.

There are other questions that have arisen in examining
this data. One of the most interesting regards the analysis of
participant roles, and what properties of the utterences and
their sequential ordering allow participants to infer the
intended addressee and/or target, again as defined by Levinson
(88). In a 10-member group many turns can be directed primarily
toward one other group member, and yet be relevant to others, or
the entire group; for this reason an entirely different
individual may respond to the turn, even a challenging turn,
without confusion or complaint from other group members.

Also, in two episodes one group member acted as messenger
for Kathleen, who was absent; and in each of these episodes many
challenges were directed toward the messenger, even though
Kathleen was definitely the target. The identity shifting of
these two group members was quite complex, though rarely unclear
to any of the participants. In 3.1 Regina is acting as messenger
and delivering Kathleen’s challenge to the group. In 1.1 Regina
is using her special access to information about Kathleen to
directly challenge Vanessa to set up a meeting time that will be
possible for Kathleen, although the group had, at that point,
not agreed to such a change in meeting times. In 2.1 Vanessa is
the messenger, giving the group information about Kathleen that
upsets Dana and leads to her MC in 2.2. The following example
illustrates shifts in role within one turn for Vanessa as
messenger, and as herself:

4,

1 Vanessa Okay, 1 need to, I need to put out for Kathleen
that, . she’s had to take a quote, straight job,
unquote; she’s getting off for the=

2 Dana =She’s HAD to? She said that?
3 Vanessa  Yeah.
4 Dana OH, KATHLEEN, WHERE HAVE YOU BEEN, GIRL?

5 Vanessa I’‘m quoting. . She’s gonna have to take off for
the second and the third, that weekend,
Analysis: Pre-C -> C -> Resp. -> MC -> Resp.

In 4.1 Vanessa labels the turn as a ‘putting out information for
Kathleen’, and uses an explicit guote/unquote framing to
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distance herself from the job description that Kathleen used,
which she appears to assume will evoke evaluative responses from
the group. In 4.2 she is challenged on the veracity of her
reporting of Kathleen’s words, and she answers this C in 4.3.

In 4.5 she again uses the concept of ‘quoting’ to keep the force
of the strong MC in 4.4 off herself, the addressee by default,
though not the target.

There is also the issue of permission to challenge and the
distribution of challenges among the group members. There
appears to be an egalitarian assumption that all members of the
group have an equal right to challenge and be challenged. 1In
point of fact, however, the facilitator, while challengeable, is
not an equal target for challenging, due to her leadership role
and heightened status. The distribution of power in therapy is
simply non-reciprocal. In example 5, below, Sarah challenges
Theodora, the facilitator, with explicit and very strong
chal lenge turns:

5.(Impetus = a series of Cs from the group to Kathleen)

1 Sarah I, I want to interRUPT for one SEcond. I want to be
the group’s observer here .. that role that you were
doing, because what I SEE the group doing is trying
to RESHcue Kathleen around MONey, and I think
that’s, WEIRD. (1.0)

2 Theodora I don‘t, i, it’s interesting cuz 1 don’t feel
like I’m trying to rescue ya, I just want {you to

3 Kathleen {  Uhuh,

Theodora know that, from where I’m sitting, what you’re,
doing, looks, real fucked. And I‘m trying to, . GET
it. I mean, I would be very happy ta, walk outa
here and say, (1.0) sounds right, sounds on but,
(1.0) some BOTtom level, (1.0) thing I have is that
you’re in a place where you‘re not gettin any feed-
back, (1.5)> and, you‘re living, in isolation, and
(1.5) um (4.0 secs) [I, I felt, .

4 Sarah [ I want to ask one thing,
[Theodora, and so what?
5 Theodora [ Uhuh? Fine. It’s fine. . And, she

shouldn’t ha, I think it’s, it’s fair that you
should know what I think from, from over here.
6 Sarah Okay, okay. I hear the group really wants
Kathleen to do sumpin different.
7 Kathleen Yeah, uhuh.
Analysis: Impetus -> C -> CC/C -> CCC -> Resp./C -> C -> Resp.

Here Sarah uses a particular therapeutic method for comment ing
on the group’s interactions with Kathleen, by designating
herself the group observer, and then challenges the group,
self-admittedly interrupting, using emphasis, the negative
evaluation weird, hesitating, and even making a speech error.
The facilitator responds to the challenge indirectly, in that



she denies trying to rescue Kathleen; but she addresses her
remarks to Kathleen exclusively, as signaled by the pronoun you.
She then goes on to further challenge Kathleen very strongly,
using the expletively-evaluative verb fucked in a turn filled
with hesitations. Sarah rejoins with a CCC directly addressed
to Theodora, containing a canonical challenge form so what?.
Theodora concedes with fine and an elaborated fine, and in
continuing even begins by using ghe; immediately, however, she
switches back to you referring to Kathleen, and justifies her
previous challenge, with stuttering and self-editing. Sarah
gives up directly challenging Theodora, with two okays; but she
does continue her challenge to the group as a whole, and gets
only a corroborating response from Kathleen, who is the only
group member not addressed by Sarah’s challenge. The
facilitator is hard to challenge; her strategy of evading the
challenge is indirect, yet clearly discernable within a
sequential framework analysis.

Further, the two members newest to the group challenged by
far the least, and each of their 7 challenges, with one
exception, were explicitly commented upon by at least one other
group member.

6.(Impetus = C directed at Kathleen)

1 Kathleen ExCEPT, I‘m NOT SAYing my life is ROUGH right now.
I‘m, 1 mean, I’m not complaining at ALL, about my
life right now. I‘m not.=

2 Virginia =Just like your mom. (1.5)

3 Kathleen NO, I, =

4 Several =(General gasps and laughs for 4.0 sec.)

5 Kathleen Okay, you all have a certain,=

6 Jessica =G00D CALL, Virginia. (2.5)

7 Kathleen [Yeah, . I don‘t know,

8 Virginia [ Well, 1‘ve been [practicing, . last week.

9 Theodora Sounds like it (xxx) be so, is that what you’‘re
saying? .

Analysis: Impetus = C -> CC -> CCC -> CC and laughter -> CC
Appreciation -> CC and Appreciation Acknowledgement -> New C

Virginia was the newest member of the group, rarely spoke much
at all, and uttered only this one challenge move in the data
analyzed. It stopped the show. Four seconds of uninterrupted
laughter, followed by an explicit positive commenting upon the
challenge move was rare for this group of therapists used to
challenging and being challenged. Virginia‘’s status In the
group, and her lack of practice at therapeutic challenges
account for this unusual sequence, which leaves Kathleen unable
to respond to a very strong CCC directed at her. The strength
of this challenge comes from a narrative sequence a half hour
earlier during which Kathleen told how her mother had been a
long-suffering wife to an alcoholic and to several demanding
children, without ever complaining. Note here the emphases in
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Kathleen’s CC, 6.1, accompanied by the self-editing marker 1
mean and the turn-initial except.

The actual distribution of challenges, when analyzed
completely, will probably parallel quite closely the social
network ties among group members, and the power heirarchy
positions of each member within the group.

Two other challenge sequences from the data illustrate
further how the combined use of structural feature and
sequential analyses help to make sense of seeming anomalies in
the discourse.

7.

1 Dana I think if sumeone talks to her, I think she needs
to be aware that if she comes and does her class
history, that she also will have to deal with our
feelings that night. (1.0) I think it’s fair to let
her KNOW that. An if I were her I wouldn’t come to
that for nothin. [(1.0) I’m just letting you know

2 Chrisgsie [ Why?

3 Jessica [ (laugh)

Dana that that gets pretty,=

4 Chrissie =0h, you wouldn’t?

5%Dana 1 WOULDn“t. Are you KIDding? Gi, sharing a
PAINFUL CLASS HISTORY, . and then, hearing everybody
being PISSED OFF at [YOU? . You’d have to be a

6 Chrissie [ Ch.

Dana MASOCHIST to want to do [that, in my book. (1.5)
Chrissie [ Oh.

Analysis: Pre-C = IC (to Kathleen) -> Question, Laugh, and
Question -> %CC -> Backchanneling Resp.

There is a sudden increase in the appearance of strong markers
of disagreement and challenging in 7.5, which also does not
appear to follow the sequencing rules of impetus, challenge,
response, in that there is no prior challenge that would then
account for this challenge formulation that is so strong it can
only be interpreted as a CC or CCC. Note that it contains the
only other example of a canonical challenge form in the entire
data, Are you kidding?, along with a great deal of emphasis, a
negative echo of the preceding question, the perjorative pissed
off, the all-inclusive everybody, the strong label masochist, as
well as several signals of self-editing, from false starts to
hesitations. However, if we combine an analysis of the
structural features of the turn with a sequential analysis, we
see that Dana has most probably interpreted Chrissie’s neutrally
intoned question in 7.4 as a challenge response to Dana’s IC in
7.1, and thus counter-challenges strongly in 7.5. Short of
stopping the course of the interaction to assure Dana explicitly
that she was not challenging in 7.4, Chrissie can do what she in
fact does do in 7.6 to repair the tenor of the relationship



between them: she carefully attends to Dana and offers
backchanneling signals of ‘answer to question received’.

8.

1 Chrissie I JUST REALIZED ReGIna isn‘t here and, does Regina

have Saturdays available?

2 Sarah She ALSO may want to STAY longer, wasn’t it?

3 Dana We TRIED to get ahold of her and Vane, she left

[the day before.

Vanessa [ And I called IOwa and talked to her MOM! (1.0) “N
she’d left left THAT MORNing. Dana, it was a good
idea. I’m just sorry you didn’t have it the day
before.

5 Dana Yeah, me too.

6 Sarah Well we TALKed about it last WEEK. She‘d left that

last week? (1.5)

7 Dana We TALKed aBOUT, we didn’t talk about CALLING her

out THERE at her parents’,=

8 Sarah =YEAH we DID, cuz we said HOW could you get in

touch? ‘member? and you guys were saying that
CANDY would know, “n .

9 Vanessa I didn’t REALize we were gonna, no I, I didn’t

probl, I didn’t, that didn’t seem=

10Sarah =] THOUGHT that was the whole

[POINT, was to call her ta,

11Vanessa [But we were, WELL, I ALready TOLD her!

12Sarah Yeah.

Analysis: Pre-C -> C -> Resp. and Resp. /Elaboration/Acknow-
ledgement -> Acknowledgement Acceptance -> C -> Resp./CC ->
CCC -> CC -> CCC -> CC -> Conceding Resp.

-

This example shows a complex exchange of Cs and CCCs from Sarah
and defenses and CCs from Dana and Vanessa, who take turns
defending themselves and each other, and a final backing down by
Sarah. The frequency and strength of the challenge features
increases noticeably from 8.2, with some emphasis, intensifier
also, quantifier longer, and a tag question; through 8.6, the
challenge renewal that uses turn-initial well, more emphasis,
this time on the contested activity talk, past and past perfect
tenses to buttress her time argument, and the use of a question
requiring a response; to the strong CCC in 8.8, which includes a
direct countering of Dana‘s CC in 8.7: we didn’t with: YEAH we
DID, even more emphasis, direct quoting of a previous gquestion
from the previous week, with emphasized question pronoun HOW, a
question form requring response: ’‘member?, and a further
indirect quoting of the very speakers denying the conversation,
with listing behavior, that threatens to go on with even further
instantiations of the rightness of her position. Dana’s CC in 8
begins as a response, echoing Sarah’s challenging we talked
about it, but breaks off in a self-editing move and turns Into a
counter-challenging we didn’t talk about and goes on to
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emphasize the activity of calling, which is at question. Dana‘s
CC is latched onto by Sarah in her stongest 8.8 CCC move.
Vanessa’s response to this CCC is full of only false starts,
self-edited into yet other attempts to counter Sarah, none of
the 5 (!> of which are completed. This cannot be characterized
as a conceding remark, however, because Vanessa includes some
form of negation in each of these 5 false starts, indicating her
adversarial stance to Sarah’s position in 8.8. Sarah then
latches onto Vanessa’s string of stuttered partial CCs with a
further CCC. This CCC is much weaker in tone, still using
emphasis, but this time on ] THOUGHT, which relativizes the
argument by the double hedging of 1 think and past tense.
Vanessa responds by interrupting Sarah right after this portion
of 8.10 to continue a CC with but and move right on into a well,
an intensifier already, an even further distant past perfect
activity regarding Regina and telling, and all of this highly
emphasized. At this point Sarah concedes with a simple Yeah;
she has countered strongly, but once Vanessa counters in turn
with a past tense verb and already there is nothing left for
Sarah to argue.?

Challenges are a real entity in psychotherapeutic group
interaction. They are a means of expressing both negative
Judgements and preferences for alternative behavior. Using
structural feature and sequential analyses of their use, we can
learn much about the functions they perform in a therapeutic
context, as well as in ordinary conversation; and we can then
extrapolate these methodologies and insights into
differentiating other face-threatening, indirect speech acts.

Footnotes

11 wish to thank Charles Ferguson, Robin Lakoff, Steve
Levingson, Charlotte Linde, and John Rickford for their helpful
comments and criticisms of this paper. All errors and
oversights remain mine, of course.

2 The felicity conditions are based on those devised by
J.L. Austin and J. Searle, using Searle’s formalizations.

3 The examples have been edited because of space
considerations, with extraneous material deleted. The
transcription notation follows the conventions developed by Gail
Jefferson and explicated in Atkinson and Heritage (84).

4 In the question period Melinda Givens raised the question
of how evaluative lexical items can be distinguished from
factual descriptions, especially with regard to caught in people
from 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6. There is a level of recognizing negative
evaluation that is common to all native speakers and community
members, then there is a level of recognition that is activity-
or discipline-specific. In this case, to be caught in people is
a characterization of a lack of what this group would describe
as emotional sobriety; it reflects a therapeutic judgement.
Interactionally, though, non-therapists would have been able to



pick out a negative judgement as well, because Dana, with her
arm in a cast, had pounded with her cast arm on the floor,
punctuating each of her KATHLEENS. A sequential analysis of
this passage helps to alleviate any ambiguity, showing that
something in the nature of 2.3 and 2.5 is leading Dana to
response by hedging in 2.4 and 2.6, and finally to respond
concessively in 2.8. The direct address name and pronoun, the
use of what Labov (85:45) terms the intensifying no less than
this usage of just, and the tag form huh? already signal
challenging; the recognition of the negative value of being
caught in people simply corroborates that. Givens’ question
points to the issue of the validity of using intuition in
analyzing discourse. 1 believe that one cannot avoid it and
refer the reader to Tannen (84:37-40) for a well-stated defense
of the permissibility of intuition in interpretation.

5 In the question period Charles Fillmore expressed concern
that transcribing pauses as belonging to the prior utterance may
be less helpful analytically than noting them at the beginning
of the subsequent turn. Levinson (83:299) differentiates
between gaps, lapses, and silences, and uses the term pause for
all of these. Technically, only those pauses that follow a turn
with clearly designated next speaker qualify as silences, and
can validly be placed at the beginning of a next-speaker turn,
if in fact the next speaker is the designated speaker. The
(2.5) pause between 1.1 and 1.2 is an example of silence. In
the group In question there were always eight to ten people
participating, and often questions, opinions, and statements
were directed more generally to the group at large. In such
cases the lack of speech is either a gap or a lapse, not
attributable to a designated next speaker. The (4.0), (2.0) and
(4.0) pauses following 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 are such pauses. The
data is also limited to audio recordings, thus eliminating
visual clues for next-speaker designations. Fillmore’s point is
well-taken, with these further clarifications.

6 The nature of courtroom challenges is very different from
therapy challenges. The courtroom is a win-lose situation, and
challenges there have the function of questioning the veracity
or accuracy of witness’s or defendant’s statements to the court.
Therapy, on the other hand, functions properly as a win-win
situation, with challenges functioning as signalers of
ambiguous, troubling or otherwise noteworthy features of
personality or behavior.

7 During the question period, Paul Kay expressed concern
that my assignment of C, CC, CCC, or response may be arbitrary.
I believe that this example 8 provides good evidence for the
non-arbitrariness of these assignments of challenge move labels.
There are many structural features in each move of example 8
that corroborate the sequential analysis.
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Discourse and Functional Factors in the Development of Southern
Interior Salish Ergative Case Marking

Paul D. Kroeber
University of Chicago

1. The twenty or so closely related languages of .the Salish .family,
spoken in the Pacific Northwest (Table 1), offer a potentially
fertile field for the study of morphosyntactic change. Case
marking (CM) of NPs is one point of divergence within Salish. It
seems that some of the Southern Interior languages have developed
an ergative type of CM on the analogy of passive clauses, passives
having grammatigal and discourse functions that give them a high
text frequency.

A. Bella Coola (Be) D. Coast Salish (CS):
. . . Tillamook (Ti)
B. Interior Salish EIS)' Central Coast Salish (CCS):
Northern (NIS):
Lillooet (Li) Comox (Cx)
Pentlatch (Pt)
Thompson (Th)
Sechelt (Se)
Shusuap (Sh) Squamish (Sg)
Southern (SIS): d a

Halkomelem (Hk)
Ukanaggn (Qk) Northern Straits (NStr)
Columbian (Cm) Klallam (K1)
galtSDEl(éK?) Nooksack (Nk)
pokane (Sp
Coour d'Alene (Cr) Lushootseed (Ld)

C. Tsamosan (Ts) Twana (Tw)

Table 1: Branches of the Salish family, with abbreviations for
language and branch names (after Thompson 1979)

I restrict my attention here to the core case roles of object
(0), intransitive subject (S), and transitive subject (p) (cf.
Dixan 1979). It will be convenient to refer to the agent of a
passive clause as A as well. Salish transitive verbs are inflected
for person and number of object as well as subject; in most
languages of the family there is at least some distinction betuween
the A and S series of person/number markers (note in particular 3A
*-as vs. 35 *@, both "widely distributed) and both are different
from O (but 30 also is usually @) (Newman 19B80). However, I will
be concerned here primarily with the CM of independent NPs, not
pronominal affixes.

2. In most languages of the family for which satisfactory data is
available, 0 and S NPs are consistently left unmarked; A in active
clauses also receives no special mark, while A in passive clauses
is marked by a preposition.

1) Hk (intr) ni 7?4me§ 12 steni? 'the woman walked'
ptc walk Det woman(S) (Gerdts 1981: 43)
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1)(cont.) (tr-act) ni fc'-st-as 2> sidni? kY8 s>pli1
ptc cut-Tr-3A Det woman(A) Det bread(D)
'the woman cut the bread'  (Gerdts1981: 39)
(tr-pass) ni q'“sl-at-am 22 B> sténi?  tB> scé-itan
ptc bake-Tr-Pass 0Obl Det woman(A) Det salmon(0)
'the salmon was baked by the woman'(Gerdts 1981:
195)
2) sh (intr) m  q'scdc y  K“Uk“py! 'the chief left'
ptc leave Det chlef(S) (Kuipers 1974:77)
{tr-act) m  t-?8y-n-s ¥ xT¥é1mx y sk'lep
ptc prf-meet-Tr-3A Det fox(A) Det coyote(0)
'Fox met Coyote! (Ku1pers 197k 92, 1)
(tr-pass) m  cln-t-m-3s ¥y sqtvic t % Y1 mx
ptc tell-Tr- Pass-sf Det rabbit(0) Obl fox(A)
'Rabbit was told by Fox' (Kuipers 1974: 78)

(See also, eg., Davis 1980 [Cx], Kuipers 1967:169f. [Sgl, Jelinek
and Demers 1985 [NStr], Davis and Saunders 1978:38 [Bel].) The
preposition used to mark A in pa551ve clauses is 73 in most CS
languages (but t in Sguamish) and t in most IS languages (but ?e
in Cr). The same preposition that marks A in passives Elso marks
instrument and demoted O in antipassive constructions.® All Salish
languages have verb-initial word order; in active transitive
clauses A typically precedes 0, but this does not seem to be
rigidly required in all languages.

Most Salish languages, then, distinguish none of the core
case roles in active clauses. At least some of the languages of
the Southern Interior subbranch of the family, houwever, display
an ergative type of CM: the A of active clauses is marked with the
same preposition as is the A of passive clauses, while S and O
are consistently left unmarked.

3) Ka (intr) hoi x"{st 2i?¢ 3tatow'{t 'then the youth walked
then walk Det youth(S) away' (Vogt 1940:82.2)
(tr-act) u k“gm't kYé-i-s 3i%e t  itetow'it 1i7¢ sam?ém
and then grab-Tr-3A Det Obl youth(A) Det womard{0)
'and then the youth grabbed the woman' (Vogt 1940 84.7
(tr-pass) &x" t'ap-amint-sm t  st'slt's1l4?m 1i7€ sx arotqs
toward-rush-Tr-Pass Obl thunder(A) Det rabbit(0)
'Thunder rushed upon Rabbit' (Vogt 1940: B4.12)
4) Ok (tr-act) u n'in'w'i? csm' ixi? wah-ant-s-ls

and then ptc ptc bark-Tr-2s0-3A
iv t kkaw?dpa? 'and then the dogs will
Det Obl dogs(A) bark at you'
(Mattina 1985: 102.128)
(tr-pass) cu-nt-m i?7 t sk¥dy-s
tell-tr-Pass Det Obl mother(A)-his
'hls mother told him' (Mattina 1985 80. 22)

5) Cr (tr-act) ek”d-stu-s e 1¢71'{xY tuu'e e ik YerikrY
tell-Tr-3A Detmuskratf]) Det Obl old. unman(A)
'the old woman told Little Muskrat'(Reichard 1938:
694)



This ergative pattern of active transitive clause CM seems to be
obligatory in Kalispel, but not in Ok or Cr, where A in active
clauses may also be left unmarked as in the rest of Salish.

6) Ok mat way' cl-nt(-s)-s ya? ylmiXQBm
I.suppose tell-Tr-2s0-3A Det chief(A)
'T suppose the chief will tell you' (Mattina 1985:102.128
7) G ... a-t-gix"-st-me-s x e hin-Ex¥dy'e?
aspect-prf-warn-Tr-1s0-3A Det my-grandmother(A)
"(so that's why) my grandmother warns me' (Reichard 1938:
696)

The scanty texts available to me in Spokane (a dialect closely
related to Ka) and Columbian also have only the general Salish
unmarked-A pattern, though it is unclear what conclusions to draw
from this (Carlson 1978, Kinkade 1978).

It seems a reasonable guess, then, that some of the SIS
languages are acquiring an ergative pattern of CM, the process
being complete in Ka but in progress in Ok and Cr. It may be
significant that certain non-Salish languages spoken near SIS,
namely the Sahaptian languages, have suffixal case systems that
sometimes distinguish A, S, and 0O from each other (Aoki 1970:136,
Jacobs 1931:224). But there are alsoc factors internal to Salish
that surely facilitated the postulated shift in CM, to which I now
turn. Suggesting a plausible historical route for development of
the ergative pattern will naturally help support the claim that
this is indeed the innovative pattern.

3. As the ergative markers in the SIS languages are the same
prepositions used to mark A in passive clauses both in those
languages and elsewhere in Salish, it seems reasonable to
attribute the ergative pattern of CM to extension of passive-
clause CM to active clauses--the preposition has other functions
to be sure, but nothing else likely to lead to its use to mark A.
Note that this is not the same thing as the passive-to-ergative
reanalyses attested in various South Asian languages (Anderson
1977), in which a passive construction is reinterpreted as (non-
passive) ergative because no corresponding active construction
exists. In SIS a distinction between active and passive verbal
inflection is productively maintained, although verbal inflection
is the only overt difference between passive and ergatively-marked
clauses.

One reason why passive clauses should influence the surface
form of active transitive clauses is that there are close
morphological parallels between active and passive verbs through-
out Salish. Except in a few clearly-innovating Coast Salish
languages, passive verbs retain O person and number marking,
differing from actives only in that subject person and number
marking is replaced by a Passive suffix (typically -m or -(Nt;
the choice of suffix is differently conditioned in IS and €S).
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8) Sh pic'-n-c-t 'you are squeezed'
squeeze-Tr-2s0-Pass
pic'-nt-m 'he is squeezed'

squeeze-Tr-Pass (30 = M)
(cf. pic'-n-c-n 'I squeeze you'[-n 1sA], pic'-n-s 'he squeezes
him'[-s 3A]) (Kuipers 1974: 4B)

Verb-initial word order means that there is no dramatic difference
in the linear position of A NPs between active and passive 3
clauses, especially given the prevalence of zero-anaphora (sec B.

Second, the passive constructions of Salish languages, unlike
those of typical Western European languages, are of quite high
frequency in texts. In the most extended Hk (CS) text that I have
been able to inspect (Hukari et al. 1977), of over 300 lines, the
passive may actually be more frequent than the active; other
Salish languages seem less extreme, but in all of them the passive
is frequently used where a smooth English translation would
require an active. Beyond the cross-linguistically expectable
function of signalling an unspecified agent, Salish passives have
various other functions--not enormously surprising in cross-
linguistic perspective either, but unusually strongly developed--
that help explain their prevalence in discourse and so motivate
the influence of passive on active clauses that I postulate.

L. The first function of passives relates to the prevalence of

zero anaphora in Salish. The typical choice of referring expression
in Salish languages is betwsen a full NP (proper name, Det + N,

and so on) and no NP at all. Pronouns are rare and may carry very
specific meanings of contrast and the like; the normal way of
referring to a highly thematic referent is just to have no overt
NP, letting verbal person/number morphology do the work of
referring.

9) Hk ?i wal q'uaq'walam? a 'he was already barbecuing'
and then barbecuing 7#(s) (Hukari et al. 1977:46.72)
ni? ?aw?wyt k'5n-noxY-ss P t8s q'Yagqsq
ptc then take-Tr-3A #(A) Det bladder-wrack
'then he got the bladder-wrack' (Hukari et, al. 1977:48.92)

10) sh ygi? y s-cdn-g-s gy ?ug'y-s
then Det Nom-tell-Tr-3A @(A) Det brother(0)-his
'then he told his brother!' (Kuipers 1974: 104.11)
1) Ka  kY8m't ci-i-s i i "tEd"  Tthen he told her "no"!

then  tell-Tr-3A @(A) P(0) no (Vogt 1940: B4.10)

Overt NPs and zero anaphora are not equally frequent in all
case roles: many Salish languages prefer that active clauses not
have an overt NP as A. It has even been reported that some Coast
languages prohibit overt NP As in active clauses in which the O
is a third-person zero anmaphor (Kuipers 1967:172 [Sql, Jelinek and
Demers 1985 [NStr]) or in which O is any third-person expression,
zero or not (Hukari 1976: 308f. [Ld]).

The Interior languages (and Be, for that matter) evidently do



allow overt NPs in the A role in active clauses, even when the O
role is filled by anaphoric zero: this is true even of Shuswap,
where nominal CM does not distinguish A from O in active clauses.

12) Sh m cln-f-s ' x9Ye1mx ¢ 'Fox said to him ...
ptc tell-Tr-3A Det fox(A) g(0)  (Kuipers 1974: 92.3)
13) Ka cld-i-s vé t itetow'it @
tell-Tr-3A Det Obl youth(A)  @B(0)
'the youth said to her ... (Vogt 1940: 84.8)

However, a preliminary count of transitive clauses in the two
longest Shuswap texts in Kuipers (1974) (14) shows that passive
is preferred to active if the A is an overt NP, hoth in absolute
and in percentage terms.

14) Transitive clauses in Kuipers 1974, texts VII and VIII

Active: AR=¢ 134
A = overt NP 14
Passive: A =@ 88
A = overt NP Y]

If such results persist in further text counts in Sh and elsewhere,
it can safely be said that both the Interior and the Coast
languages share apreference for putting clauses with overt As
into the passive.” This is evidently one reason for the high
textual frequency of passives in Salish.

5. Besides the above tendency, the passive/active voice opposition
of the Interior languages also serves the rhetorical function of
signalling what Whistler (19B6) calls 'focus'; 'relative
thematicity of A and 0' might be a more precise term. If an entity
that is relatively focal (more central to the narration at that
point) is A, while a less focal entity is 0, active voice is
typically used; while if O is more focal than A, passive voice is
typically used.

Probably not all choices of active vs. passive in Interior
languages can be explained thus. But clear instances can be found
of narrated dyadic interactions in which one participant--typically
the hero of the story--is consistently focal, with its case role
determining voice choice in the manmner just sketched, while the
other participant is non-focal. (Cf. Kuipers 1974: 78f.)

15) Sh ... kakéw y s-xat-égs y ¥ 1mx 'Fox; was far
far Det ahead Det fox(S)i ahead,
nq' -{1x-mnt-m g . he; (A) looked
look .back-sf-Tr-Pass Ej(D) back at him§ﬂ%
uee- c-plq'-ilx Y xuiwélmx oh, Foxi came
oh hither-turn-sf Det f’ox(S)i back -
m  s-t-yén-mnt-m g and ran circles

ptc hither-prf-circle-Tr-Pass Ej(D) around himj(D),
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15) (cont.) s-t—yén-mntﬂn 2k a, ran circles
hither-prf-circle-Tr-Pass ptc ﬂj(U) around hi%(ﬂ),

cln-t-m a ... said to him_ (0)...'
tell-Tr-Pass ﬂj(D) J

(referent j is focal [he goes on to win the race], i [Fox]
is not) (Kuipers 1974: 104.15,16)

16) Sh vee t'ﬁxwt-stjmfas ] t  spy?dy ...

ptc fly-Tr-Pass-sf @.(0) Obl eagle(A).
'The eaglej flew with himi cee J

cﬁn-t—mfas i t  spy?dy -

tell-Tr-Pass-sf f.(0) O0Obl eagle.(A)

the eaglej told himi ces J

kox-t-gs  y?dne 1 spy?ly.

feed-tr-3A this, (A) Det eagle. (D)

hei fed the eagiej. J

cln-g-s @ i} t'?ene ...
tell-Tr-3A @, (A) #.(0) then
then he, "tol' hiij ot (Kuipers 1974: 111 .41-4L)

(referent i is focal--the hero of the rest of the story--,
J [eagle] is not)

17) Ka u  tlc-i-s i} a, 'And he; went up to
and approach-Tr-3A ﬂi(A) ﬂj(D) herj,
u qwalqwél—st-gm g, and she. spoke to
and speak.to-Tr-Pass ﬂi(D) himi,
cdn—t1£1 g ... she. said to himi...
tell-Tr-Pass ﬂi(D) J
cld-i-s g a .. Hei said to her....!'

tell-Tr-34 @ (A) #,(0) (Vogt 1940: B4.4)
(referent i is focus--and hero of story--, j is not)

This focus-tracking function is found in both Shuswap (NIS) and
Kalispel (SIS), despite the different surface morphosyntax of
active transitive clauses in the two languages, and so can safely
be assumed to be cld in Interior Salish. UWe may note, too, that
there is no real conflict between the focus-tracking function and
the facts about Salish passives noted in sec. 4 above: since
passives in many Salish languages are associated with lesser
thematicity of the A, and since overt NPs as against pronouns or
zero are cross-linguistically associated with lesser thematicity
of the referent (cf. the studies in Givén 1983 and fn.5), it is
not too surprising that overt NP As should be more frequent in
passive than in active clauses.

6. In consequence of the focus-tracking function of voice in
Interior Salish--and despite the tendency for overt NP As to



evoke passive voice--passives with omitted A are fairly common
in discourse contexts where there is no doubt as to who the A is.
‘Omission of the A in passive clauses, then, often functions very
much like zero anaphora of O or of S or of A in active clauses,
where likewise no overt NP appears to fill a case role but a
particular referent can nevertheless be recovered from context
as the understood filler of that role: see especially examples
(15) and (17) above.

In the morphological parallelism of active and passive verb
inflection and in the parallelism of As in active and passive
clauses with respect to discourse anaphora, we have the basis for
an analogical proportion in the Southern Interior languages:

18) (A = anaphoric #) (A = overt NP)
stem-Tr-Pass : stem-Tr-Pass Obl NPA (Passive:
0 is focal)
stem-Tr-3A : X (Active:
A is focal)

X = stem-Tr-3A Obl NPA

--resulting in the ergative pattern of CM.

Functional pressure to disambiguate A and O case roles may in
part account for the direction of analogy--from passive clauses,
where A and O are differently marked, to active clauses, where
originally both roles were marked identically. The sheer greater
frequency of overt As in passive clauses as opposed to active
clauses which it seems plausible to attribute to most Salish
languages was surely alsoc important in determining the direction
of the proportion. As I noted earlier, neighboring languages with
case systems may have had some influence too, but this is hard to
show conclusively, since no case affixes have been borrowed into
Southern Interior Salish languages.

7. To strengthen the historical account offered here, I should
briefly argue against a reverse course of events, in which the
ergative case marking of SIS would be taken to represent the
Proto-Salish pattern and the rest of the family would be taken to
have innovated a non-ergative pattern. It is difficult to come up
with plausible analogical sources for the putatively innovative
pattern in this alternative account.

(a) As I noted in sec. 1 above, Salish verbal person/number
inflection follows a partly ergative pattern if anything, with
30 @ = 35 @ # 3A *-as in particular. Consequently the marking of
case roles in verbal inflection could not provide a good model for
loss of ergative case marking.

(b) As I mentioned in sec. 2, Salish languages also have
antipassive constructions, in which the verb loses its Tr suffix
(usually taking a suffix -m instead) and is inflected as an
intransitive verb, the underlying A being treated as an intrans-
itive subject--so getting no case marker in any Salish language--
while the O becomes oblique and is marked with a preposition.
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Such constructions also do not provide a particularly good model
for the non-ergative, non-accusative pattern of most of Salish.
Apart from the fact that the match between active and antipassive
verbal morphology is not as close as that between active and
passive verbal morphology, one would need to explain why the
oblique CM of the demoted D of antipassives should not have been
carried over into active clauses along with the zero CM of the
underlying A in antipassives. Moreover, impressionistically at
any rate, the omitted O in antipassives in Salish seems mostly
to be indefinite, rather than being used in anaphorically, in
contrast to the omitted A in passive constructions.

In view of these difficulties, there would seem to be no
attractive alternative to the account presented in this paper, in
which ergative CM arose in the Southern Interior languages on the
analogy of the passive.

Notes

1 Thanks to John Richardson, Barbara Need, Doug Varley, David
Testen, John Myhill, and Richard Rhodes for comments on oral
versions of this paper. Any errors are of course my responsibility.
Sources of examples are cited with page number, and also paragraph,
sentence or line number if this is marked in the source. I have
made a few purely cosmetic changes to the transcriptions of my
sources for orthographic consistency; the transcription used here
is the standard Americanist one. I am responsible for morpheme
divisions, morpheme-by-morpheme glosses, and translations of cited
examples. The following abbreviations not explained in the text
are used in glosses: 1,2,3 = first, second, third person; s,p =
singular, plural; Det = determiner (article or demonstrative);

Nom = Nominalizer; Obl = oblique marker (preposition); Pass =
passive; Tr = transitive; prf, ptc, sf = prefix, particle, or
suffix whose explicit glossing would be cumbersome and irrelevant;

act = active; intr = intransitive. -- For background on Salish,
see Thompson (1979).
2

Bella Coola and Tsamosan have yet other prepositions. This
formal diversity of functionally similar prepositions is hard to
interpret: are ?7s and 1 both to be attributed to Proto-Salish? At
any rate t seems to be the typical Obl marker in IS.

Note, by the way, that in the Southern Interior languages to
be discussed below prepositions follow Det rather than being
external to the NP.

3 Unfortunately shortage of data leaves it uncertain whether there
are any covert syntactic differences between active and passive
clauses in the various Salish languages. If there are no such
differences, of course, it becomes questionable whether one really
wants to speak of 'passive' constructions at all. Gerdts (1981 : 198)
claims that the A of passive clauses in Hk cannot be extracted
(e.g. in relative clauses and cleft-like constructions), unlike



S, 0, or A of active clauses: this suggests that the A of passive
clauses has been syntactically demoted. In Sh, however, it seems
that the A of passive clauses can be extracted (i); and, despite
Kuipers' denial of the possibility (1974: B3), I have found a text
example of extraction of A from an active clause (ii):

i) 1 k'"Wséltktn-s t [m  2wbl-nt-m ]
Det relatives-her ptc [ptc abandon-tr-Pass]
'her relatives who(A) had left her(0) by herself!
(Kuipers 1974:116.4)
ii) [t'xw—ntfég Y xyﬁh t KYkYpy']
Det [beat-Tr-3A Det big ptc chief(D)]
'the one who(A) had beaten the big chief(0)' (113.85)

(t in these examples marks the attributive relation within the NP,
not case roles in the clause.) This suggests that despite the
different surface CM of A in active and passive clauses in Sh there
may be no syntactic demotion of A in the Sh passive. But more data
on this and other points is needed from more languages--especially
5IS--before one can speak with certainty about anything but

surface morphosyntax. I continue to use the term 'passive' for

its convenience as a morphological label, but do not necessarily
intend the label to have deep syntactic significance.

For an account of development of ergative CM in Polynesian
somewhat similar to that presented here for Salish--but in which
Passive survives with guasi-aspectual functions, not the rhetorical
functions to be outlined below--see Chung 1978.

4 Shuswap often uses a nominalized construction for sequential
discourse conjunction ('and then'); this does not affect
inflection or morphosyntax of transitive verbs.

Less extensive text counts in Kalispel so far show about equal
distribution of overt A between active and passive clauses--
perhaps not surprisingly, given that this language has eliminated
overt syntactic differences between the two sorts of clauses.
Overt A in thepassive, impressionistically, may possibly be less
frequent than in Sh. It is interésting that Sh should show such
a strong differentiation in treatment of A between active and
passive clauses, given that there is a bit of evidence that the
syntactic difference between those clause types may be just a
superficial one of CM (fn.3).

Scancarelli (1985) noted that overt NPs were rare in the A
role in the Austronesian language Chamorro; she attributed this
fact to the tendency of A, as opposed to S and O, to carry old
information.
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Hierarchical features of the International Phonetic Alphabet

Peter Ladefoged
University of Californioa, Los Angeles

Most American linguists think of the International Phonetic
Association (IPA) as a conservative group of traditional phoneticians,
whose concerns are very different from those of contemporary
phonologists. They may be right in their assessment of the traditionalist
nature of many IPA members (although it should be noted that the
Council of the IPA now-contains several younger linguists); but they are
certainly wrong in viewing the concerns of the IPA as being different
from their own. Throughout its hundred year existence the main
endeavour of the IPA has been to provide accurate phonetic
descriptions of languages, based on phonological principles as then
understood. The Association's alphabet was devised as a tool to aid in
the formulation of such descriptions. The alphabet has been continually
revised, and there is today a strong movement to bring the present
alphabet more in line with contemporary thought. A convention for this
purpose is being held in Kiel, Germany, in August 1989, and all who are
interested (whether members of the IPA or not) are welcome to attend.
(Further particulars are available from: IPA Convention, Linguistics
Department, UCLA, Los Angeles, CA 90024-1543.)

The linguistic foundations of the alphabet are evident throughout
its history. In 1900 the IPA published an Exposé des principes
containing a table showing the recommended alphabet. This table was
set up so that it included "les sons distinctifs de toutes les langues
étudiées jusqu'ici". (My italics.) The principles mentioned in the title of
this and other early publications of the IPA (Aims and principles, 1904;
Exposé des principes, 1905) were all concerned with language
teaching. It is not until the 1908 Exposé des principes that, in addition
to a section "Principes pédagogiques,” there is also a section "Principes
de transcription pratique." This section notes that: "Pour chaque langue,
on représente les sons distinctifs, et ceux-la seuls." Similarly, the 1912
English version, in a section headed "principles of transcription for
languages hitherto not transcribed,” notes, long before the phoneme
became a popular notion: "It is necessary to ascertain what are the
distinctive sounds in the language, i.e. those which if confused might
conceivably alter the meanings of words." (ltalics in the original.) The
corresponding section in the 1922 L'Ecriture phonétique internationale
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uses the then new term '‘phoneme' saying: "Pour chaque langue, on
représente les phonémes ou sons distinctifs, et ceux-la seuls.” (Italics
in the original.). The latest (1949) edition of the Principles makes as its
first point: "There should be a separate letter for each distinctive sound:
that is, for each sound which, being used instead of another, in the
same language, can change the meaning of a word. "

The second principle in the current edition is also relevant to
contemporary phonological concerns, in that it presupposes the
existence of a set of universal phonetic categories, making it meaningful
to equate sounds in different languages. It says: "When any sound is
found in several languages, the same sign should be used in all. This
applies also to very similar shades of sound." This principle is
especially important when taken into account with another IPA practice
which has never been formally stated as a principle, perhaps because it
is regarded as too obvious to mention. This is the principle that the
symbols of the alphabet should be defined in terms of general phonetic
categories very much of the kind that we now regard as features.
Phonetic theory in the early days of the IPA was greatly influenced by
the work of Sweet and Bell, both of whom had developed systems for
classifying all the sounds that were known to be able to distinguish
meanings in the world's languages. Bell's Visible Speech (1867) and
Sweet's Handbook of Phonetics (1877) provided iconic symbols for
showing the combinations of articulatory elements present in a sound.
These same elements (or at least a subset of them) were used to define
the symbols of the alphabet. Throughout its history the alphabet has
consisted of symbols defined in terms of intersections of phonetic
categories (features). Most of the symbols are defined by the terms
naming the rows and columns of the charts, and by the convention that
when there are two items in a single cell the first one designates a
voiceless sound (if there is a single item in a cell it is always voiced). In
addition a few symbols and several diacritics are defined by
supplementary notes. The whole work -- principles, charts, symbols and
notes -- constitutes the IPA's theory of phonetic description.

Given this background we may now compare an IPA description
with a feature specification of the kind that is nowadays more common.
The location of [m] in the chart explicitly indicates:

+ voiced
+ bilabial
+ nasal

and, by means of the labels along the lefthand edge of the chart, the fact



that this is a consonant made with the pulmonic airstream mechanism.
In much the same way, Chomsky and Halle (1968:5) note that they will
use symbols as "informal abbreviations for certain feature complexes."
For them this symbol would be a shorthand way of designating the
feature values:

+ voiced

+ nasal

+ anterior

- coronal

+ sonorant
etc.

In both cases several other feature specifications are implied. IPA [m]
implies [- dental, - alveolar, etc.; - implosive, -click, etc.]; and in SPE
(Chomsky and Halle 1968), it is made clear that there are also a number
of other features such as [Glottalic] the values of which, like some of
those noted in (2), can be determined by marking conventions. Bearing
these two approaches in mind, we may consider the extent to which the
similarities between them could be increased in any future revision of
the IPA Principles, symbols, charts, and accompanying notes.

The nature of feature systems

The first point to emphasize is that the two approaches are very
different in some of their basic premises. It is true that they both
describe segments in terms of features, and in some cases, such as
Nasal, they both use the same terms. But, as has been shown by Halle
and Ladefoged (1988), the hierarchical organization of the IPA feature
set is very different from that of SPE or contemporary phonologies. In
particular, the IPA has separate charts for vowels and consonants,
whereas it is a major point of SPE and other phonologies in the same
tradition that both vowels and consonants should be described in terms
of the one set of features. As will be made clear below, | think both
positions are correct.  Another major difference between the two
theories is that the IPA has little internal organization to the set of place
categories other than (in some charts) the grouping together of some
immediately adjacent places. Contemporary phonologies (e.g.
Clements 1985, Sagey 1986, Halle 1988) recognize that there is far
more structure imposed by the articulatory system. Considerations such
as these led Halle and Ladefoged (1988) to propose that the major
features that should be characterized by the symbols of the alphabet
should be as shown in figure 1.
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[Labiall <
[Coronal] <

[placel
[Dorsal] <
[Radical]l <

[root]
[nasal] [tnasal]

[1aryngeall <
[manner] <

Figure 1. The hierarchical organization of the major features.

These are clearly the major features of segmental phonology; but,
equally obviously, they are not sufficient for describing the sound
patterns of languages. In the remainder of this paper | will sketch some
of the additional structure that | consider necessary for phonological
specifications. 1 will then consider briefly how this information should
be regarded in a revised version of the International Phonetic Alphabet.

A hierarchical feature structure

An overview of the proposed structure is given in figure 2. This
tree structure represents a conjecture about the phonological resources,
the features and their relations, that are available to the languages of
the world at the level of the segment. It should be emphasized that this
figure gives only a tentative, incomplete view of the relations among
features. Nevertheless, it forms part of a statement defining the
phonological possibilities that can occur. The arrangement of features
into a tree structure has also been used by phonologists for other
purposes, notably the grouping of properties that co-occur in spreading
rules. In this paper, however, the aim is simply to provide a way of
representing the major constraints on phonological segments. This aim
is very much in the spirit of the IPA tradition. As we have noted, the
International Phonetic Alphabet has always been an attempt to



Type Hyper Major Feature Traditional Brief description
feature node term
Voice _I Voiced periodic low frequency energy
Voiceless - absence of such energy
Grave ——! aperiodic low frequency energy
- absence of such energy
Auditory Sibilant Siilant aperiodic high frequency energy
l - absence of such energy
High vowel low F1
Height Mid-high vowel - mid low F1
Mid-low vowel - mid high F1
Low vowel - high F1
Brightness Front unrounded  high (F2' - F1)
Back rounded - low (F2'-F1)
Sonorant ——[ periodic well-defined formants
- no periodic formant structure
Rounding ——-[ Rounded decreased lip opening
Labial ———vy Unrounded - spread lips
protruded
Protrusion Biabial - neutral
Labiodental - retracted lower lip
Linguolabial (tongue between lips)
Laminal laminal
Place e Apicality Apical - apical
Coronal - Retroflex - sublaminal
Dental advanced
Anterior ——{ AMlveolar - neutral
Postalveolar - retracted tongue tip/blade
Dorsal «——rFront _—I Front front
Back - back tongue body
Velar / high vowel  high
High Uwular/mid V - mid
(Low) Pharyngeal /low V - low tongue body
Radical -—————[ Epiglottal retracted tongue root
- advanced tongue root
Stop complete closure
Interrupted —{ Fricative - nearly complete closure
Physiological - Approximant - approximation of articulators
Lateral Lateral predominantly lateral airflow
Manner Central - no lateral airflow
held gesture
Dynamic Tt - vibrating
Tao - ballistic
Flap -?
Oro-nasal Nasal Nasal lowered soft palate
1 - raised soft palate
Creaky stiff
St!ﬂness Modal - neutral
(Slack) Brealhy - slack vocal cords
Laryngeal Aspirated open
Glottal aperture { Unaspirated - narrowed
(Closure) Glottal stop - closed vocal cords
Pulmonic — Fortis —-—-——[ Fortis segmental lung power
Lenis - no increased lung power
Airstream downward

Implosive
Glottalic — Glottal -——[
movement Ejective

Velaric —— Click ————1 Click

- no glottal movement

- upward glottal movement
oral suction

- no oral suction

Figure 2. A hierarchical arrangement of feaures forming part of a definition of the set of
possible phonological segments in the languages of the world.
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represent all and only the distinctive sounds in the world's languages.
We would now like to go a step further and list not just the sounds but
also the features that characterize them, together with the constraints on
feature interaction. In this sense figure 2 is a first step towards defining
the possible phonological segments in the world's languages.

In order to serve this purpose a great deal has to be added to the
tree structure in figure 2. In the first place we need to state the
conventions governing the possible paths through the tree; but at the
moment we do not know what these are. The general convention for
reading the tree structure is that the maximum possible set of
phonological segments is achieved by taking each path through every
node except the terminal nodes (the features) where one of a set of
choices has to be made. But this convention does not apply to the
nodes in the third column. The Place node dominates a set of features
such that for most sounds only one path has to be selected, but for some
sounds more than one may be selected, and, arguably, for some, such
as a glottal stop, none of the options is selected. Similar remarks apply
to the choice of airstream mechanism, as will be elaborated later.

There are several other cases, such as the properties dominated
by the Manner node, in which the inter-relations are too complex to be
given in the form of a tree structure. There are also cases for which the
level of our ignorance is such that we cannot even indicate the
immediately superior nodes for a given sound (e.g. in the description of
linguolabial consonants; Maddieson 1987). It is readily apparent that
figure 2 is far from complete, and numerous additional statements are
needed to define the limits of possible feature combinations. However,
this should not cause us to overlook the fact that the figure does list
many of the possibilities, and many of the required hierarchical
properties are formalized by the lines indicating the necessary
dominance relations.

As a further guide to the interpretation of this figure, very rough
descriptions of the features are given in the extreme right column, the
properties connected by dashes indicating sets within which choices
must be made. Note that the choices are often binary, but on a number
of occasions (e.g. for Protrusion and Apicality) there are three possible
terms. To the left of these, in the penultimate column, there is a set of
italicized terms indicating the traditional (usually IPA) terms. These
terms do not have any formal standing within the theory of phonetic
description being advanced here. They are simply useful (and familiar)
terms summarizing certain feature combinations. Thus Postalveolar is
equivalent to [- anterior, +coronal], and Velar to [+high, +dorsal].

The first and most important difference between the trees in figures



1 and 2 is that the latter tree contains another whole branch specifying
auditory properties. All the features in figure 1 are ultimately defined in
terms of actions of the vocal organs. But there are many important
natural classes of sounds that arise because sounds have certain
auditory properties in common. It is somewhat ironic that this great
insight of the Prague school, much touted by Jakobson, Fant and Halle
(1951), should now be overlooked by the phonologists who are their
successors. The present situation arises partly because of the view of
phonology first seen in SPE (Chomsky and Halle 1968), in which
features are considered to be mental entities. From this point of view it
is just a matter of exposition as to whether features are defined in
articulatory or acoustic terms. But this is simply not true. Segments get
grouped together into natural classes not because of some general
mental property, but because of specific properties relating to the way
sounds are heard, or to the way they are produced. Of course all
features have both articulatory and acoustic properties in the sense that
features are linguistic units that characterize the lexical items of a
language. These lexical items have to be capable of being both spoken
and heard. But it does not follow from this that we should consider the
linguistic function of a feature as being required in both domains.

| do not want to overstate my case in this matter. Chomsky and
Halle are correct in considering that for many aspects of sounds the
correlation between the auditory properties and the physiological
properties is so great that it really does not matter whether we define the
feature in auditory or articulatory terms. Thus the feature Voice can be
defined equally well in either way as is done by Jakobson and Halle
(1956:30): "acoustically -- presence vs. absence of periodic low
frequency excitation; genetically -- periodic vibrations of the vocal cords
vs. lack of such vibrations." In the list in figure 2 | have, somewhat
arbitrarily, chosen to put Voice among the auditory features.

No such arbitrary choice is possible for some features, such as
Nasal. The articulatory correlate is clear (lowering of the velum); but
despite enormous pressure from speech pathologists, who need a
simple way of measuring the degree of nasality of a sound, nobody has
been able to suggest an acoustic attribute common to all nasalized
sounds. Again, | am not saying there are no acoustic correlates of
nasality; obviously there are, else we would not be able to hear whether
a given vowel is oral or nasal. But from the point of view of how
segments can be grouped into natural classes, it is not the diverse
acoustic properties that are the basis of the grouping, but the fact that all
nasal sounds are produced with something in common.
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Auditory feature definitions

A large proportion of the features required for phonological
purposes are defined, as Nasal and the other features shown in figure
1, in terms of articulatory properties. But, just as there is no definition of
the acoustic correlates of Nasal that is useful for phonological purposes,
so there are other features that have no phonologically useful
articulatory correlates. We will begin our more detailed examination of
the features listed in figure 2 by considering these auditory features.
One of the most well known is the feature Grave, which groups some
Labial and Dorsal sounds in accordance with their spectral
characteristics. Sounds such as [p,k,f,x] are produced in very different
ways, but they sound similar because they have a comparatively large
amount of aperiodic acoustic energy in the lower part of the spectrum.
This similarity is reflected in morphological alternations such as those in
Bantu languages (e.g. Rutooro; Ladefoged, Glick and Criper 1972) and
historical changes such as English [x] to [f] in words such as 'rough,
tough,’ a change that is completely inexplicable in articulatory terms.

Chomsky and Halle discarded the feature Grave because they
found it did not provide a satisfactory basis for characterizing differences
in place of articulation. This is undoubtedly true; from an articulatory
point of view the feature Grave does not distinguish the appropriate
natural classes. But this does not mean that it fails to characterize a
natural class of sounds from an auditory point of view. Throwing out
Grave just because it does not have a useful articulatory correlate is as
bad as it would be to throw out Nasal just because it does not have
acoustic correlates that themselves form a basis for a natural class.

Note that the feature Grave as proposed in this paper is not exactly
the same as the feature proposed by Jakobson, Fant and Halle (1951).
Their definition was "the predominance of one side of the significant part
of the spectrum over the other." It was intended to include both
consonants and vowels. My feature Grave is in practice restricted to
obstruents (and, perhaps, voiceless approximants) because it stipulates
that the auditory characteristic of a Grave sound is that there is salient
aperiodic energy in the lower part of the spectrum. In speech, this type
of energy occurs only in stop bursts and fricatives (and, perhaps, a
voiceless labial-velar approximant). There is no auditory property of this
sort that links particular vowels with particular consonants. (But there
are, of course, links between particular vowels and consonants
specified by the articulatory features High, Low and Back.)

Note also that this definition of Grave implies that [- grave] sounds
are not necessarily Acute in the old Jakobsonian sense. All sounds that
do not have a significant amount of aperiodic energy in the lower part of



the spectrum are [- grave], irrespective of whether they have a
significant amount of aperiodic energy in the upper part of the spectrum
or whether they do not have any aperiodic energy at all.

Another auditory feature that is of importance in grouping
consonants | have here called Sibilant, following the traditional phonetic
usage. It is not exactly equivalent to the Jakobsonian feature Strident in
that the feature Strident has also been used to distinguish [fv] from
[6.8], thus resulting in the rather unnatural class of strident sounds
[tv,sz]3. So as to make make the difference in definition plain, I
have retained the traditional term Sibilant, which has long been used
(e.g. by Holder 1669, and many phoneticians after him) to identify the
class of sounds [s,z,},(3)].

It is interesting to consider whether it might be possible to give an
articulatory definition of this feature, in that Sibilant sounds are always
pronounced with the jaw raised so that there is a very narrow gap
between the upper and lower front teeth. The high frequency aperiodic
acoustic energy that gives rise to the auditory characteristics of this
feature is due to the jet of air striking this narrow gap (Catford 1977,
Shadle 1985). However, the fact that sibilant sounds have an
articulatory attribute in common is an unlikely cause for their acting
together in historical changes and morphological alternations. There is
no evidence showing that jaw position is a salient characteristic of
sounds causing them to be grouped together, whereas the auditory
grouping of these sounds is evident in the perceptual confusion data of
Miller and Nicley (1955) and its reanalysis by Shepard (1972), and in
the perceptual similarity judgments reported by Ingram (1975).

It is appropriate at this point to consider what is at issue in
claiming that a certain feature (e.g. Sibilant) should be defined in
auditory rather than acoustic terms. It is not a matter of there is or is not
a feature of this kind. There is little doubt that sibilants form a natural
class of sounds that act together in phonological rules. Nor is it a matter
of formal evaluation of rules. Given that there is a feature sibilant the
system for evaluating its use within a phonology will be the same
irrespective of its phonetic attributes. What is at stake is whether the
auditory definition provides a better explanation for the grouping than a
definition in terms of the articulatory attributes. Until there is some
evidence for the shared articulatory properties being the reason for this
grouping, it seems preferable to continue to maintain that the well
attested salient auditory characteristics are the basis for the natural
class.

The most outstanding features of the auditory type are properties
of vowels. A problem that arises in discussing these features is that it
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has not been generally recognized that vowels have both articulatory
and auditory properties. Hence the same name has been used for
something that should be regarded as two distinct features. | will use
the term (Auditory) Height to refer to an attribute that has as its acoustic
correlate the frequency of the first formant. The other auditory feature of
vowels is here called Brightness, a term ("Helligkeit") used by
Trubetzkoy (1929, 1939), and more recently by Fischer-Jargensen
(1985). The acoustic correlates of Brightness may be taken to be the
difference in frequency between the first formant and F2', a form of the
second formant modified so as to account for the influence of the third
formant. Algorithms for determining F2' have been given by Bladon and
Fant (1978). From a physiological point of view, Brightness is a
combination of all three articulatory vowel features, Front, Back, and
Round.  High front unrounded vowels have the highest value of
Brightness, low back neutral vowels have a mid value and high back
rounded vowels have the lowest value.

The explanatory power of the two auditory features for vowels is
best exemplified by the dominance of the five vowel system[ieaoul.
Languages as diverse as Swahili, Spanish, and Hawaiian have five
vowels, with qualities something like [ie a o u ]. These and only these
vowels are used by approximately 20% of the world's languages
(Maddieson 1984). From an articulatory point of view, there is no
reason why front unrounded and back rounded vowels should be more
common than the reverse combinations. Phonologists who regard all
features as having only articulatory definitions have no explanation for
the remarkable facts of vowel distribution. There should be no doubt
that in order to form the correct phonological classes of vowels these
sounds have to be characterized in both physiological and auditory
terms. The action of the body of the tongue in the production of a vowel
is specifiable in terms of physiological features that are also applicable
to consonants (and thus show the relations between vowels and
consonants). But this does not preclude there being additional auditory
features that are applicable only to vowels.

The remaining auditory feature listed in figure 2 is Sonorant. This
is another very necessary feature that it is hard to define in articulatory
terms. The notion 'spontaneous voicing' (Chomsky and Halle 1968)
does not get at the essence of what it is that causes vowels, nasals,
laterals and some approximants to be grouped together. Better
articulatory statements can be made in terms of the function of the
articulatory system as a whole: sonorant sounds are those in which the
vocal cords are vibrating and there is no significant build up of oral
pressure. But there is no evidence that vocal cord vibrations plus lack of



pressure form a salient characteristic. Sonorant sounds are clearly
related by having a periodic, well-defined, formant structure. Their
grouping is not because they are made alike, but because they sound
alike.

There are almost certainly other auditory features that will have to
be included in future lists such as that in figure 2. One of these is the
feature Rhotacized, which is associated with a lowering of the
frequencies of the third and fourth formants. As has been shown by
Lindau (1985) many forms of r share this characteristic. The fact that
(as she also shows) some forms of r do not does not preclude
rhotacization being an auditory feature that links some sounds in a
natural class. Another possible auditory feature is Liquid, grouping
together some kinds of rhotic and lateral sounds.

The organization of articulatory features

As most of the proposed articulatory features are well known, we
need not consider explicit definitions of all of them. There is, however,
much to be said about their hierarchical organization. The basic
division into five hyper-features reflects the standard practice of
articulatory phonetic description as seen in many textbooks.
Abercrombie (1957) for example, notes that sounds can be described in
terms of the place of articulation, the manner of articulation, the
oro-nasal process, the state of the glottis, and the airstream mechanism.
The same organization is apparent in Pike (1943), and has been taken
over by Ladefoged (1971, 1982). The division of the Place node into
four major nodes has received less formal recognition but it also has a
respectable ancestry in, for example, Firth (1957). As has been noted
elsewhere (Halle 1988, Halle and Ladefoged 1988), the fact that there
are four major nodes attached to the hyper-feature place arises
because these are the four independent articulatory possibilities. The
further division of these major nodes is less clear, and full of
complications.  For example, the actions of the lips are extremely
complex in that, in addition to being closed vertically as in a normal
bilabial stop, they can also be protruded and rounded. Not all
combinations of rounding and protrusion are possible. The feature
system needs to be able to express the fact that bilabials and
labiodentals can be rounded, and bilabials (but not labiodentals) can
also be protruded. One way of doing this is by regarding Rounding and
Protrusion as two separate possibilities, with Protrusion being a three
valued feature accounting for the distinction between bilabial and
labiodental sounds, as well as for the difference between Swedish high
rounded vowels.




135

Below the Coronal node there are two features, Anterior and
Apicality. The feature Anterior allows us to differentiate among places
along the roof of the mouth, and thus distinguishes dental, alveolar, and
postalveolar articulations. The three way division offers an appropriate
way of showing within a single feature the low level allophonic
variations that occur in such words as 'eighth, eight, tray’ which in many
pronunciations have dental, alveolar, and postalveolar allophones of #/.
Apicality distinguishes between articulations made with the blade of the
tongue, the tip of the tongue , and the underside of the blade (cacuminal
retroflexes).

The Dorsal node dominates the features necessary for specifying
consonants made with the body of the tongue. These features also
characterize some aspects of vowels. | have retained the terms High
(Low) and Front (Back) for these physiological features as shown in
figure 2, although it is not at all clear that the classes of vowels defined
by tongue body positions are the same as those defined by the
traditional terms which correspond more to the auditory features. We
should also note that the features High and Front are multivalued
features, each describing an ordered set of possibilities, although they
could also be regarded as complexes of binary features, if binary
terminal nodes are required. With this in mind the feature Low has been
listed in parentheses. The Radical node also has implications for both
vowels and consonants but it is as yet unclear how these should be
formalized.

As has been noted by Sagey (1986), combinations of the major
place nodes within a single segment are not uncommon. Labial plus
Dorsal articulations as in [kp, gb, gm] are the best known; Lingual
plus Dorsal articulations occur in clicks; and Radical plus Dorsal
articulations occur in some Caucasian fricatives (Catford 1977).
Following a suggestion made by Keating (1988) | have shown the
traditional term palatal as representing a complex segment with both
post-alveolar coronal and front dorsal attributes. What are traditionally
known as secondary articulations (labialization, palatalization,
velarization, pharyngealization) can be regarded as combinations of
two different places involving different manners of articulation. There are
15 possible single and multiple combinations of the four major nodes
within the hyper feature Place; we do not know how many of these can
or do occur.

This leads us to a brief consideration of an interesting formal
problem. Recall that figure 2 is intended to be part of a descriptive
statement determining the possible phonological contrasts in the
languages of the world. Every sound has to be able to have some value



of each of the terminal nodes (the features). Thus each sound is either
voiced or voiceless, it is either grave or it is not, etc. Note that this use of
the tree structure cannot be maintained unless we allow some features
to have three (or even more) values, so that, for example, the choices
below Anterior consist of the set of mutually exclusive possibilities
dental, alveolar and postalveolar, and those below High include the
mutually exclusive possibilities high, mid, and low, for vowels and velar,
uvular, and pharyngeal for consonants.

More work is obviously needed in the characterization of the set of
possible manners of articulation. The hierarchical structure of the
features dominated by this node is extremely hard to formalize. The first
division | have suggested in figure 2 provides us with the three
possibilities stop, fricative and approximant. As these items form a set of
mutually exclusive possibilities, each of them can be considered as a
distinct value of a single feature, here called Interrupted (a name | am
not very happy with). As | noted (and then rejected) earlier (Ladefoged
1971:55): "These values form a linearly ordered set, by means of which
we [can] give an explanatory account of lenition phenomena, in which
stops weaken to fricatives, and a further weakening gives rise to
approximants." This arrangement was rejected earlier because it did not
permit fricative to be regarded as a value of a separate feature that
could be added to stops for the characterization of affricates. Now,
however, it seems best to regard affricates as sequences of feature
specifications which can, if appropriate, occur within a single timing slot.

The next division among manner features provides the distinction
between central and lateral sounds. Different values of the feature
Lateral can occur with each of the values of Interrupted. Distinctions
between central and laterally released stops are common (e.g. in
Mayan languages); clicks are also forms of stops which utilize the
central-lateral opposition. Central and lateral fricatives such as [s] and
[4] occur in Zulu and Welsh. Central and lateral approximants such as
[4] and [] contrast in many languages, including most forms of English.

In addition to the more usual manner features | have suggested a
new feature Dynamic (again, a name | am not very happy with) to
account for distinctions and groupings among stops, trills, taps, and
flaps. It seems likely that there is a natural class of this kind, but its
internal organization is not completely clear.  There is allophonic
variation among stops and taps in many languages, including English.
Similar variation among trills and taps occurs in languages such as
Hausa; and diaphonic variation among forms of /r/ occurs in, for
example, forms of Scottish English -- Ayrshire Scottish will have a trill
where other forms of Lowland Scottish English have a tap or a flap. |
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am not certain whether the distinction between a tap and a flap is worth
pursuing. | noted earlier (Ladefoged 1971) that "A flap is ...
distinguished from a tap by having one articulator strike another in
passing while on its way back to its rest position, as opposed to striking
immediately after leaving its rest position [in a tap]." But this may be
only an incidental difference between taps and flaps, as flaps (if defined
as in the quoted sentence) always have a more retracted articulation
than taps. It may therefore be appropriate to consider a flap as a tap
with a different place of articulation. (Again, | am still uncomfortable with
this, as the dynamics of the two gestures are so very different.)

In this paper little will be said about the Oro-Nasal and the
Laryngeal hyper-features. The first of these is straightforward and
needs no elaboration. The second is too complex, and too specialized,
to be discussed here. | suggest that both Stiffness and Glottal Aperture
are multivalued features (and if binarity is considered necessary, then it
can be done by the addition of extra features, as indicated in figure 2 by
the terms in parenthesis). The proposed features are similar but not
identical to those proposed by Halle and Stevens (1971); they reflect
more nearly the parameters proposed by Stevens (1988).

The two features beneath the laryngeal node are not in
themselves sufficient for characterizing all the phonologically significant
states of the glottis. Just as the articulatory features High (Low), Back
and Round do not of themselves explain why vowel systems are as they
are, so too the features Stiffness and Glottal Aperture do not provide a
direct way of explaining why most sounds are either voiced or voiceless.
There has to be a separate feature accounting for these two very natural
classes of sounds. As we noted above, this feature could be given
either an auditory or a physiological definition. At the moment it seems
that both sets of properties distinguish the same classes of sounds,
although further phonological evidence may later be forthcoming to
show that one or other of these definitions provides slightly better
groupings. lIrrespective of whether it is considered to be an auditory or a
physiological feature, there is no doubt that the feature Voice is a very
necessary determiner of phonological classes.

All sounds should also be considered as having some particular
airstream mechanism. It might seem as if there is no need to specify the
presence of the pulmonic airstream mechanism, as it is present in all
sounds; even clicks and ejectives still have a positive subglottal
pressure. It is, however, necessary to note that some sounds have an
increase in lung power associated with them. For example, Dart (1987)
has shown that Korean so-called fortis stops have a significant increase
in pulmonic pressure. Both the non-pulmonic airstream mechanisms



occur in conjunction with the pulmonic mechanism (and sometimes, as
in 1X66, in conjunction with each other as well). The glottalic airsteam
mechanism has three mutually exclusive possibilities: ejective [t] as in
Ambharic, simultaneous glottal and alveolar stop [?] as in my final
allophones of /t/, and glottalic ingressive [t<] as in Owerri Igbo.

There are many constraints on feature combinations that are not
made explicit by the paths through figure 2. Some of these are
absolute constraints.  For example pharyngeal nasals (to use a
shorthand label for [+nasal, stop interrupted, low front dorsal] are an
impossibility, as are labial and radical laterals. Some other
combinations of feature values are best regarded as phonological
impossibilities. For example ejective nasals (to use a shorthand label
for [+stop, +nasal, ejective glottalic]) can be made, but they certainly do
not appear. Yet other combinations indicate another form of
overspecification in figure 2. There are combinations of values of
features that can be used as ways of distinguishing the sounds of one
language from those of another, which have not been observed to be
used contrastively within a single language. For example there is no
known contrast between a voiceless alveolar lateral fricative [4] and a

voiceless alveolar lateral approximant [l ]; but Maddieson and Emmorey

(1984) have shown that some languages consistently use one of these
possibilities and others the other. Distinctions such as these should be
given some special status (or perhaps omitted altogether) in a theory
providing an account of all possible phonologically contrastive
segments.  There are also the problems concerned with defining
possible paths through the tree that we noted in connection with places
of articulation. We can now see that there are similar problems with the
airstream node, through which one may take one or more possible
paths. Bearing all these points in mind, we must obviously regard figure
2 as only a limited part of a theory specifying phonological segments. It
is however a first step.

The Symbols of the International Phonetic Alphabet

To conclude, we must return to the question of what should be
symbolized within the International Phonetic Alphabet. The basic
answer is that we should regard the traditional terms as part of
shorthand labels for feature combinations. With this in mind the
symbols may be taken as depicting intersections of terms which are
themselves defined in terms of features. | would like to see symbols
arranged in terms of several distinct charts. For example one chart
might show the cardinal vowels (and perhaps some additional symbols)
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in terms of the two dimensions of Height and Brightness. Another chart
would show how these same (and perhaps some additional) symbols
relate to the features High (Low) and Front (Back). Much of this display
would be fairly similar to our present charts. The major difference would
be that the symbols would be explicitly defined as being equivalent to
combinations of features.
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Linguistic Consequences of Complex Social Structures:
Rank and Task in Police Helicopter Discourse

Charlotte Linde
NASA Ames Research Center/National Research Council

1. Motivation

The purpose of this paper is to show that there are complex
social structures, involving moment-to-moment negotiations of the
speakers’ and addressees’ positions, which have strong effects on
the linguistic structures used by the participants. Previous
studies in sociolinguistics and pragmatics have shown that
speakers can mark distinctions of social hierarchy in a variety
of ways including choice of pronouns and terms of reference,
phonological and morphological variations, and a wide array of
politeness forms, including mitigation, indirection, and explicit
politeness markers. It has become increasingly clear that
sociolinguistics and pragmatics must include an account of how
social distinctions are negotiated and manipulated by the
participants’ use of language. However, thus far, the model of
social structure used in most linguistic studies has been quite
impoverished: a simple hierarchical model, usually defined by a
few simple economic, or socio-economic categories. While studies
using this model demonstrate the predictable effects of such
categories, they do not do justice to the complex types of social
organization which can find expression in speakers’ language use.
It is necessary to consider more complex cases and more complex
models, in order to take seriously the "socio" aspect of
sociolinguistics.

Recently, there have been a number of criticisms of
sociolinguistics’ simple model of social class, which argue that
social class as defined by a small number of economic variables
is an analyst’s category, not a member’s category, and does not
correspond to the actual experience or judgment criteria of the
subjects whose world is being described, especially given the
American mythology of a classless society. For example, Milroy
(1980) describes social stratification in Northern Ireland in
terms of degree of membership in local networks, a description
far more precise and fine-grained than simple class membership.
Eckert (1987; in press), examines the social stratification of
adolescents, for whom class is not an immediately relevant
category, since their class status can only be assumed to be that
of their parents. Rather, it is peer group membership, which
expresses adolescents’ immediate social status and partially
predicts their adult status, as well as strongly predicting their
linguistic behavior.

However, one aspect of social structure which is rarely
considered by sociolinguistics is fluctuation and negotiation of
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authority in the immediate interactional situation. Such local
fluctuations have been examined in code-switching studies, such
as Blom and Gumperz (1972) and Poplack (1981), which show that
factors such as topic, key or seriousness of the situation,
ethnic identity and choice of multiple roles, can all have
effects on language choice. However, such fine-grained analyses
have not been available for single language situations.

An initial attempt at such an analysis has been given by
Linde et al (1987), which considers the linguistic effects of
contradictions between permanent rank and task status in a
commercial aviation simulation. Rank refers to the permanent
chain of command consisting of the captain, the first officer,
and the second officer. Task status refers to who is flying the
airplane at a given moment and who is acting as copilot; either
of these tasks may be done either by the captain or the first
officer, both of whom are trained as pilots. The two hierarchies
are parallel when the captain is the pilot flying; the command is
thus unambiguously located in a single person. The hierarchies
may be crossed, though, when the first officer is the pilot
flying:since the pilot flying has the situational right to issue
orders, while the overall responsibility for the flight remains
with the captain. 1In the crossed hierarchy condition, speakers
mark the social situation by the distinctive patterns of use of
terms of address, and level of mitigation and speech act
indirectness.

2. The Present Study: The Research Site and Data

The present study uses as data audio and video recordings
obtained inflight during two weeks of operation of an airborne
law enforcement agency. The aircraft is a Bell Long Ranger
helicopter, which carries a flight crew of two: a pilot, who is
the aircraft commander, and a flight officer, who is the mission
commander. Pilots are generally former military pilots, who have
received police training. Flight officers are police officers
who have received paramedic training, but are not trained as
pilots. Note that unlike most military and commercial aviation
operations, this situation involves two parallel hierarchies,
rather than a single hierarchy. The pilot is responsible for all
decisions include operation of the aircraft, and aircraft safety.
The flight officer is in charge of the actual police mission.
Typical missions include search and rescue, emergency medical
services, suspect pursuit, fire spotting, transportation of
personnel to crime or disaster sites, etc.

Several weeks of day and night operations were recorded
using a stationary-mount video camera focused on the crew members
and cockpit panel. In addition, a voice recording system recorded
both internal and external communications directly from the
officers’ communication 1lines, although only internal



communications are analyzed in this study. In addition,
subjective ratings and physiological measures were taken, to
evaluate the effects of stress and workload on crewmembers.

This research site is of interest for a number of reasons.
One is that although there are only two participants during each
flight, the social structure is quite complex, and changes from
moment to moment, depending on the nature of the task in focus.
This provides an important contrast to situations previously
investigated, such as commercial aviation crews. These crews
have a much simpler, traditionally hierarchical structure.
Additionally, the current situation provides a valuable site for
the study of task demands on linguistic structure, since the task
demands vary widely in nature, predictability, and difficulty,
ranging from extremely high to low enough so that long periods of
free conversation are possible.

This paper is a pilot study, which describes an analysis of
two of the 16 missions filmed. In the first mission, Flight 6,
the day shift crew members came on duty for an emergency call at
2:00 a.m. and remained on call at headquarters. The mission
investigated in this study began at 12:33 p.m. with a request by
another facility to assist with a pursuit of a stolen vehicle,

whose driver or passenger had fired shots at an officer. The
vehicle crashed and burned, causing a grass fire, and the
suspects had escaped on foot. The helicopter mission, which

lasted until 2:04 p.m., was to assist with a search for the
suspects in a heavily forested area.

The second mission, Flight 8, was also a day shift mission,
lasting from 1:05 to 1:37 p.m. The crew members had had an
undisturbed night, and had flown one mission previously during
that shift, that last from 8:40 to 11:30 a.m.. The second
mission was a response to a robbery of a VCR with a concealed
micro-transmitter. The helicopter mission was to track the
signal of the micro-transmitter, find the car with a path that
matched the signal, establish the location of the car, and direct
ground units to the car.

3. Linguistic Variables

The major linguistic variable investigated in this study is
mitigation, as defined by Labov and Fanshel (1977): those
linguistic devices which serve to make an utterance less direct,
more polite, and less likely to cause offense. In the following
examples, the two participants are identified as Pilot and First
Officer.

High Mitigation

1. P: Say I would get a map out Dave. Of this area.
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2. FO: Well you want to widen out just a little bit.

3. [FO: Why don’t we go uh
P: Out to that creek?]
F: Yeah I was going to say out maybe to the creek or
even kind of the, not the, the bridge line, but up
in there a little ways, maybe kind of work back.

Low Mitigation

4. P: OK did they have a vehicle description?
5. FO: You don’t follow the light then?
6. P: That’s a good reading now. When you get a constant?
7. FO: I wonder if they have canine units up here.

Direct
8. P: Direct that unit toward the gold car.
9: FO: Does it always bounce around like that?

As these examples show, there are many linguistic devices
which function as mitigators: questions are more mitigating than
imperatives; modal auxiliaries are more mitigating than simple
verb forms; past tense forms where a present tense could be used
are mitigating. This 1list could be continued almost
indefinitely. A theory of why so many and such heterogeneous
devices should all serve a similar social function has been given
by Brown and Levinson (1979). This account is based on the notion
that politeness is the attempt to avoid face threatening action,
where face is the public self-image that every member of the
culture wants to claim for him/herself. There are two types of
face, negative and positive. Negative face is "the basic claim
to territories, personal reserves, rights to non-distraction --
i.e. to freedom of action and freedom from imposition." Positive
face is the "positive consistent self-image or 'personality’
(crucially including the desire that this self-image be
appreciated and approved of) claimed by interactants." (p. 66)
These two types of face give rise to two types of politeness,
also called negative and positive. Negative politeness attempts
to minimize the degree of trespass to the addressee’s autonomy;
positive politeness attempts to minimize the distance between
speaker and addressee, so that the speaker’s and addressee’s
desires appear to be the same.

In order to subject the use of mitigation to a quantitative



analysis, it is necessary to devise a scale to quantify degrees
of mitigation. We use a four-point scale: Aggravated, Direct,
Low Mitigated, and High Mitigated. Direct utterances are assigned
a value of 0, low mitigated utterances a value of 1, high
mitigated utterances a value of 2, and aggravated utterances,

(which are not present in this data), a value of -1. This
scale has been empirically validated as conforming to the
intuitions of the aviation community. That is, a reliability

study was conducted, comparing sample utterance ratings of
professionals to ratings by the investigators, and found that the
two sets of ratings were correlated at an 80% level. This study
is described more fully in Linde and Goguen (1983).

Although Linde et al (1987) showed that the use of names and
terms of address is particularly sensitive to shifts in authority
structure in a commercial aviation situation, this variable is
not considered in the present study. We found that names and
terms of address are very little used in the police helicopter
situation, since there are only two crew members. Therefore,
there is no ambiguity of address; when a speaker begins an
utterance on the intercom, there is only one potential addressee.
Similarly, there are no uses at all of terms of address like
"sir," "Captain," "Boss," etc, in strong contrast to the usage of
the commercial aviation crews.

4. Findings

We found that both social hierarchy and task structure have
an effect on linguistic structure. Let us begin with social
hierarchy, since this is a more familiar variable in
sociolinguistic studies.

4.1 Effects of Hierarchy

In order to consider the effects of social hierarchy, we must
first determine what the hierarchy is in this situation.
Officially, the two-man crew consists of two equals, both
policemen, who both hold the rank of officer. The pilot is the
aircraft commander, responsible for the safe operation of the
mission. The flight officer is the mission commander,
responsible for the completion of the police mission. This
should, and in some respects does, mean that there are two
hierarchies of command, either one of which may become salient
depending on the demands of the moment. That is, piloting the
aircraft or executing the police mission may be driving the
crew’s behavior at any moment.

However, in practice, there are a number of types of
evidence which show that the pilot tends to be treated as the
commander, and the flight officer as the subordinate. Perhaps
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most importantly, while both crew members are paid more than
ground-based officers, the pilot’s supplement is higher. Thus,
the pilot receives additional skill pay of 17% of his base
salary, while the flight officer receives 5%. This is important
evidence, since in American society it is axiomatic that rank,
importance, and pay co-vary.

Another indicator that the two positions are not equal is
the nature and direction of teasing and banter. In this social
situation, teasing and banter are quite frequent, particularly
because crewmembers can spend a great deal of time together at
headquarters, waiting to be called out on a flight. a study was
conducted of teasing, in which I wrote down all instances of
teasing I heard during the second half of the study. (Note that
the presence of an investigator, particularly a female
investigator, is likely to have had an influence on the type of
language used in teasing, and on the subjects of teasing.) I
found that in this situation, teasing is almost always initiated
by the superior. The subordinate may then tease back, but does
not initiate a teasing round. This claim may appear to be
circular, since the relative ranking of the pilot and the flight
officer is the point at issue. However, the situation is clear
in cases in which the sergeant is present, since he is officially
the superior of everyone else present. It is always the sergeant
who initiates any teasing round in which he is involved. Since we
also see that in a teasing round between pilots and flight
officers, it is the pilots who initiate the teasing, we may
conclude that this is another sign of their rank relative to the
flight officers. Some examples are given below.

10. [FO is putting creamer in coffee, Sergeant is watching]
S Why don’t you drink your coffee like a man?
FO How about just chewing on some coffee beans?

11. [Pilot and FO are discussing Vitalogs. P is wearing it in
his leg pocket, with wires coming out the fly end of the
zipper, FO is wearing it in his breast pocket, with wires
coming out of the top end of the zipper.]

P -> FO: You look ridiculous.
FO -> P: You look [Points, laughs]

An additional observation about the direction of teasing which
supports the observation that the pilot is taken as the superior
is that while flight officers are teased about poor performance
of their jobs, we have not observed Pilots teased this way. While
it is understandable that flight officers would not care to
question, even in jest, the competence of the pilots with whom
they fly, this taboo itself creates a ranking of the two
positions.

A further type of social evidence for the higher rank of the



pilot is that pilots tend to make decisions for both parties. A
common type of decision comes in the situation in which there

have been no calls for the crew members. They have the right to
decide to go out on patrol, which they may do if they have not
yet flown a sufficient number of hours on their shift. The

question about this decision is always initiated by the pilot,
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