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Preface

Despite a recent surge in awareness of the need to document little-
known languages, we know of no other book that explores the manifold
issues that face the author of a descriptive grammar. Courses in grammar-
writing — as opposed to courses in the analysis of individual domains like
phonology, morphology or syntax — are rarely offered, so that most gram-
mar-writers need to develop their craft from scratch. We hope that the con-
tributions in this volume, taken together, will help anyone intending to
write a descriptive grammar to clarify their goals and methods along the
path to producing the succinct, rigorous and sensitive masterpiece that each
of the world’s languages deserves. Because the composing of any complex
work needs to approach the problem from two angles, that of the writer and
that of the reader, we have made sure that both points of view are repre-
sented here: most contributors have written descriptive grammars them-
selves, but some represent grammar users rather than grammar writers.
Many, of course, regularly move between the two roles.

We are grateful to the contributors who did not wane in their commit-
ment despite the changing circumstances surrounding the project. We are
endebted to Luisa Miceli and Hywel Stoakes, without whom the production
could not have been achieved, and to Alice Gaby and Eva Fenwick for
compiling the index. The team at Mouton, especially Anke Beck and Birgit
Sievert, deserve thanks not only for steering the book to its final production
but also for their enduring confidence in the feasibility of the project.

The three of us were fortunate enough to have studied at The Australian
National University at a time when it was one of the few places in the
world where the norm for a doctoral dissertation was a grammatical de-
scription of an undescribed or little described language — a time when what
has come to be known as “The ANU School of Grammar Writing” was
fashioned. The ANU department was a melting pot of diverse personalities,
ideas, methods and practices, all joined to the quest for understanding, re-
cording and analyzing the forms, functions and meanings of a diverse range
of languages. We dedicate this volume to all our teachers in this craft.
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Introduction: Catching language

Nicholas Evans and Alan Dench

1. The challenge of grammar-writing

Descriptive grammars are our main vehicle for representing the linguistic
structures of the world’s 6,000 languages in all their bewildering variety.
Each grammar seeks to bring together, in one place, a coherent treatment of
how the whole language works, and therefore forms the primary source of
information on a given language, consulted by a wide range of users: areal
specialists, typologists, formal linguists, historical linguists, and members
of the speech communities concerned. The writing of a descriptive gram-
mar is a major intellectual and creative challenge, often taking decades to
complete. It calls on the grammarian to balance a respect for the distinctive
genius of the language with an awareness of how other languages work, to
combine rigour with readability, to depict elegant structural regularities
while respecting a corpus of real and sometimes messy material, and to
represent the native speaker’s competence while recognising the patterns of
variation inherent in any speech community.

What does it mean to write a descriptive grammar? The grammarian
seeks to capture the essential structural features of a language, and in codi-
fying these presents them to a diverse and critical audience. That audience
is primarily the community of linguists, itself quite broad, but it very often
also includes language teachers, language learners and native speakers of
the language. The grammar writer must be sensitive to this diversity. While
letting the language ‘tell its own story’, and while letting its speakers
‘speak for themselves, creating a record of spontaneous speech in natural
communicative settings’ (Mithun 2001: 53), the grammarian must still lo-
cate their description within the broad comparative concerns of linguistic
typology and the received traditions of description within a language fam-
ily. But at the same time they must remain open to new analyses that are
either more comprehensive or insightful or less bound by a particular tradi-
tional descriptive template. A grammar should also be written with a re-
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spect for the constantly evolving questions and concerns of formal linguis-
tic modelling — both in response to the new discoveries about the nature of
grammatical phenomena revealed by this enterprise and as a potential prov-
ing ground for competing models of human language. Inevitably, given the
number of constraints that must be balanced, there is no single ideal solu-
tion to this challenge, and lucky is the language where it is possible to con-
sult several first-rate grammars bringing different interests and analytic
traditions to bear on the same language.

In catching the elegance and intricacy of the language they are describ-
ing, the grammarian must incessantly struggle with what should be in the
grammar and what should be left out, of where the boundaries lie between
grammar and lexicon, between linguistic description and ethnography, be-
tween one linguistic variety and another, and between the current state of
the language and its evolving history. The question of when to formulate
explanation, and when to stop at description, always lurks close at hand.
The boundary between description and prescription can also become
blurred, since as soon as one admits speaker acceptability judgments as
sources of data alongside a naturalistic corpus these may call forth prescrip-
tive biases. Thus the descriptive grammar becomes a description of speak-
ers’ prescriptions as well as of their practice. This is of course particularly
complicated for languages like Greek with a long and luminous literary
tradition, and it can also be more difficult for native-speaker grammarians
to dissociate description from their own prescriptive biases.

These questions appear and reappear, in different forms and applied to
different case studies, throughout the book. In this introduction we summa-
rize the issues in more detail referring briefly, as they come up, to relevant
chapters with the author’s name in brackets.

2. Language description, linguistic typology, and formal modelling

In our view there is a triadic and mutually complementary relationship be-
tween descriptive linguistics (of which the writing of grammars is but one
part), linguistic typology, and formal linguistics — the subfield of linguistics
concerned with developing precise, formalized models of syntax, phonol-
ogy, semantics and other modules of the grammar. In 2.1. we discuss the
relations between these three endeavours, while in 2.2. we show how this
integrated view can avoid important conceptual confusions that are unfor-
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tunately endemic in the field, particularly regarding the nature of explana-
tion in linguistics.

2.1. Roles and interrelations
2.1.1. Descriptive linguistics

The job of descriptive linguistics is to describe individual languages as
perceptively and rigorously as possible, with maximal accountability to a
naturalistic corpus of data ideally collected within a broad program of lan-
guage documentation (Himmelmann 1998) to ensure that the full spectrum
of language structures are represented. A naturalistic corpus is typically
supplemented by speaker acceptability judgments that can help identify
structures that are rare in natural speech, but are nonetheless within the
competence of the native speaker (Rice), and can also weed out perform-
ance errors from the corpus. Particular ‘semi-controlled’ elicitation tech-
nigques such as stimulus sets may be used to increase the frequency of struc-
tures that might otherwise be too rare to be analysed with any real
confidence (Hellwig). The chances of representativeness are also increased
if the grammarian is a native speaker (Ameka), or takes the time and trou-
ble to become fluent in the target language (Hale 2001, Mosel): the need to
communicate on all topics in life is a potent reminder of which aspects of
the language the linguist does not yet understand.

An emphasis on systemic integration and on recognizing the overall ar-
chitecture of a language has dominated linguistics since the structuralist
era. The idea of an essential ‘genius of a language’ drives descriptive
grammarians to look for a characteristic overall Bauplan that makes sense
of the language’s particularities in an integrated way.' At the same time,
grammarians need to keep an open mind on how far traits are in fact free to
vary independently, or, following the structuralist dictum, hold each other
together:

linguistic features that are easily thinkable apart from each other, that seem
to have no necessary connection in theory, have nevertheless a tendency to
cluster or to follow together in the wake of some deep controlling impulse
to form (Sapir 1921/1949: 144)

Picking up on such architectonic principles may lead the grammarian to
generalize the notions of systematic, paradigm-like organization to new
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areas of grammar. Himmelmann’s chapter adopts such an approach to the
organization of the dimensions of voice, aspect/mood, and potentive vs
stative category in Tagalog arguing that this is necessary to detect the poly-
functionality of the prefix ma-.

Sensitive descriptions frequently discover quite new phenomena, previ-
ously unknown to general linguistics, which feed into the comparative en-
terprise of linguistic typology and may alert other descriptive linguists to
their presence in other languages. A grammarian’s appetite for grasping the
unknown can be whetted by typological approaches whose ‘calculus of
possibilities” make explicit what phenomena are unknown to general lin-
guistics (Mel’¢uk). At the same time, relatively commonplace notions from
general linguistics — e.g. ‘subject’, ‘adjective’, ‘inflection’ etc. — may re-
quire revision as their applicability to particular language descriptions is
assessed, this feeding back into more careful formulation of their cross-
linguistic definitions (Mel’¢uk). The typology of word order is a particu-
larly fraught example (LaPolla): typologists are keen to excerpt generalized
statements about the principles of constituent order in particular languages,
but such gross characterizations as ‘SVO’ may be completely at odds with
the real language-specific principles that are active in, say, Chinese.

Descriptive grammars furnish accessible and well-defined accounts of a
language that provide material for formal linguistics to model — a particu-
larly important enterprise when complex interactions across different mod-
ules of the grammar are involved. At the same time, grammarians are chal-
lenged by formal approaches that raise theoretical stakes by claiming that
certain phenomena are ruled out by universal constraints on human lan-
guage. Autobiographically, Evans can confess that he was pushed to inves-
tigate certain aspects of polysynthesis in Bininj Gun-wok (particularly noun
incorporation, and the semantics of pronominal prefixes) as a reaction to
the claims about deep-level structural parallels between polysynthetic lan-
guages and English put forward in Baker (1988, 1995), resulting in a much
more detailed description than he would have produced without this goad.

2.1.2. Linguistic typology

Typology is the subfield of linguistics concerned with developing a body of
analytically compatible concepts or general conceptual framework valid
across all the world's languages (Mel’¢uk), through an unending cycle of
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induction from individual languages (Croft 2001, Dryer) and deduction
from general principles (Mel’¢uk). It must integrate the vast library of
grammatical descriptions (Zaefferer, Cristofaro) in a way that renders them
at least broadly compatible. The difficulties in adjudicating terms across
descriptions of different languages are nicely summarized in Dryer’s chap-
ter:

Whenever we employ distinct terms for phenomena in a language, we run
the risk of obscuring the similarities with other languages. And whenever
we employ familiar terms, we run the risk of obscuring difference.

Describing each language entirely on its own terms is a noble and gal-
vanizing task, but unless grammarians orient their findings to what typolo-
gists know about the world’s other languages, their grammars can all too
easily become obscure, crabbed and solipsistic — such as Whorf’s ‘brilliant
failure’ in attempting to apply this principle to Hopi in an extreme and ty-
pologically naive form (Hill) — or at best half-veiled in the idiosyncrasies
of specific areal or language-family-specific traditions (Amha and Dim-
mendaal, Chappell).

Typology constantly throws out new questions for descriptive linguists
to investigate (Cristofaro) as it identifies parallels and contrasts in how
different languages organize newly-discovered phenomena. As an example,
see the discussion of complex verbs in Amha and Dimmendaal’s chapter,
which discuss comparable phenomena that have been named and treated
rather differently by distinct descriptive traditions.

Typological approaches to the search for language universals, making
use of methodologically rigorous sampling techniques, provide an impor-
tant empirical base underpinning the search for universals of human lan-
guage — an enterprise more commonly identified with formal linguistics
and the Chomskyan paradigm. Ultimately, formal models of ‘universal
grammar’ must be consistent with, and should elegantly account for, the
typological diversity evidenced in the wealth of the world’s languages.
Conversely, typologists need to be sensitive to new questions that formal
models raise about the properties of linguistic phenomena, and to lead these
new questions back into their systematic confrontation with linguistic di-
versity.
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2.1.3. Formal linguistics

Formal modelling seeks a more rigorous formulation of linguistic pattern-
ing than is generally possible in a normal descriptive grammar. The rigor-
ous model-building that formal systems allow makes it possible to test ex-
haustively the interactions between the many different rules, of phonology,
morphology, syntax, etc., that might be included in the average grammati-
cal description. Descriptive linguists sensitive to this possibility have
greatly benefitted from the use of formal theories as tools of discovery. In
addition, the formal approaches associated with the generative tradition, in
particular, have constantly drawn attention to new phenomena in the last
four decades: anaphors, island constraints, different control properties, sec-
ondary predicates, WH-movement (Rice) and so on. That so many of these
have been discovered relatively recently, in such a well-researched lan-
guage as English, demonstrates the particular value of detailed formal mod-
elling in showing that descriptive grammarians typically know far less
about a particular language than they may have thought.

New representational devices, like phrase structure or metrical trees, or
autosegmental representations, have played an important role both in the
discovery of new phenomena and in simplifying their treatment in descrip-
tive grammars (Rice). In this way, some elements of formal representation
may assist the exposition in a descriptive grammar.

However, experience shows us that, sadly, there is generally an inverse
relationship between the adoption in grammars of specific formalisms and
their readability by linguists of different schools and at different times. The
most enduring and accessible descriptions turn out to be those that employ
natural language (rather than a formal representational system) as their
descriptive metalanguage. The same inverse relationship applies to parts of
descriptions, in the case of grammars that mix informal and formal sections
(Dixon 1972, 1977)% or volumes (Kibrik 1977a,b).® In each of these cases,
the informal sections or volumes have stood the test of readability over
time better than the formal ones.

The most readable grammars use an informal descriptive metalanguage
that draws on the accumulated conceptual system known variously as ‘gen-
eral comparative grammar’ (Lehmann 1989) or ‘basic linguistic theory’
(Dixon 1997, Dryer), whose cross-linguistic comparability is constantly
being assessed and updated by linguistic typology and by formal linguis-
tics. As Dryer’s chapter cautions, formalism should not be confused with
precision: ‘the use of formalism does not guarantee precision if the formal-
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ism is not defined’, and a lack of formalism is not incompatible with preci-
sion provided that descriptive terms are given rigorous definitions and rules
are formulated carefully.

It is helpful, in seeing how incremental descriptive traditions lead to
ever more accurate descriptions of a given language, to distinguish three
elements that interact to promote maximal falsifiability: (a) ‘formal falsifi-
ability’, concerned with assessing the internal consistency of the model of
the grammar; (b) ‘empirical falsifiability’, concerned with testing the ade-
quacy of the model in accounting for the empirical facts of the language,
and (c) ‘accessibility of formulation’, concerned with ensuring that the
description is as accessible to as many scholars of the language as possible.
A description that fails to employ a terminology comprehensible across
schools and times risks being all dressed up with nowhere to go. However
falsifiable it might be on mathematical/logical grounds, the audience of
comprehending readers is too small to subject it to proper scrutiny against
available data on the language. Thus it may never be adequately tested em-
pirically: its inaccessibility renders it ‘sociologically unfalsifiable’, sidelin-
ing it from wider empirical testing. The grammar writer must thus balance
the need to address questions arising from current formal investigations or
from linguistic typology with the need for the description, written for a
wider audience and for posterity, to transcend these concerns.

2.2. Theory, description and explanation

There is some tendency within linguistics to associate the notion of ‘theory’
with formal models exclusively. However, we argue that the notion of ‘the-
ory’ is associated with all three parts of the triad described above. A de-
scriptive grammar of a language is a theory of what it is possible to say,
with specified meaning(s), in that language (Dryer). Linguistic typology
generates theories about the relationship between different parameters of
the grammar of a language and of languages, or about the possible range of
human languages. Although formal linguistics in the Chomskyan tradition
puts forward theories about the nature and organisation of the human lan-
guage capacity or ‘organ’, the accompanying formal metalanguage is of
course only a theory in a rather limited sense: either in the same sense that a
descriptive grammar is a theory, or in the sense that its generative possibili-
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ties and limits are supposed to mirror, directly, the exact range of human
linguistic diversity.

In fact, the broadest theories on the nature of human language and lan-
guages require all three enterprises for their proper formulation and evalua-
tion, along with many other subdisciplines such as historical linguistics,
psycholinguistics, pragmatics, and so forth.

Starting from Chomsky’s (1957) historically important but conceptually
fraught distinction between descriptive and explanatory adequacy, the gen-
erative tradition has tended to promulgate a particular linkage of one class
of formal models with the need to connect linguistics to deep general ques-
tions about the nature of language and what it implies about human cogni-
tive capacity. This has conflated the jobs of formal modelling and explana-
tion for whatever universals the study of human languages may reveal. The
‘explanation’ then becomes simply the most elegant model — the model
which best accounts for the sanitized, cocooned ‘fragment’ of a language or
set of received grammatical test cases. To the extent that this occurs, gen-
erative linguistics neglects wider questions of empirical/descriptive ade-
quacy. It does not, as a matter of course, rigorously test its models against
the full complexity of individual languages — presumably a job for descrip-
tive linguistics with regard to specific languages® — or assess empirically its
claims of language universals against the true diversity of the world’s lan-
guages — presumably a job for typologists (see Newmeyer 2005).

Of course grammarians of individual languages aspire to descriptive
adequacy for their grammars, but they also seek to explain the patterns they
find. While this may include an appeal to features attributed to a purported
‘Universal Grammar’, formulations of this type can explain only a small
part of what we recognise as the special characteristics of an individual
language. Explanations for patterns in particular languages may lie outside
the individual speaker’s linguistic competence, in the history of the lan-
guage, in its cultural matrix, in the wider sociolinguistic context in which
the given language is only one of a number of codes in use, or in those as-
pects of the use of the language which might be described as lying in the
realm of ‘performance’ rather than ‘competence.” Moreover, the successful
search for explanatory adequacy, because it targets the language capacity in
general rather than the particularities of any one language, requires us to
synthesize general principles of linguistic organization from the wide vari-
ety of linguistic possibilities that the enterprise of linguistic typology lays
out for us.
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We briefly illustrate this division of labour by discussing the different
angles that each of these three enterprises would take on the problem of
‘active/stative’ languages where the arguments of different classes of in-
transitive verb behave quite differently in terms of their syntactic proper-
ties, in some cases grouping with the patients of bivalent verbs, in others
with the agents of bivalent verbs, and possibly exemplifying other behav-
iours as well (e.g. grouping with the beneficiaries of three-place verbs).

The challenge to the descriptive grammarian is to track this behaviour
through as many parts of the grammar as possible, e.g. pronominal agree-
ment, behaviour of various subordinate clause types, binding of quantifiers,
interaction with topicalization, and so on. Since such languages are often
best described without reference to notions of ‘subject’ and ‘object’ (be-
cause of the splitting of subject properties) the descriptive grammarian
must also develop an appropriate general framework of grammatical rela-
tions suitable for the languages (perhaps drawing on particular formal mod-
els, or on concepts available in typology). For example, Durie’s (1985)
analysis of Acehnese makes use of actor and undergoer macro-roles,’
which are carried through all relevant parts of the description. Additionally,
the grammarian must also specify which verbs belong to which class, steer-
ing the right course between general principles (e.g. ‘non-volitional intran-
sitive verbs have patient-like arguments’) and appropriate detailed lexical
particulars (a listing of which verbs go in each class).

The challenge to the typologist is to synthesize the similarities and dif-
ferences across ‘role-based’, ‘active’ or split-S languages such as
Acehnese, Guarani, Tsova-Tush and so forth, along the full range of rele-
vant dimensions. How many roles are there? Which construction types are
the splits manifest in? What semantic properties can one identify as rele-
vant in affected verbs? How do the properties correlate? Can one find im-
plicational hierarchies that might be revealing of the universal properties of
such constructions in human language? As the typologist’s syntheses of
such questions snowballs over different languages, descriptions of individ-
ual languages may be pushed into new territory as individual grammarians
realize they had neglected particular issues in their descriptions.

For the formal linguist, the challenge is to develop a representational
system that elegantly models the properties described in the descriptive
grammar. Should they be captured by a particular type of phrase structure
representation (e.g. by representing patient-type intransitives as only
having an object at some level, the so-called ‘unaccusative’ solution), by a
formalism employing macro-roles, or by some other method. Because of
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their power to model correlated phenomena, debates between different
formal models often also throw back questions to the descriptivist to inves-
tigate and describe in more detail (e.g. the interaction of different verb
classes with floated quantifiers or complement types).

We believe that a proper understanding of these respective domains of
linguistic inquiry can only help the field. Our goal in this book, however, is
more focussed: to examine issues of descriptive grammar-writing against
this broader backdrop.

3. Dimensions of description

3.1. Grammar within the Boasian trilogy

The modern classic division of labour in descriptive linguistics — the so-
called ‘Boasian trilogy’ — envisages a documentary trilogy containing
grammar, dictionary and texts, between them amounting to a fairly com-
plete portrait of the language, and integrated so as to be mutually consistent
in analysis, terminology, and the variety and range of language they ac-
count for. Because the contribution of descriptive grammars to ‘catching
language’ can best be evaluated as part of such a trilogy, it is worth saying
a bit more here about each component. We will also return to this in the
concluding part of this chapter.

3.1.1. Texts

The text collection seeks to show the language as it really is, and among
other things provides a corpus against which the grammar’s claims can be
tested, and which subsequent linguists may scrutinize for generalizations
overlooked by the original grammarian. As Mosel points out in her chapter,
the fundamental priority of textual material has not been widely acknowl-
edged or appreciated within academia, resulting in asymmetries both in
what gets published and what is acceptable as a doctoral thesis topic.

Though the scientific and documentary value of a rich and varied corpus
is beyond dispute, grammarians differ greatly in how they see the relation
of corpus to grammar.
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At one extreme, a grammar may be almost completely oriented to ac-
counting for all and only the material in the corpus: for a famous example
see Heath’s Nunggubuyu trilogy — Heath (1981, 1982, 1984).° Ideally, this
approach entails a sophisticated method for linking statements in the
grammar to textual occurrences — something handled in Heath’s grammar
by long lists of cross-references sometimes occupying pages, but now im-
plementable less clumsily through hypertext linkages. While this orienta-
tion to the corpus is not essential for the grammar, it remains the case that a
body of textual material provides the evidence against which the claims
made by the grammarian can be independently verified, at least within the
bounds of the corpus.

The view, however, that grammars should be answerable just to a pub-
lished corpus seems an extreme position in practical terms. It is common to
hear constructions ‘on the fly’, in ordinary language use, that hardly make
it into the traditional corpus, but are nonetheless an important and interest-
ing part of the language. While modern documentary techniques make it
easier to capture such data, we should still allow the serendipitous off-
record observations of the linguist to count as valid sources of information,
as summed up in Sutton’s (1978: xvii) observation that ‘my main “research
tool”, if it can be called that, was paying attention’.

Limiting what the grammar should account for to a corpus also over-
looks the fact that speakers may have quite clear and revealing judgments
(including unacceptability judgements) on complex constructions that
rarely if ever appear in a traditional textual corpus. This position has of
course been stressed in the generative tradition since the late 1950s, and is
persuasively restated here, for the purposes of descriptive grammar-writing,
in Rice’s chapter on Slave. More pragmatically, time constraints on the
careful transcription of data typically mean that linguists can proceed much
more productively and interestingly with their overall grammatical analysis
if they are not tied at every stage to a transcription and analysis of their
complete recorded corpus. This makes for a more ‘spiral’ view of how
documentation and description inform one another (Grinevald 2001: 288) —
that is, advances on each of the three broad Boasian fronts interact with and
build on advances on the other.

It may also be the case — see Hill’s chapter on the American tradition,
and Donaldson’s (1980) grammar of Ngiyambaa for a nice example — that
grammars may reflect a painstakingly curated choice of example sentences
for their material, in such a way as to portray the culture of the speech
community. A more principled way to do this, that linguists again have
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barely begun to contemplate,” is through the idea of an ‘ethnoencyclopae-
dia’ — a representation of the full spectrum of a speech community’s
knowledge of the world, as expressed in the mother tongue. Though an
immense undertaking, this certainly increases the chance that a textual cor-
pus will successfully sample all relevant constructions in a language.

Recent developments in technology enable audio and video recording of
language in use in ways that were not possible in the recent past. Thus the
text component of the Boasian trilogy is typically understood as a collec-
tion of narrative text — a genre that may be relatively fixed in its perform-
ance and is at least more amenable to dictation than the sorts of ordinary
conversation we can now record and transcribe. Boas himself was already
well aware of the limitations this imposed, though he saw it as a limit on
the syntactic elaboration of narrative rather than the availability of dyadic
conversation:

The slowness of dictation that is necessary for recording texts makes it dif-
ficult for the narrator to employ that freedom of diction that belongs to the
well-told tale, and consequently an unnatural simplicity of syntax prevails
in most of the dictated texts. (Boas 1917: 1)

Developments in technology have changed the nature of the corpora we
work with. As we accommodate these changes in our descriptive practice,
our expectations of the grammars we write and about how the supporting
evidence is to be provided will also change. We return to this issue in the
final section of this chapter.

3.1.2. Dictionary

The dictionary, the second member of the Boasian trilogy, is normally the
part of a linguist’s documentation task that takes the longest to reach frui-
tion. Gestation times of forty years or more are not uncommon. This largely
reflects the diminishing-returns effect that follows from the statistics of
language sampling. Data relevant to most generalizations about grammar
surface regularly, so that after a couple of years’ work on a language a field
linguist generally has the feeling that they have encountered most gram-
matical patterns needing description — though the greater the scope ex-
pected of a grammar, the longer this point takes to reach, and expected
coverage is growing all the time (Cristofaro, Rice). On the other hand,
some lexical items may only surface once in many years, and only in very
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specific conditions, particularly if the lack of equivalents in other languages
means the investigator would not naturally think to ask about them A typi-
cal example is the Kayardild word marirrnga ‘single cooked jardiyali fish
[“month-fish™] buried in sand by camp-fire to ensure return of a new school
of fish next evening’, which one of us (Evans) only discovered fortuitously
after many years of working on the language.

Overall, there has been a relative shifting of effort away from dictionar-
ies and towards grammars in the last half-century. Grinevald (2001) cites a
contemporary 10:3:1 ratio in the publishing of grammars, dictionaries and
texts. But this was certainly not the case in the nineteenth and early twenti-
eth centuries, as witnessed by the many little-known languages (Mundari
and Makassarese being two examples)® that have exemplary dictionaries
from the first half of the twentieth century but as yet no grammatical de-
scription of comparable scope.

In describing little-known languages, moreover, dictionaries suffer from
the same ‘decoding’ bias that affects grammars (on which more below).
Overwhelmingly they are one-way bilingual, from the target language to a
national or world language (perhaps with a reverse finder-list), rather than
monolingual, or symmetrically bilingual. The biasing effects this has on our
documentation of these languages have yet to be fully appreciated, but we
should certainly expand our notion of ideal documentation to include
monolingual and genuinely bilingual dictionaries, as well as thesauruses.

The boundary between lexicon and grammar is a difficult one to draw in
a principled way, and will inevitably involve a good deal of overlap. A
problem that has long been clear to descriptive grammarians and language
teachers, and which is now being more seriously addressed within general
linguistics (Pawley and Syder, 1983, Fillmore, Kay and O’Connor, 1988,
Kay and Fillmore, 1999, Croft, 2001). For example, in its treatment of
clause-level syntax a grammar needs to contain lists of verbs with different
valence patterns (see e.g. the long lists in Chapter 15 of Haspelmath’s
(1993) grammar of Lezgian). At the same time, each corresponding verb in
the dictionary must indicate the available valence patterns. A dictionary
should also include extensive information about the part of speech of each
word, its patterns of government, gender, or the type of complement(s) it
may take. The definitions, morphosyntactic behaviour, tests and argumenta-
tion for each of these categories, will normally be given in the grammar
rather than the dictionary, but the two treatments need to be rigorously
compatible and in that sense form part of an integrated larger work.
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One example of this interaction comes from the problem of semi-regular
‘heterosemy’ — the use of signs with the same signifier and related mean-
ings in different syntactic combinations — in languages that recycle verbs as
prepositions. If a grammarian writes that ‘verbs can also function as prepo-
sitions’, using examples like X take knife cut meat for X cuts the meat with
a knife’ or X fly come Beijing for ‘X flies to Beijing’, is this a problem for
the grammar or the lexicon? Balancing generalization with the right level of
specificity is a tricky analytic problem, the subject of Enfield’s chapter.

Another particularly fraught problem at the boundary of lexicon and
grammar involves complex verbal expressions in which a single lexeme
manifests as two distinct grammatical words, a light verb (or auxiliary, or
function verb) and a second element (illustrated by the phrase type give a
shove). Though rather peripheral in English, such constructions are cru-
cially important in many languages of Africa, Eurasia, New Guinea and
Australia. Two chapters of this book (Schultze-Berndt, Amha and Dim-
mendaal) are devoted to the problems of description and cross-linguistic
comparability that these constructions pose. They show clearly how distinct
descriptive traditions are as important as the facts of the individual lan-
guages themselves in preventing the development of a genuinely integrated
cross-linguistic terminology.

3.1.3. Grammar

Turning our focus back to the grammar, there are many factors that shape
the overall conception and organization of a grammatical description: lin-
guistic variety, relation of metalanguage to described language, prescriptive
versus descriptive function, audience (linguist, teacher, member of speech
community), goal (reference grammar, pedagogical grammar) and direction
(analytic, from form to meaning; or synthetic, from meaning to form).
Mosel’s chapter investigates these dimensions in detail. In general, the
grammars described in this volume are (to use her categories) grammars of
spoken vernaculars, where the metalanguage is a language of wider com-
munication (typically a colonial or other world language), and written for
linguists to use as reference grammars.” We focus on these because we
believe that, even where a community or linguist hopes to produce other
sorts of grammar (e.g. a monolingual grammar for use in the speech com-
munity, or a pedagogical grammar), the particular configuration we have
outlined forms the most natural first step in the process of analysing a new
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language and helps set up a framework which can be drawn on for other
purposes. Two fine examples of reference grammars which succeed in
reaching out to a broader audience (particularly the community of native
speakers) through judicious structuring and careful explanation of termi-
nology are Bauer’s (1997) grammar of Maori and Valentine’s (2002)
grammar of Nishnaabemwin.

Within the broad characterization given above, one asymmetry is par-
ticularly important: that between analytic / decoding / semasiological /
form-based grammars, that take as their starting point forms or construc-
tions in the target language, and synthetic / encoding / onomasiological /
meaning-based grammars, that start from particular meaning categories
(e.g. tense, or space, or causality) and show how grammars — in conjunction
with the lexicon, where necessary — allow meanings within these fields to
be expressed.

The ideal of having both types of grammar for any given language goes
back to Gabelentz (1891), and Mosel’s chapter discusses the history of this
bidirectional conception, and the problems faced in seeking to implement
it. But for many reasons comprehensive meaning-based grammars have
hardly ever been produced, with the honourable exception of Leech and
Svartvik’s  (1975) ‘communicative grammar of English’, although some
descriptive grammars — such as Seiler (1977) on Cahuilla or Wilkins (1989)
on Mparntwe Arrernte — contain a sample chapter or chapters written from
a meaning-based perspective, and there have been other interesting experi-
ments in grammatical organization, such as Newman’s ‘encyclopaedic ref-
erence grammar’ of Hausa, that includes some entries based on form and
others based on meaning. Despite the difficulties in executing this ideal,
however, we believe this should remain an important descriptive goal. Ar-
guably only in taking a meaning-to-form based approach to grammatical
analysis can we hope to model the process by which a speaker of the lan-
guage encodes their thoughts in speech. Additionally, many of the ques-
tions asked by linguistic typology approach language comparison from the
standpoint of meaning or function rather than form (Cristofaro, Zaefferer).

One of the crucial problems faced in writing synthetic grammars is that
the techniques of structural linguistics have always been more successful at
dealing with form than with meaning. Form is also something that is easier
for non-native speakers to grasp from an early stage of research than mean-
ing is, which makes the analytic approach sit more naturally with the lim-
ited knowledge of non-native speaker linguists, who parallel other second
language learners in being far more advanced in their passive than their
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active grasp of the language. The production of good meaning-based
grammars is thus an area where the involvement of native-speaker linguists
is particularly important. Ameka’s chapter discusses the difference between
his facility in generating examples that require encoding ability, when
working on Ewe as a native-speaker linguist and on Likpe as a non-native
speaker linguist.*

Recent advances in semantic fieldwork, however, have begun to give us
better techniques for tackling these problems: see Hellwig’s chapter for an
application of ‘field semantic’ techniques to the description of location,
posture and aspect in Goemai. Further, developments in hypertext (Zaef-
ferer) lay the technical foundation for the eventual construction of elec-
tronic grammars where the reader can access material from either an ana-
Iytic or a synthetic perspective, though this still remains a dream rather than
a reality.

3.2. Connecting with context; culture, history and heterogeneity

In addition to delineation problems between grammar and dictionary,
grammar-writers face other tricky questions about where to draw the
boundaries of their description. However much ‘an inclusive scope may ...
be at odds with professional pressures to build up an elegant, concise and
typologically unified grammatical construct’ (Diller), this entails a sacrifice
of realism that most grammarians are unwilling to make, given that ‘[f]ield
research ... cannot find either a homogenous speech community or an ideal
speaker-hearer’ (Heeschen 1998: 39). Within the history of linguistics, one
current that runs from Panini to Chomsky has striven for formal elegance
by treating language as an automous entity, by holding ‘the view that all
connections between language and non-linguistic matters can be disre-
garded’™* (Anttila 1973: 177). Pulling against this is another current, asso-
ciated traditionally with the philolological quest to understand and interpret
language in its cultural context, that aims ‘to capture precisely those ways
in which language is linked to knowledge of the world’ (Hill 1989: 119),
and which heeds Hockett’s dictum that

Linguistics without anthropology is sterile, anthropology without linguistics
is blind. (Hockett 1973: 675)

Linguists sympathetic to this more ethnographic and philological ap-
proach need to confront three particularly important boundary questions in
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determining the scope of their descriptions. What are the boundaries be-
tween language and other aspects of culture (3.2.1)? How does one handle
the relationship between the contemporary synchronic state and previous
états de langue (3.2.2)? And how does one steer a course between describ-
ing the variety representing an idealized average speaker (of a particular
lectal variety) and the complex range of varieties considered by the speech
community, or the linguist, to function as an integrated system?*? The
diglossia resulting from certain types of language contact may result in
situations like that described in Diller’s chapter on Thai, where:

higher and lower registers look somewhat different typologically. Common
Thai is mainly monosyllabic and isolating, forming compounds on a head-
first principle. ... [R]oyal Thai is highly polysyllabic and derivationally ag-
glutinating, often forming head-final compounds.

The three boundary questions mentioned above, in their turn, grade into
one another. A prestige variety of a language may reflect an earlier histori-
cal reality (Joseph), or the influence of another prestige language, perhaps
in a locally-modified version (Diller). Cross-dialectal variation may provide
information about the path of language change. Or cultural factors may
shape the interpretation of lectal variation,*® such as the famous case of
‘moiety lects’ in Arnhem Land where the variation is geographical and
temporal (one lectal variant being more conservative), but is emically inter-
preted in cultural terms (with variants linked to culturally-construed patri-
moieties).

In each of these cases, there is a tension between autonomist, essentialist
approaches, which focus on an idealized homogenous variant with the goal
of developing the most elegant and concise account, and more inclusive
approaches which admit variation to the description. The reasons for taking
the latter course may include a wish to depict realistically the semiotics of
the full speech community, or to document variation which may in turn
give a better understanding of the underlying logic of the linguistic systems
under analysis, or provide materials for analysing change in progress, in-
cluding evidence of on-going processes of language contact. In general,
autonomist approaches treat grammar as (idealized) individual knowledge,
and language as a distinct modular system, while non-autonomist ap-
proaches treat language as a social phenomenon, and problematize the
separation of language from other elements of culture.
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3.2.1. Grammar and culture

Despite the genesis of the Boas-Sapir descriptive tradition in anthropology,
and a widespread perception that this represented an ideal of culturally-
embedded language description, grammar-writing in this tradition in fact
paid far less attention to the interactions between grammatical categories
and culture-specific cognitive categories than is normally believed (Hill).
To some extent we might see this as an outcome of the Boasian trilogy and
the division of labour it plots. The embedding of language in culture is
made evident in the selection of culturally important texts to illustrate the
narrative genius of the language. The dictionary too makes clear that lan-
guage and culture are two sides of the one coin. Yet there are also many
areas of grammar, such as the encoding of kinship, evidentiality, or inten-
tionality, where culture-specific categories intrude (Enfield 2002), and
there are good reasons to admit such categories into grammar-writing.

Firstly, as Hill points out in her chapter, if we are ‘to base our case for
documenting and developing threatened languages largely on a claim that
they and their speakers contribute irreproducible understandings to the total
store of human knowledge, we must do far more work of this type’.

Secondly, revival of interest in the Humboldt-Sapir-Whorf question of
the nature of the relationship between language and thought (see e.g.
Levinson 2001, Lucy 1997) promotes culture-specific categories to impor-
tant test-cases that can be used as independent variables in examining the
influence of language on cognition.

Thirdly, the recognition of the importance of complex culture-specific
categories in grammar is directly relevant to debates about the extent to
which fundamental grammatical categories are innate and to what extent
these can be mastered by learning children without preexisting concepts to
hook grammatical categories to. The more the categories found in a given
grammar are culture-specific — such as the kinship-sensitive pronoun terms
and derivational verb forms based on generational moieties common in
Australian languages (see Dench 1982, 1987 for complex examples) — the
less likely it is that the child brings innate, preexisting knowledge of them
to the task of learning their language.

Fourthly, the existence of such culture-specific categories provides evi-
dence directly relevant to debates on the relative influence of universal vs
culture-specific factors on the development of linguistic structures, as well
as the question of how far language change is completely blind and how far



Introduction 19

it responds to linguistic ideologies, albeit in unpredictable ways (Silverstein
1985, Simpson 2002, Evans 2003a).

3.2.2. Grammar and history

The Saussurean prohibition against mixing synchrony and diachrony, bol-
stered by the Chomskyan argument that the language-learning child must
construct their grammar without reference to anything but synchronic facts,
have contributed to a view that grammars should give purely synchronic
accounts of the languages they describe.

No descriptive grammarian today would want to include diachrony to
the extent found in some nineteenth century grammars that appear almost
entirely interested in the historical origins of grammatical formatives — or,
conversely, only interested in formatives that descend from elements
known in older structures. However, there are good reasons to include dia-
chronic discussions within a grammatical description, as discussed at
greater length in the chapters by Rankin, Joseph and Chappell.

First, it has been said that every language is something of a ruin, and of-
ten the best explanation that can be provided for a particular grammatical
pattern is a historical one. Rankin makes this case very clearly in his chap-
ter. A satisfying description generally succeeds in providing a natural char-
acterization of the conditions or environments across which different allo-
morphs are distributed. Accounts that fail to do this, and appeal to
‘diacritic’ or unmotivated rote-based conditioning, are normally viewed as
unsatisfactory, or as having failed to solve the descriptive problem. Rankin
discusses a Siouan case study of verb-stem ablaut for which no satisfactory
synchronic account had been found by generations of scholars, and where
diachronic evidence shows why the seemingly unsatisfactory rote-based
account is in fact the correct one, reflecting the outcome of a particular
sequence of analogical changes that has destroyed the original phonological
basis for the alternation. Explanations for patterns in the grammar, then,
cannot always be found in language universals, and instead often lie in the
idiosyncratic history of the particular language.

Second, as soon as one tries to represent lectal diversity in a speech
community, the possibility arises that lectal differences are due to the coex-
istence of innovative forms or structures with older varieties maintained in
literate or high registers. Joseph’s chapter discusses Greek as an extreme
case of this, where the katharevousa variety results from a complex process



20 Nicholas Evans and Alan Dench

of consciously archaizing movements at various points in the language’s
history importing norms from earlier classical stages. It can, of course, be
difficult to draw the exact boundaries of what counts as an archaic register
of the contemporary language, as opposed to an earlier variety that no
longer exerts influence. But it should not automatically be assumed that
older varieties are mere fossils, and Joseph gives as an example the modern
importation of the inflected pronoun strategy for forming relative clauses
from the learned katharevousa variety into standard modern Greek usage.

Apart from the particular value of taking prestige-variety sediments
from older varieties into account in explaining synchronic variation in
grammatical rules, there are broader implications for our understanding of
language learning. Even if the young child only has access to what they
hear of the synchronic state, it is naive to assume that older children and
even adults, as part of the enculturation process, are not influenced by overt
education which may give a second track of transmission. How far and in
what circumstances the more conscious schooling of older learners impacts
on language structure remains an open question, and grammars that bring
such cases to our attention provide valuable case studies. It is also wrong to
represent more conscious language learning only as a phenomenon of large
literate societies, since many non-literate societies also have means (such as
the later learning of oratorical registers) for inculcating material from ear-
lier varieties of the language.

There is a final reason to include diachronic material in grammars.
Though tastes vary in how far grammars should discuss alternative analyses
of the data presented, as opposed to merely stipulating a single satisfactory
analysis, there are many places where it makes sense to consider competing
analyses of particular phenomena, particularly when the grammarian is
proposing an analysis that seems unusual or deviant compared to the first-
blush analysis that an educated linguistic reader would assume for the data,
or to analyses that are widely accepted for seemingly comparable construc-
tions in other languages. It is often the case that a prima-facie analysis be-
ing rejected by the grammarian does in fact well describe an earlier phase
of the language, but that subsequent changes in the language’s organization
leave this analysis as unsatisfactory. Treating diachronic change and argu-
mentation about the best analysis together can simultaneously help convey
the special nature of the phenomenon under discussion, and make the
discussion of analytic alternatives more lively and less casuistical than it
would otherwise be.*
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3.2.3. Dealing with lectal variation

Virtually all speech communities contain at least some lectal variation so
grammarians need to confront the fact of variation, except in the special
case of languages based on a single speaker, where language death shrinks
lectal variation to something like Chomsky’s (1965: 3) ‘ideal speaker-
listener’ in a ‘completely homogeneous speech-community’. How to ad-
dress the issue of lectal variation in a principled way, and how far to cast
the descriptive net, is a difficult problem to which grammarians adopt
widely-varying solutions, ranging from grammars focussing on just a single
variety (e.g. ‘grammar of the X dialect of Y’), to pan-dialectal or diasys-
temic grammars. Variation, of course, may reflect many factors — levels of
formality (including oratory, learned registers and so forth), geographical
variation, factors of gender, ethnicity or class, other constructed cultural
categories like moieties (Morphy 1977) or clans (Sutton 1978), interper-
sonal relations (e.g. kin relations), or features of the referent or speaker
(such as for the Royal Thai discussed in Diller’s chapter).

Important foundations towards the development of polylectal grammars
were laid by Fries and Pike’s (1949) study of coexistent phonemic systems
and Klima’s (1964) transition rules linking different varieties derived from
a single underlying structure. Weinreich’s (1954) seminal article on diasys-
tems showed how a single system can be discovered under dialect variants
and so demonstrated that structuralist principles need not be restricted to a
single variety. Labov’s work shows that it is the speech community rather
than the individual speaker where one can best find systematicity in varia-
tion, thus moving the goal of a grammarian who takes variation seriously
towards Saussure’s socially-based langue and away from Chomsky’s indi-
vidual-based competence.

Particularly within studies of creole continua, there have been attempts
to construct polylectal grammars consisting of families of rules combining
in highly constrained ways, and subject to implications as one moves up
and down the spectrum from acrolect to basilect (DeCamp 1971, Bailey
1973). Despite these theoretical advances, the field has been slow to move
beyond the sketching of polylectal grammar fragments to the production of
complete grammatical descriptions. We have not yet moved as far as we
might wish® from the situation described by Derek Bickerton in 1973:

[TThose who would write polylectal grammars are immediately faced with a
major difficulty. Since extant grammars are all monolectal, they can have
only the vaguest notions as to what are the properties and structure of a
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polylectal grammar, and which of a number of possible forms it might best
take. (Bickerton 1973: 18)

Despite the clear challenges to be faced in actually writing such a
grammar, there are many reasons to see it as a desirable goal. Taking the
repertoire of a multi-lectal speech community as the relevant object for
description can help to make sense of patterns which might otherwise make
little sense in individual lects. For example, pan-lectal comparison in the
Bininj Gun-wok dialect chain (Evans 2003b) allows a better understanding
of the processes of neutralization that create apparent asymmetries in some
dialects in the systems of gender agreement on the one hand, and verbal
agreement for subject and object agreement on the other. Thus, polylectal
grammars may play a crucial rule in helping us to understand transitions
between different synchronic states. Studies of creole continua, or of
diglossic systems like Thai (Diller), are crucial in showing us how the ef-
fects of language contact are played out through lectal variation

Though detailed dialectological work properly belongs elswhere than in
a grammatical description, there are places where a grammatical descrip-
tion that succinctly ties together cross-dialectal evidence can take advan-
tage of ‘bountiful nature [which] has given us three great linguistic labora-
tories: diachronic, synchronic and dialectology’ Moulton (1969: 460). A
nice illustration of this is Hyman and Tadadjeu’s (1976) demonstration of
how different dialects of the Bamileke language illuminate the emergence
of ‘floating tone’: in conservative dialects, all tones are linked to segments,
while more innovative dialects have lost the segmental material but con-
serve the tones previously linked to them. As Hyman (2001: 26) puts it:
it’s harder for a group of dialects to hide their “stories” ... [G]et rela-
ted languages. They will tell related stories.

Language change is the point at which function shapes and reshapes
structure, and thus the locus for recasting the question ‘why are languages
the way they are’ as ‘what forces cause languages to change into what they
are’. Because variation — whether across dialects, individuals, or styles — is
the most sensitive measure of change in progress, and in fact it is widely
assumed that most language changes pass through a phase where two states
are copresent in the form of variation, documenting variation is an impor-
tant way that grammatical descriptions ultimately contribute to explana-
tions about the nature of language.

Another advantage of studying multilectal systems is that one lect or
register may reveal insights about semantic generalizations that remain
covert in another lect. A classic employment of this method is Dixon’s
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(1971) study of the ‘mother-in-law’ variety of Dyirbal, and similar tech-
niques applied to Royal Thai are discussed in Diller’s chapter. Though the
many-to-one relations are most typically lexical, these take on special sig-
nificance when investigating verb classes, which as we saw above is a par-
ticularly important area of intersection between grammar and lexicon. A
classic example is the evidence presented in Hale (1971), on the basis of
work with lexical correspondences between ordinary and initiation regis-
ters, for the emic status of perception verbs as a superordinate category in
Warlpiri.

Perhaps most importantly of all, expanding one’s descriptive brief to the
broader speech community can make for more realistic modelling of what
individual linguistic choices mean, since the grammatical choices made by
speakers are designed not just to convey propositional meaning, but to con-
vey social meaning as well, even though individual competence is ‘a
smaller subset of the polylectal grid for productive competence, and a
larger one for receptive competence’ (Muhlhéusler 1992). Similar points
can be made for knowledge of varieties within a dialect continuum. Taking
a polylectal perspective thus offers the promise of modelling, ultimately,
individual repertoires; how far individuals can vary in their knowledge of
different varieties, what the relations are between these varieties, and what
are the sociolinguistic categories that get reflected in these varieties.

4. The future of grammar-writing

One part of the challenge of grammar writing has always lain in presenting
a coherent and reasonably comprehensive description of a complex linguis-
tic system within the limitations of a published volume. The other part of
the challenge, as we have seen, lies in adjusting to changes in the field of
linguistics and our evolving understanding of the world’s languages and of
the human language capability, and in the nature of the available corpora
and the media in which our results might be presented. In this section we
discuss three issues that are likely to figure increasingly in the practice of
future grammarians.
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4.1. Rethinking the Boasian trilogy

Recent advances in recording technology and digital analysis have implica-
tions for our conception of ‘corpus of data’. We suggested in 3.1.1 that the
traditional text collection, amongst its functions, provides data against
which analyses presented in the grammar can be verified. That the tradi-
tional corpus consists largely of texts is in many respects a reflection of
what have been until recently clear limitations in recording technology.
Field recordings have consisted of dictated vocabulary, sentences and texts
in written form with a few selected audio recordings, again typically of
narrative texts. Only in the last decade or two has it become standard to
make audio recordings of all or most elicitation sessions held in remote
locations. Today the relative ease of video as well as audio recording makes
the more systematic collection of conversational data and of authentic lan-
guage use a real possibility for field linguists. This makes possible the suc-
cessful and detailed analysis of gesture, turn taking cues in gaze and kines-
thetics, external context etc., in ways that were not previously available
except in specially arranged sessions. At the same time, software packages
allow acoustic phonetic tagging and analysis of recorded materials that had
until recently been possible only after painstaking work in specialised, and
expensive, laboratories.

Digital audio and video recording, portable storage, and the develop-
ment of software enabling the tagging, management and analysis of col-
lected data raises the stakes for corpus collections. Our traditional pub-
lished text collection consisted of a few hundred pages of narrative text
with interlinear glosses, free translation and explanatory notes, but the
modern published corpus may potentially consist of digital audio record-
ings of data collection sessions, some with accompanying video, and linked
to a range of transcriptions representing different kinds and levels of analy-
sis. Where the published text collection once served as the grounding evi-
dence for a linguistic analysis, the digital archive will come increasingly to
fill that role.

Recently, a number of writers (most clearly Himmelmann 1998, 2006,
and Lehmann n.d.) have made a strong case for a distinction to be drawn
between descriptive linguistics and documentary linguistics, with the latter
having an agenda independent of that of the former. Traditionally, the na-
ture of the corpus collected for living languages has been determined by the
concerns of descriptive linguistics. But this is clearly changing. The need to
define a separate endeavour of documentary linguistics comes not only
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from the recognition of the severe limitations of a documentation program
dependent on the concerns of the descriptive linguist, but also because the
opportunities for broader documentation, given new technology, have in-
creased markedly and there is at the same time a critical need for such
broad documentation in the face of mass language extinction. What does
this mean for the grammar writer?

We should anticipate that the expansion of the corpus to include real
language use will effect a corresponding expansion in the grammar. Where
most grammars have, to date, concentrated on constructions found in narra-
tive — often complex sentence constructions more likely to surface in prac-
ticed and refined traditional narrative art — we can anticipate a shift in bal-
ance towards the linguistic forms more often found in naturally occurring
everyday dialogue, and which have been more often emphasized in gram-
mars written for pedagogical purposes. This shift is also consistent with
some shifts in emphasis within the field of linguistics as a whole, as we
discuss further below, and is likely to nudge a ‘naturalistic turn’ in the sort
of data grammarians focus on accounting for.

The collection of narrative texts and the dictionary traditionally accom-
panying the grammar will instead or as well be presented as a collection of
digital files including written versions, audio and sometimes video record-
ings. Of course, with current technology, the production of such material on
disk is cheaper for a publisher, and for the purchaser, than an accompany-
ing volume of texts and we can expect that the increasing use of electronic
corpora will increasingly fuel demand for the grammatical description also
to be presented as a hypertext document — more on this below.

Technological optimists should not forget, however, that the increased
speed of producing digitised recordings is unlikely to be parallelled by a
significant acceleration in how long it takes field linguists to produce the
sorts of careful translations and cross-questioning of semantic issues that
are the hallmark of a well curated text collection (see Evans and Sasse
2003). This will limit the proportion of collected materials that can be made
available with full annotations. Rather than a hugely increased bulk of care-
fully annotated texts, then, what the new technologies are more likely to
deliver us is a set of Russian dolls — a core of well-analysed material that
may not greatly exceed in quantity that produced by more traditional meth-
ods, with an expanded set of roughly transcribed material and a huge
amount of raw data without significant transcription or translation.



26 Nicholas Evans and Alan Dench

As documentary linguistics develops an agenda distinct from that of de-
scriptive linguistics the relationship between the grammar and the pub-
lished corpus, at least in the case of minority languages, will also change. A
grammatical description grounded in a corpus collected for the purposes of
writing that grammar is a very different thing from a grammar grounded
ultimately in a corpus collected for a range of sometimes very different
purposes. It will be necessary for the grammarian to define much more
clearly what the grammar is a description of, what parts of the corpus it
relates to, and of the available language materials what may have been se-
lectively ignored, or which have not yet been analysed to the point where
they can be used to test the grammar’s claims.

4.2. Directions in the wider field

The impacts of a technology that allows us to build and investigate richer
corpora are found not only in the study of minority languages. Where the
focus of formal linguistics in much of the past 40 years has been on the
competence of the idealized native speaker-hearer and through this the
characterization of the innate human language capacity, in something of a
‘performance turn’ there has been a growing understanding of the need to
build models of language use, processing and production, and many of
these models are highly formalized. In part, this is a response to develop-
ments in natural language processing and the practical concerns of manag-
ing effective machine-human language interaction. To know how to build a
machine that uses language in a human-like way, you first need to know
how humans use language. Investigation in this domain relies much more
on large and representative corpora than on categorical judgments about the
intuitive grammaticality of what may in practice be vanishingly rare con-
structions.

The shift in formal focus can be seen perhaps most clearly in recent de-
velopments in formal semantics.’® Where syntax has traditionally sought to
model an autonomous component regulating the structure of linguistic
strings, semantics, being concerned with the construction and apprehension
of meaning, seeks to describe how such meanings are mapped onto linguis-
tic forms. This concern has led in recent times to an increased interest in the
formal description of linguistic objects larger than the sentence. Thus we
see the development of formal accounts of discourse and conversation that
seek to show not only how such larger units of language cohere, but how
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meaning is constructed dynamically (Kamp and Reyle, 1993, Asher and
Lascarides, 2003). Not surprisingly, we also see the development of ‘func-
tional” formal models of syntax which seek to take account of sentence
production and processing in real time (e.g. Kempson, Cann and Marten,
2005).

Discourse oriented approaches have an inherent emphasis on the parsing
and interpretation carried out by native hearers, rather than on the sentence
generating competence of native speakers. It is only natural that such ap-
proaches should favour the collection of naturalistic conversation, over the
formal elicitation of grammaticality judgements. Perhaps as a result of this
turn towards naturalistic data and a concern to model human language in-
teraction, those working within formal frameworks are looking beyond the
traditional fragments of European language data against which many for-
mal accounts of discourse and conversation have been traditionally tested.
The successful transmission of meaning is dependent not only on (pre-
sumed) universals of human cognitive processing — a reliance on pragmatic
inference is a fact of all human communication — but also on the structure
of the linguistic code. It has long been recognized that the structure of the
code is a function of the uses to which it is put: ‘grammars do best what
speakers do most’ (Du Bois, 1985). To the extent that these functions are
universal we can anticipate the identification of formal linguistic univer-
sals, but to discover these we need to look at a wide diversity of linguistic
systems.

Thus, we might anticipate an increasing engagement between discourse
and performance oriented branches of formal linguistics, descriptive gram-
mars, and linguistic typology. The descriptive frameworks preferred by
typologists have tended towards the functional end of what has often been
described as a formal/functional split in the field — so called functional
approaches generally providing a richer and more satisfying account of the
range of possible linguistic systems than those in the mainstream generative
traditions (and see Newmeyer 2005). However, as those engaged in formal
modeling increasingly seek to account for performance effects both in lan-
guage use and in the structure of the code, the formalist/functionalist di-
chotomy begins to dissolve.

What does this mean for the grammar writer? The new study of genera-
tive syntax in the 1960s and 1970s gave grammarians new questions to ask
(Rice), new tools with which to analyze languages and an imperative to
provide more detailed descriptions of clausal and interclausal syntax. In the
same way, we can expect the development of rigorous formal models of
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connected discourse to provide us with a host of new questions, with new
tools for analysis, a range of possible frameworks for description, and a
clear expectation that grammars include detailed descriptions of discourse
across a range of genres. For example, early Discourse Representation
Theory arose in part out of attempts to describe the semantics of particular
tenses. Thus Kamp and Rohrer’s (1983) account of the differences between
the French passé simple and imparfait places a great deal of importance on
the semantic relationship between sentences containing these tenses and the
sentences preceding them. If the semantics of tense necessarily involves
reference to discourse context — and Discourse Representation Theory
makes a strong case for this — then there are clear implications for grammar
writing. The semantics of one of the most fundamental sets of morphologi-
cal categories, namely verbal TAM inflection, cannot be adequately de-
scribed without reference to a well described supra-sentential discourse
context. Formal approaches to describing such discourse contexts can then
provide us with questions we might ask of any language, tools with which
to ask, and a possible vocabulary with which to present the answers.

In the relatively recent past our syntactic descriptions have been mainly
concerned to reveal a native speaker’s competence. They have focused on
what strings it is possible to generate, and what it is not possible to gener-
ate, often illustrating the argument with examples constructed especially for
eliciting grammaticality judgments. In describing particular forms and con-
structions, we must now pay much greater attention to the frequency with
which these occur in particular genres, the range of interpretations possible,
and in general terms, as already mentioned, we need to provide a clear
characterization of the corpus, or fragment of a corpus, from which the
analysis is derived. Grammars will expand to include descriptions of differ-
ent discourse genres as a matter of course, including accounts of conversa-
tional structure, of variability in the corpus and variation in usage.

4.3. New forms of grammars

As we have noted a number of times in the preceding discussions, and as is
treated in detail in Zaefferer’s chapter, our new technology makes possible
alternative forms for published grammars — grammatical descriptions that
embrace the new media, integrate audio-visual material and that are less
encumbered by the inherent linearity of simple written text. We have sug-
gested here that such grammars are probably inevitable given the develop-
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ment of enriched digital corpora, but along with the benefits they promise
in flexibility there are challenges to be faced.

Hypertext grammars can provide a wealth of possible arrangements of
information about the grammar, ideally allowing users to select different
degrees of detail and to navigate the description via any number of different
paths. Given that digital files are inexpensive to update compared with
grammars published in book form, they also provide a degree of temporal
flexibility.

There are two obvious and clearly related practical challenges arising
from this high level of flexibility — version control and internal analytical
consistency.

The problem of version control is typically not one faced by the gram-
marian, though it is understood by any lexicographer. The dictionary of a
language is never finished: there are always new words to add, new mean-
ings to describe for words already listed, and reanalyses of previously listed
forms to be presented. We expect dictionaries to be incomplete, to lag be-
hind actual language usage, and to eventually appear in new editions. Our
expectations of grammars, have been quite different — we expect relatively
definitive statements of what it means to know and speak the language in
question. For those grammarians engaged in describing a small-community
language they will outlive, this has taken an extreme form, since it may be
that no other linguist will have the chance to engage directly with the lan-
guage intensively enough to reevaluate their description of how the lan-
guage works.

The inherent flexibility of the hypertext grammar may encourage us to
think of grammars as works in progress in much the same way as we think
of dictionaries. But there is a critical difference between the two. Where it
is possible within limits simply to add to a dictionary without major revi-
sions to what already exists, and without compromising the consistency of
the analyses contained within, this is almost never possible for a grammar.
Any reanalysis of a subsystem of the grammar must be checked against
other parts of the grammar to ensure that the larger analysis remains coher-
ent. When writing grammars of minority languages, we have typically un-
derstood that there will be some stage at which the grammar is ‘finished’
and the analysis is expected to be consistent at just that point in time. This
consistency extends to the parses provided for the accompanying texts and
for the category labels and other analyses contained within the accompany-
ing dictionary. That consistency must derive from the deepest characteris-
tics of the language, is well illustrated by languages like Tagalog or Chi-
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nese (see chapters by Himmelmann, Chappell and LaPolla) whose radically
different organizing principles have meant that far-reaching rethinkings of
descriptive approach have been necessary in the course of reaching satisfy-
ing grammars of these languages. Typically this has meant that new ap-
proaches to describing such languages are undertaken as radically new
undertakings by different scholars, rather than mere updatings of existing
structures.

The organizational and temporal flexibility of the hypertext gram-
mar/multimedia corpus makes managing consistency in grammars a much
more challenging prospect than it is in dictionaries. On the one hand there
is a danger of inconsistency, on the other there is a danger that a definitive
grammatical description associated with a particular corpus of data may
never be completed.

A fully developed and evolving hypertext grammatical description may
represent not only the fruits of detailed linguistic investigation of a corpus
but also a high-level analytical key to that (perhaps similarly evolving)
corpus. As digital corpora and their annotations become more complex and
their organization more sophisticated, the boundary between the description
and the documentation may become increasingly blurred. Thus where the
traditional corpus, as language documentation, may have been defined by
the descriptive agenda, there is the possibility that hypertext grammars
linked to multi-modal corpora may come to be shaped instead by the
documentary enterprise. For grammarians, there will be challenges and
choices to make here. While the grammatical analyses must remain true to
the corpus, there will be a challenge in maintaining the autonomy of the
grammar as a description of the language. With too little autonomy, the
various linguistic analyses of diverse subparts of the corpus may not cohere
into a consistent description.

The chapters of this volume make clear the complexity of the task of
grammar writing and the diversity of skills required of the grammar writer.
We hope that those reading this book will not only develop an enriched
appreciation of the grammarian’s craft but will be inspired to make their
own contributions to this important and constantly challenging field of
linguistic investigation.*’
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Notes

1.  We regard it as an open question as to how successful grammars have been
that try and build the whole description around a few organizing principles, or
whether they should confine such remarks to an initial orienting preface —
such as the interesting discussion in the introduction to Seiler’s (1977) Ca-
huilla grammar of the principles of ‘the preponderance of the descriptive over
the labelling principle’, ‘syntactic compression’, and ‘weak centralisation’ —
or treat them apart from the grammar proper, as in Heath’s (1986) article on
non-configurationality in Nunggubuyu (which does a lot to unlock the diffi-
culties of his rather forbidding 1984 grammatical description), or Launey’s
(1994) thoughtful and revealing essay on omnipredicativity as an organising
principle in Nahuatl.

2. In his classic grammars of Dyirbal (Dixon 1972) and Yidiny (Dixon 1977),
Dixon deliberately split the presentation between a more basic descriptive part
and a separate chapter on syntax written within a particular formal framework
(basically an adaptation of Aspects-style generative grammar). Of this first
such attempt, he wrote frankly (Dixon 1972: 125): ‘This chapter attempts to
interpret, generalise from, and explain the basic facts [presented in previous
chapters — AD and NE]; the discussion is thus at a higher level of abstraction,
and is more speculative and arguable’.

3. In a variant of the Boasian trilogy, Kibrik split his masterful description of
Archi into a basically descriptive ‘taxonomic grammar’ (Kibrik 1977a) and a
‘dynamic grammar’ (Kibrik 1977b) written within the theoretical framework
of ‘Meaning<-->Text" linguistics.

4. See Gross (1979) and Sadock (1996) for two particularly trenchant critiques
of the answerability to descriptive precision within the generative tradition.

5. Durie’s notions of actor and undergoer macro-roles, of course, derive from a
particular theory, Foley and Van Valin’s (1984) Role and Reference Gram-
mar, that lies somewhere between a formalized theory and a typologically-
motivated theory of generalizable linguistic categories. However, since his
grammar is in other respects not couched within any particular formal frame-
work, we use it to illustrate the approach of a descriptive grammarian rather
than of a formal linguist.

6. Though corpus material was in fact supplemented by elicitation to ensure that
complex paradigms were filled out: particularly in morphologically complex
languages with large irregular paradigms a purely corpus-based approach is
almost certain to end up with substantial gaps.

7. Though ironically perhaps the closest thing we have to an ethnoencyclopaedia
was produced in the sixteenth century by Fray Bernadino de Sahagun, argua-
bly the father of modern descriptive linguistics as applied to exotic languages.
This takes the form of an enormous and comprehensive bilingual text collec-
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tion portraying virtually every aspect of traditional Aztec life, published
around 1557 (see Dibble and Anderson 1970, Sahagun 1905). This collabora-
tive work drew on a large team of trained native-speaker linguists working
with Sahagin to gather material at a large number of sites, as well as employ-
ing older Nahuatl artists as illustrators.

For Mundari, see the epochal sixteen-volume Encyclopaedia Mundarica (ef-
fectively a dictionary with encyclopaedic excursuses) by Hoffman and Van
Emelen (1930-1979), and for Makassarese, the magnificent dictionary by
Cense (1979, though based on work carried out much earlier). It is only more
recently that we have had anything like a reasonable grammatical description
of either language (Osada 1992, Jukes forthcoming).

This corresponds closely to Lehmann’s (1980: 29) idea of a linguistische
Grammatik (linguistic grammar), which he defines as ‘eine Grammatik, die
dem durchschnittlich informierten linguistischen Fachgenossen Aufschlu
Uber das Funktioneren einer Sprache auf allen Ebenen ihres Systems erteilen
soll. Sie muB ihm den Vergleich dieser Sprache mit anderen ermoglichen’. (A
grammar, which should provide the average informed linguistic colleague in-
formation about the functioning of a language at all levels of its system, and
which should enable him to make comparisons of this language with others).
This point is also well made by Lehmann (1980: 31): ‘Zum zweiten kann man
die analytische Betrachtung der Sprachfakten einen Zugang “von aufien”, die
synthetische einen Zugang “von innen” nennen. Die Bedeutung dieser Aus-
driicke gewinnt praktische Anschaulichkeit, wenn man an linguistische
Beschreibungsansétze denkt: den Zugang von aufen nimmt der Linguist, der
die Objektsprache noch nicht kennt und — gleichsam ganz Horer — zuerst eine
Analyse machen muB; den Zugang von innen nimmt der Linguist, der —
gleichsam ganz Sprecher — die Objektsprache beherrscht und ihre Ausdriicke
daher synthetisieren kann.” (Secondly we can term the analytic treatment of
linguistic facts an approach ‘from outside’, the synthetic treatment an ap-
proach ‘from inside’. The practical significance of these expressions becomes
clearer, when one thinks of principles of linguistic description: the approach
from outside is that taken by a linguist who does not yet know the object lan-
guage and, like the hearer, must first carry out an analysis, while the approach
from inside is that taken by a linguist who, like the speaker, has a mastery of
the object language and can therefore synthesize its expressions’.)

Original: ‘daB man alle Zusammenhdnge von Sprache mit Nicht-
Sprachlichem ausklammern kénne’ (Anttila 1973: 177).

In situations of language contact or mixed languages these may include par-
tially integrated elements of one or more other languages. See Igla (1996) for
a description of a Romani dialect where there is a particularly acute problem
of dealing with far-reaching integration of other languages, here Turkish and
Greek.
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They may also affect local interpretations of individual difference in compe-
tence. See the discussion of Duranti’s work on social variation in ergative case
use in Samoan in Hill’s chapter, and also the interesting observations in Aik-
henvald’s grammar of Tariana (Aikhenvald 2003: 311) on how individual dif-
ferences in evidential proficiency are interpreted.

In other cases there may be no evidence of diachronic change in the variety
under description, but two alternative analyses may each account equally well
for the data. Here, too, treating multiple analyses may be relevant in another
way, by showing bridging contexts that are particularly favourable to certain
types of change through reanalysis.

For example, a 1992 encyclopaedia article by Peter Miihlh&usler on “polylec-
tal grammars’ does not mention any comprehensive polylectal grammatical
description.

For a discussion of the investigation of formal semantics in the field, see Mat-
thewson (2004).

Just as this manuscript was going to press, a special issue of Studies in Lan-
guage (Vol. 30: 2) came out, devoted to the topic Perspectives on Grammar
Writing, edited by Thomas Payne and David Weber. It was too late to incor-
porate cross-references to this very interesting collection in the present book,
but it contains a number of excellent papers addressing issues related to those
dealt with here.
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Grammaticography: The art and craft of writing
grammars

Ulrike Mosel

1. Introduction

While lexicography is a well established branch of linguistics, represented
in specialized journals and handbooks, grammaticography — the art and
craft of writing grammars — is not." Only the history of grammar writing,
the typology of grammars or isolated problems feature as topics in language
specific, especially applied linguistic research.” In contrast to grammatical
analysis, grammar writing is not taught in linguistics courses or described
in textbooks. It is apparently taken for granted that once one has analyzed
the language and understood its phonology and morpho-syntax, one is also
in a position to translate the analysis into a grammar. There are only a few
works dealing with the question of what kind of information a reference
grammar should contain and how this content could or should be pre-
sented.” But to my knowledge there is none that focuses on how grammars
are made from the first phase of collecting and analyzing data till the final
product, the grammar, and discusses how the various components of this
process interact. The present paper addresses a number of problems which
the users of grammars easily detect, but the writers are often not aware of.
Even where they are, their attempted solutions often involve less than satis-
fying compromises between what they envisage as the ideal grammar and
what they can achieve given the limited resources of money, time and la-
bour.

Various projects have started developing electronic grammars (e.g.
Zaefferer 1998), but since to date no grammar of this format has been com-
pleted, they will not be considered here. We will also not analyse the role
grammars play in language documentation or the difference between lan-
guage description and language documentation (cf. Himmelmann 1998 on
this point).
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2. The typology of grammars

This paper focuses on the writing of grammars of previously undescribed,
mostly endangered languages, which in some respects differ from other
grammars. Like dictionaries, grammars can be classified on the basis of
various criteria (compare Svensén 1993: 17-23):

1. standard vs. dialect/ substandard grammars, i.e. the language or lan-
guage variety described in the grammar can be either (written) standard
language or a spoken regional or societal substandard;

2. monolingual vs. bilingual grammars, i.e. the language used for descrip-
tion can either be the native or a foreign language;

3. prescriptive vs. descriptive grammars;

4. active vs. passive grammars, i.e. grammars which take the perspective
of the speaker and explain how words and phrases are used to express
oneself in the language vs. grammars which from the hearer’s perspec-
tive give an analysis of sentences and help the user to understand the
grammatical categories and constructions.

5. grammars for language specialists like linguists, or teachers and non-
specialists with no training in linguistics;

6. grammars for meta-linguistic purposes (linguistic theory building, lin-
guistic typology) and grammars for language learning.

According to this typology, grammars of previously undescribed languages
are usually bilingual descriptive grammars of spoken vernaculars rather
than written standard languages. They are mainly written for academic
specialists engaged in linguistic research and, consequently, designed as
passive grammars. Such grammars can, however, become the basis for
teaching materials and thus contribute to the development of literacy and
standardization, for example in the case of Bauer’s Maori grammar (1993)
which was rewritten in a more accessible format (Bauer 1997).

3. Data collection, analysis and description

Probably every grammarian has had the experience that collecting and ana-
lyzing language data and writing a grammar are two different things: you
think your analysis is perfect, you know how the language works, you
might even speak it fluently, but when it comes to writing up the grammar
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you are faced with unforeseen problems. How are you ever going to get all
you know about the language into a single book? Unless you have already
strictly followed a prefabricated questionnaire during fieldwork and confine
your language description to writing up the answers, you are confronted
with two questions: how you organize the language description in a linear
sequence of chapters, and which area of grammar to choose as the starting
point of writing. The answers to these questions are not the same. The se-
quential order of the chapters will follow more or less one of the major
traditions. They will be either arranged in an ascending or a descending
way, i.e. either from the smallest linguistic units to the larger ones or in the
reverse order.

Since many linguistic phenomena are not related to one another in such
hierarchies, but are interrelated in an intricate network, every grammar
must make use of cross-references. Consequently, the grammarian should
write the chapters requiring the least cross-referencing first. Which chapters
these are depends on the structure of the language and the grammarian’s
theoretical approach. For instance, if you describe an inflectional language
like German and you consider the various kinds of inflections as category
establishing, you can write the chapter on word classes in connection with
the morphology chapter. But if your classification of words is based on
syntactic criteria, it is more practical to write this chapter after you have
written the relevant parts of the syntax, irrespective of whether the word
class chapter precedes or follows the syntax chapter.

Although collecting data, grammatical analysis, and writing up the
chapters of a grammar are different tasks, they cannot be entirely separated,
because once you start writing, you will discover gaps or inconsistencies so
that you need to collect and analyze additional data. | often questioned my
capacity as a fieldworker when | realized that my data were not sufficient.
But now | think that the reason also lies in the very nature of writing, be-
cause — at least to some extent — the process of writing shapes and reshapes
your thoughts which inevitably leads to changes in your analysis.

4. Factors determining the size, content and format of grammars

The size, content and format of a grammar is not only determined by the
characteristics of the language, but also depends on the authors’ knowledge
of the language and their theoretical background, the prospective users, the
intended purposes, and the time-frame set for its compilation.



44  Ulrike Mosel

4.1. The authors

Ideally grammars are written by a team of a native speaker and a person
who fluently speaks the language as a foreign language, and where both
have undergone a thorough linguistic training in linguistic theory and
fieldwork methods. Working from different perspectives, native speakers
and non-native speakers focus on different linguistic phenomena and hence
complement each other (cf. Ameka, this volume). But such a dream team is
rarely found in reality.

In fact, the linguist who plans to write a grammar of a previously unde-
scribed language usually does not know the language, whereas the native
speakers he or she works with do not have any linguistic training. As a
consequence, both parties will have to engage in a social relationship of
knowledge exchange: while the native speakers will teach the linguists their
language, the linguists will explain what describing a language is all about.
The speech community may also ask them to help with compiling a dic-
tionary or producing educational materials and thus contribute to capacity
building. Although funding agencies often do not explicitly support such
involvement, many researchers do comply with such requests, because they
feel that they owe the community something in return for their hospitality
and cooperation (Newman and Ratliff 2001).

4.2. The users of grammars and what they use them for

Since antiquity, grammars have been written simply for the reason that
human beings are curious about how their most important tool of commu-
nication works. The more practical purposes have been to

1. preserve the knowledge of older varieties of the language to guarantee
that future generations will be able to understand sacred texts or other-
wise greatly valued literature;

2. standardize the language;

3. teach a dominant or otherwise important language.

With the rise of historical linguistics in the nineteenth century and the de-
velopment of linguistic typology and language universals research, scholars
started investigating languages and writing grammars for purely scientific
reasons. In recent times, more and more people, not only linguists, have
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come to realize that in view of the imminent loss of much of the word’s
linguistic diversity, describing previously undescribed minority languages
is an urgent task, not only for the sake of linguistics and related fields of
research, but also for the communities themselves and their language main-
tenance efforts. The latter aspect, however, implies that grammarians
should not only think about the design of grammars for linguists, but also
develop strategies of how such grammars can be transformed into gram-
mars for non-specialists. One of the problems to solve is, for instance, that
the prospective users are not familiar with linguistic terminology, so the
grammarian should keep scientific terminology to a minimum and explain
every term he or she uses in simple words (cf. Bauer 1997; Mosel and So’o
1997).

4.3. Time frame

Existent efforts at making explicit how a grammar of a previously unde-
scribed language should be organized, e.g. in the form of designing ques-
tionnaires or databases, tend to focus on comprehensive grammars as a
resource for future linguistic investigations (Comrie and Smith 1977; Mosel
1987). Within these considerations, the time factor is not an issue. While
Ph.D. grammars are submitted 3-5 years after fieldwork has begun, the
publication of a comprehensive reference grammar of 500-800 pages may
take between 5 to 10 years, or even longer depending on how many other
commitments the researchers have and how long it takes to find a publisher.
(cf. the prefaces of Dixon 1972, 1977; Evans 1995; Foley 1991; Mosel and
Hovdhaugen 1992).

If grammaticography becomes a recognized branch of linguistics, the
time factor should become an issue. Nowadays most grammars of previ-
ously undescribed languages are written by Ph.D. and Post-doc scholars
who are under severe time pressure to simultaneously learn and analyze the
language and cannot aim for a comprehensive grammar which would take
more than 5 years to accomplish. The more restricted the time frame is the
more important it is to set priorities. But what are the priorities? The an-
swer to this question depends on several factors such as the structure of the
language or whether the language is also well documented by texts and a
dictionary. We’ll discuss this topic below in the section on the content of
grammars.
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5. The borderline between dictionaries and grammars

Jespersen already observed: “Grammar and dictionary ... overlap and deal
with the same facts”, and in connection with English auxiliaries “there can
be here no hard and fast line between grammar and dictionary” (Jespersen
1924: 32, 43). Any borderline drawn between lexicon and grammar is not a
priori given by the language, but is a linguistic construct, so that it may be
difficult to decide where to accommodate a particular linguistic phenome-
non. Thus it might be difficult to decide whether certain words are more
adequately treated as content words in the dictionary or as functional words
in the grammar (cf. Schultze-Berndt, this volume). A similar problem is
posed by productive speech formulas which are more or less grammatical-
ized means of expressing temporal and aspectual relationships, e.g. be go-
ing to do something, (French) venir de faire quelque chose ‘have just done
s.th.”, étre en train de faire quelque chose ‘be doing something’, (substan-
dard German) am Tun sein ‘be doing s.th.”. Are they to be described in the
dictionary or in the grammar? And if they are treated in the grammar, do
they belong in the chapter on tense/aspect or the one on infinitive construc-
tions?

In his works on Kalam and English, Pawley (1993 and elsewhere)
showed that the “parsimonious grammar-lexicon model of language” can-
not adequately deal with productive speech formulas. Being neither totally
productive nor totally fixed they “have no place in conventional grammars
and dictionaries” (Pawley 1991: 433). The problem of accommodating
function words and productive speech formulas in the dictionary or the
grammar relates to the fact that both grammaticalization and lexicalization
are continua.

A different kind of interface between grammar and lexicon is found in
the interaction between aspect morphology and the semantics of the verbal
lexicon, between number or noun class morphology and the semantics of
nouns, or between derivational morphology and the lexicon. Here the se-
mantic properties of lexemes determine to varying degrees which kind of
grammatical or derivational morphology the lexemes can be combined with
and what kind of meaning the resulting forms have.

To what extent the interrelationships between grammar and lexicon are
accounted for in the grammar or in the lexicon depends on the nature of the
language and the size of the grammar. Without doubt, the interaction be-
tween the lexicon and grammatical morphology will play a more important
role in the grammar than derivational morphology will, and among deriva-
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tional morphemes those which have a direct impact on constructions, as for
instance valence changing morphology, will be given preference over oth-
ers.

6. The format of grammars

Dictionaries usually consist of three parts: the main part which contains the
dictionary entries, and what lexicographers call the front and the back mat-
ter (Svensén 1993: 230-235). While the front matter contains all informa-
tion that is necessary to successfully use the dictionary (organization and
scope of the dictionary, the resources used, the purpose, the intended user
group, etc.), the back matter may consist of appendices giving encyclopedic
or practical information, such as place names, weights and measures, quota-
tions, proverbs or useful phrases for travelers. The structure of the main
part of the dictionary is defined by the order of the headwords and the for-
mat of the dictionary entries, the former being called the macrostructure,
the latter the microstructure (Svensén 1993: 223, 120).

Drawing parallels between the structures of dictionaries and grammars
may help us to become aware of the needs of grammaticography, as both
disciplines investigate how information on a language can be provided in
an easily accessible format.

6.1. Front matter and back matter

In modern grammars the preface or the first chapter informs the reader
about the language, its genetic relationships, its socio-linguistic back-
ground, the variety or varieties of language described in the grammar, the
theoretical approach, the sources of the linguistic data, the methods used in
text analysis and fieldwork, and finally, it gives a list of abbreviations. As it
informs the reader about the content of the book rather than about the
grammatical structure of the language, this introductory part clearly paral-
lels the front matter of a dictionary.

Apart from the indices and the references, the last part of a grammar is
often a short collection of texts. Corresponding to the back matter of dic-
tionaries, the text collection does not fit into the organization of the content
of the main part; it is an appendix which helps the reader to understand how
the language is used in various contexts. But unless there exists some litera-
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ture in the language or a text collection beside the grammar this ‘back mat-
ter’ should be more than an appendix of a few pages (cf. the section on
texts).

6.2. Macrostructure: ascending and descending models

In lexicography the term macrostructure refers to the relative order of the
dictionary entries, i.e. whether each entry constitutes a paragraph on its
own or several entries are combined in one paragraph, and how the head-
words are ordered: alphabetically, thematically, by frequency, etc. Corre-
spondingly, we can speak of the macrostructure of a grammar when we talk
about the order in which grammatical phenomena are described.

In general, the grammar can be organized in two directions as the units
of grammatical analysis and description can be arranged in an ascending or
descending order by either starting with the sound system and then moving
to increasingly complex units (word, phrase, clause, sentence) or by starting
from the sentence (or an even higher unit) and then moving down to
smaller units. The ascending model (phonology > morphology > syntax),
which probably has its origin in Priscian’s Latin grammar (Hertz 1855-
1859), seems to be preferred by most grammarians. Only the Lingua De-
scriptive Series grammars strictly follow the descending model: (Syntax
(sentences > clauses > phrases) > Morphology (inflection > derivation) >
Phonology). Other grammars, as for instance the Samoan Reference
Grammar (Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992), combine features of both the
ascending and the descending model, as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. The structure of the Samoan Reference Grammar

Chapter Content
1 Introduction (“front matter™)
2 Phonology, orthography
3 The sentence, a preliminary view
4,5 Word classes, Morphology
6-8 Types of phrases (noun phrase etc.)
9-14 Types of clauses (basic verbal clause etc.)
15-16 Sentences with embedded
and dependent non-embedded clauses
17 Coordination (of words, phrases, and clauses)
18 Case marking and grammatical relations

Indices, references (“back-matter”)

Following the ascending model, we put the phonology right at the begin-
ning because readers usually want to know how to pronounce and read
words and sentences. But instead of presenting the morphology after the
phonology, we jumped ahead to sentence structure to give the readers an
idea of how the language works before they turn to any chapter of their
particular interest. Since the book is a reference work, we do not expect the
users to read the book from cover to cover, and therefore present each
chapter as far as possible as a self-contained unit. The overview of sentence
structure in the third chapter also helped us to avoid too many repetitions in
the other chapters.

Then in the fourth and fifth chapter, we return to the ascending order
and describe the word classes and their morphology, and subsequently the
larger units of phrases, clauses and complex sentences. In the last two chap-
ters we deal with phenomena which are not confined to a single level of
description.

The three models presented in this section are far from ideal. All of
them put phonology into one chapter although prosodic phonology pertains
to all levels of grammar. Another problem area which was already men-
tioned above is that such models cannot cope with the inter-dependent rela-
tionships between the lexicon and the grammar of the language.
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6.3. Microstructure: the presentation of form-meaning relationships

In lexicography, the microstructure is the format and internal design of the
dictionary entry. A related issue in grammaticography would be the way
examples are presented. It has become common practice to provide exam-
ples not in the running text, but on separate lines with several tiers, present-
ing the phonological or written form of examples and their meaning, with
various numbers of intervening tiers for close phonetic transcription, mor-
phemic glossing, and so on. Depending on the type of language and the
purpose of the examples, the phonological or graphic form can be presented
by various kinds of transcriptions, orthographies, or scripts and translitera-
tions, whereas the meaning can be rendered by a free translation and in
addition by an interlinear or literal translation.

The inventor of the technique of interlinear glossing is unknown; the
earliest record | am aware of is the edition of Tolai texts by Meier (1909),
which contains two stories with an interlinear word by word translation. In
spite of its long tradition and its pervasive application, interlinear glossing
has neither received attention in (meta-)grammaticography beyond Leh-
mann’s article (1982) and the guidelines by editors, nor is it usually dis-
cussed in text books on grammatical analysis. The only exception | am
aware of is Haspelmath (2002).

Interlinear glossing deserves more attention both in research and in
teaching linguistics. Otherwise students might take it as an accurate repre-
sentation of form-meaning relationships, which it is certainly not. The
meaning of words and larger units of grammatical analysis does not equal
the sum of the meanings of their component parts, as interlinear glossing
might suggest, but results from the interaction of the meaning of the con-
struction as such and the meanings of its parts. Thus interlinear glossing
should only be seen as a tool to help the reader to understand examples; and
useful tool indeed it is. This is not to say that interlinear glossing could not
be further developed to become a means of representing form-meaning
relationships, but at the moment grammaticography has taken only the first
steps in this direction (Drude 2002).

Another future task of grammaticography could be to analyze to what
extent graphs, figures and tables not only illustrate grammatical analysis,
but also shape our view of language. How much did, for instance, the sug-
gestive tree-diagram of immediate constituent analysis, which did not per-
mit intersecting branches, influence the development of generative linguis-
tics?
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6.4. Terminology

Probably nothing has shaped our thinking about language more than the
terminology we inherited from the Greeks and Romans. A case in point are
the parts of speech, especially the distinction between nouns and verbs. For
centuries these categories have been taken for universals; only a few lin-
guists working on Amerindian and Austronesian languages have expressed
their doubts (for a brief summary cf. Sasse 1993). But even those who are
convinced that these categories do not exist in the language they describe
have difficulties doing without the traditional terms, and due to the lack of
an aPpropriate terminology, may express themselves in a contradictory
way.

A second problem of traditional terminology is that it does not always
clearly distinguish between form and function. A frequently found example
is the confusion of word class and syntactic function when the term adverb
is indiscriminately used for both and it is said that an adjective or a preposi-
tional phrase may function as an adverb.

Thirdly, the same terms are used in various senses across linguistic tra-
ditions and theoretical approaches and, of course, also denote different
things in different languages. Therefore, it is advisable to always define
what grammatical phenomenon the terms denote in the grammar in ques-
tion.

7. The content of grammars

Standard grammars of a previously undescribed language consist of more
than just a description of the grammar of the language. Usually they also
contain a chapter on the phonology in the beginning of the book and a col-
lection of texts in the end. Some also include a vocabulary. In the follow-
ing, we first deal with the content of the grammatical section and then dis-
cuss the role of texts in grammars.

7.1. Theory and practice
Theoretical discussions on the content of grammars aim at

comprehensiveness (Comrie and Smith 1977; Lehmann 1989; Zaefferer
1998). Such considerations help us to make explicit what grammar writing
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is all about, but in practice we must be realistic and decide on priorities,
especially when grammars are written under the heavy constraints of Ph.D.
or post-doc projects.

To some extent at least, the content of reference grammars reflects spe-
cial interests of the authors and/or the editors and prevalent topics in cur-
rent linguistic theories, such as subjecthood in the seventies or complex
predicates in the nineties. The Lingua Descriptive Series very nicely mir-
rors the spirit of the times: it contains 79 questions on reflexives, but only
five on negation. Although our linguistic knowledge is continuously ex-
panding and linguistic fashions are changing, there are certain types of
grammatical phenomena knowledge of which is essential for the under-
standing of a language. Knowing these phenomena forms the basis for the
language learner as well as for the theoretician (theoreticians should also be
language learners!):

the basics of the sound system and the orthography;

the structure of simple declarative, interrogative and imperative clauses;
the structure of word groups (NPs, verb complexes, etc.);

the formal features which indicate the syntactic functions of words and
word groups (constituent order, case marking, cross-referencing etc.)
the classification of major word classes;

6. paradigms of inflecting words and the meaning of grammatical catego-
ries.

el NS

o

In principle, these are the things which the learner needs to know to under-
stand simple texts with the help of a dictionary and which should be in-
cluded in a sketch grammar. Once a grammarian has analyzed and de-
scribed these basics, he/she can expand on them investigating more
complex structures or the subtleties of simple constructions.

7.2. The role of texts in grammars

The low prestige of text editions (if they were more highly valued, linguists
would no doubt publish more) can be attributed to several factors:

1. the politics of mainstream linguistics departments, some of which do not
even recognize descriptive grammars as Ph.D. theses;
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2. the fact that linguistic typology concentrates on the investigation of
grammatical phenomena which manifest themselves in single sentences;

3. the fact that many typologists work with large samples of languages
which does not allow the time consuming in-depth study of texts.

For scientific reasons, however, this relegation of texts to marginal appen-
dices is not justifiable. Firstly, the grammarian like any other scientist
should provide evidence for his or her claims, i.e. allow them to be inde-
pendently verified. | suspect current linguistic practice in this regard is
largely unparalleled in other sciences: Imagine a zoologist describing and
analysing the parts of an animal without giving his colleagues the chance to
see samples of it or at least photographs and films depicting the animal in
full from various perspectives. Secondly, a text collection would give col-
leagues the opportunity to discover grammatical phenomena the linguist did
not recognize, or did not have time to cover. In my comparison of Tolai and
Tok Pisin (Mosel 1980), for instance, | overlooked the similarity between
the Tolai particle iat and its Tok Pisin equivalent yet. | also did not describe
the function of iat in my book on Tolai syntax (Mosel 1984), nor was it
mentioned in Rinderknecht’s Ph.D. thesis on the Tolai noun phrase
(Rinderknecht 1987). But on the basis of my text edition (Mosel 1977),
Sankoff (1993) was able to identify Tolai iat as a focus marker and relate it
to Tok Pisin yet. This nicely illustrates how text editions can compensate
for a grammarian’s oversights. Thirdly, grammars are always written from
the perspective of prevalent interests in contemporary linguistics. Only
texts will later provide data for whatever had not been a topic of current
linguists.

To conclude, every grammar should include or be accompanied by a
collection of texts which enables the reader to understand how certain con-
structions are used in context and discover phenomena which were not
described in the grammar. Ideally this text edition consists of annotated
digitalized recordings of different language genres (e.g. myths, anecdotes,
procedural texts, casual conversation, political debates and ritual speech
events), accompanied by a transcription, a translation and a commentary on
the content and linguistic phenomena.
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8. Perspectives of description: Semasiological and onomasiological
approaches

The form-meaning relationships of linguistic expressions can be analyzed
and described from a semasiological or an onomasiological perspective; i.e.
you can either investigate and describe the semantic properties of particular
linguistic forms, or the various ways in which particular meanings are ex-
pressed. In spite of the works of Gabelentz (1891) and Jespersen (1924),
the distinction between semasiological and onomasiological language de-
scription has not received much interest. Grammars are either semasiologi-
cal or represent an arbitrary mix of these two approaches. Therefore, it
seems worthwhile summarizing Gabelentz’ and Jespersen’s work in the
following two sections (8.1 and 8.2). This will be followed by a brief dis-
cussion of the organization of the influential Lingua Descriptive Series
Questionnaire (8.3). Finally, we argue that the semasiological and the ono-
masiological approach need to be separated (8.4) and summarize the prob-
lems of the onomasiological approach (8.5).

8.1. Gabelentz

One of the first scholars who thought about what linguistic competence
means and how this competence could be described was Georg von der
Gabelentz, who wrote in 1891 (Gabelentz 1984: 84):

| know a language firstly means: | understand it, when | hear or read it, and
secondly, | use it correctly when talking or writing. Understanding the lan-
guage means that it appears to me as a phenomenon, or better as a whole
(system) of appearances, which | interpret. When using it, language is a
means, or better a whole (system) of means of expressing my thoughts. In
the former case the form is given and the content, the thought (the content
expressed by the form) has to be found, whereas in the latter case the con-
tent of5 the thought is given and the form, i.e. the expression, has to be
found.

Each linguistic expression can be viewed from two perspectives: the per-
spective of the hearer who analyses what he or she hears and the speaker
who puts his or her thoughts into words. This idea then leads Gabelentz to
the conclusion that a language consists of two interacting systems and that
these systems should be described separately (Gabelentz 1984: 85): Since
“everything in language is a phenomenon to be interpreted and a means to
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be used””, the ideal description of7a language would present it as “two com-
plementary grammatical systems” :

the first one | call the analytical system, because it explains linguistic phe-
nomena by breaking them down; the other one | call the synthetic system,
becausg it shows how the grammatical means are made use of to construct
speech .

Accordingly, an ideal grammar consists of two mutually complementary
parts: the analytical or semasiological part takes the linguistic expressions
as given, analyses their forms and describes their meanings, whereas the
synthetic or onomasiological part takes the meaning as the point of depar-
ture and describes by what kind of linguistic forms they are expressed. The
semasiological part precedes the onomasiological one, “because one needs
to know how to interpret linguistic phenomena, before one is able to use the
means of expression"9 (Gabelentz 1984: 86). These two parts are preceded
by the description of the phonology.

Since the semasiological part takes the hearer’s perspective, “the analy-
sis has to start with the sentence, proceeding from the whole to the parts,
i.e. from the sentence to the words and wordforms, eventually reaching the
terminal elements, the single sounds””’ (Gabelentz 1984: 86). As for the
organization of the onomasiological part, Gabelentz is less explicit. He only
says that it should have sections for everything which is expressed by
grammatical means (Gabelentz 1984:100) and refers to his Chinese Gram-
mar. This, however, does not reflect what he said earlier about the onoma-
siological approach, but describes the syntax of Chinese.

8.2. Jespersen

In his book The Philosophy of Grammar (111924), Jespersen, who had proba-
bly been influenced by Gabelentz work™, distinguishes “three stages of
grammatical treatment of the same phenomena, of three points of view
from which grammatical facts can be considered, which may briefly be
described as (A) form, (B) function, (C) notion.” (Jespersen 1924: 56) All
form elements are to be treated in a section Jespersen calls “morphology”;
they comprise sounds and ‘sound combinations’, “word elements, then
words, and finally word combinations” (Jespersen 1924: 41) and even
“word-order” (Jespersen 1924: 44). The functional categories (B), which
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are described in the “syntax”, are grammatical categories such as number,
case, tense, mood, voice, person, gender.

In English, for instance, suffixes (e.g. -ed in handed), stem alternation
(e.g. drank) or suppletive forms (e.g. was) are forms (A) which have the
grammatical function (B) of ‘preterit’, which in turn expresses more than
one notional category (C): “past time’, ‘unreality’ (I wish I knew), or even
in certain contexts “future time’ (e.g. It is time you went to bed) (Jespersen
1924: 56). The notion of “‘future time’ or “futurity’, on the other hand, is not
expressed by a ‘real future tense’ as in French, but “by means of phrases
which do not signify mere futurity, but something else besides” such as
‘volition” “‘destiny’, ‘uncertainty” and ‘obligation’ (Jespersen 1924: 50), e.g.
I shall start tomorrow, he will start tomorrow, | am to start tomorrow etc.
(Jespersen 1924: 45f). In a similar way, Jespersen distinguishes between
plural as functional or grammatical category and ‘plurality’ as the notional
category of ‘more than one’. Plurality can be expressed not only by plural,
but also by singular forms, e.g. horses, the upper and the lower shelf (Jes-
persen 1924: 188 ff). Other notional categories discussed by Jespersen are
‘person’ (as expressed by pronouns, cross-referencing affixes and posses-
sive constructions in forms of address like your highness), ‘animate and
inanimate’ (Jespersen 1924: 234 ff.), “comparison” (Jespersen 1924: 244),
“time” (Jespersen 1924: 254 ff.),“direct and indirect speech” (Jespersen
1924: 290 ff.), various types of “utterances” and “negation” (Jespersen
1924: 322 ff.). In general, only those categories figure as notional catego-
ries in onomasiological language descriptions which have some grammati-
cal correlate. Jespersen says:

... it is important always to remember that these are to have a linguistic sig-
nificance; we want to understand linguistic (grammatical) phenomena, and
consequently it would not do to set to work as if language did not exist,
classifying things or ideas without regard to their linguistic expression.
(Jespersen 1924: 57)

8.3. Lingua Descriptive Series

The Lingua Descriptive Series Questionnaire (Comrie and Smith 1977) has
provided the framework for the writing of thirty grammars of structurally
and genetically very different languages. In accordance with the question-
naire, all the grammars have the same descending organization and use the
same numbering of chapters, sections and subsections, so that cross-



Grammaticography 57

linguistic comparison is made easy. Chapter 1 Syntax starts with (1.1) sen-
tence types and subordination, then (1.2.) deals with the internal structure
of clauses and phrases, followed by various topics related to the syntax of
clauses, and their arguments and adjuncts: (1.3) coordination, (1.4) nega-
tion, (1.5) anaphora, (1.6) reflexives, (1.7) reciprocals, (1.8) comparison,
(1.9) equatives, (1.10) possession, (1.11) emphasis, (1.12) topic, (1.13)
heavy shift, (1.14) other movement processes. The chapter ends with (1.15)
minor sentence types and (1.16) operational definitions of word classes.
Chapter 2 Morphology comprises (2.1) inflection and (2.2) derivational
morphology, and is followed by three short chapters on (3) phonology, (4)
ideophones and interjections, and (5) the lexicon.

This radical descending organization is not user-friendly because it pre-
sents complex sentence structures before the reader is informed on the
structure of simple clauses. Not surprisingly, Bauer changed this order
when she rewrote her Maori LDS-Grammar (1993) into the more readable
Reed Reference Grammar, now starting with an overview of simple clause
and phrase structures including case marking, and describing complex sen-
tence structures in the last part of the book (Bauer 1997: 5 ff., 540 ff.).
Since the linguist’s understanding of the structure of foreign languages
begins with simple constructions (as does language learning in general), |
am convinced that most people prefer grammars which start with simple
constructions.

The questions of the questionnaire, and hence the grammars, mix the
semasiological and the onomasiological approaches; “the structural frame-
work of the Lingua Descriptive Studies is simply inconsistent, as it some-
times choose§2a formal basis and another time a functional basis for its
organization™", as Comrie (1998: 13) himself admits. Mixing both ap-
proaches can result in descriptions which fail to adequately account for the
formal and semantic structure of languages. The section on structural ques-
tions, for instance, contains six questions concerning the existence of 1.
verbs without subjects or dummy subjects, 2. verbs without direct objects,
3. a separate category of indirect object, 4. other kinds of arguments, 5. the
combinations of different kinds of arguments, 6. the order of constituents.
But it does not enquire about the argument structure of basic clauses in
terms of coding properties.

In accordance with Jespersen’s view of morphology, the means of ex-
pressing the ‘syntactic functions’ of ‘subject’ and ‘object’ are treated in
chapter 2 ‘Morphology’ in the section ‘Noun inflection’. The beginning of
this chapter is semasiologically oriented. One finds questions about the
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various kinds of argument encoding devices including “pre-/postpositions”
and “word order”, followed by questions on the encoding of agentive and
non-agentive subjects with intransitive and transitive verbs and finally of
subjects in copular constructions. The next question concerns the marking
of objects and complements, but here without distinguishing semantic roles,
the encoding of the agent in passive, pseudopassive and impersonal con-
structions, and where relevant the expression of topic and emphasized ele-
ments. Subsequently all these questions on syntactic functions are to be
applied to “all types of non-finite or nominalized verb”.

The following section switches to onomasiological questions and asks
the grammarian to indicate how non-local semantic roles are expressed.
The roles of agent and patient are missing here. Obviously it is assumed
that the expression of agents and patients is already exhaustively covered
by the immediately preceding questions. But this is not so, and conse-
quently other kinds of agent expressions cannot be accommodated without
serious contradictions. In the Polynesian language of Tuvalu, for instance,
“the agent of a transitive verb can be expressed as a modifier of a direct
object” (Besnier 2000: 283).

@ Ne kkati telotou niu
Pst cut their-3 coconut
“They cut down the coconut tree’

For the lack of any other place, Besnier describes this construction in the
section ‘Subject of transitive verb’, thou%h the agent in this construction is
an adnominal modifier and not a subject.

A grammar which keeps the semasiological and the onomasiological
perspectives apart could deal with such phenomena in a non-contradictory
way. In the semasiological part, it would describe the form and meaning of
the argument structure and the construction of adjuncts including adnomi-
nal modifiers, whereas the various ways of expressing agents would be a
topic in the chapter on the expression of semantic (thematic) roles in the
onomasiological part.

8.4. Two grammars of the same language?

Gabelentz and Jespersen were convinced that languages should be de-
scribed from both the semasiological and onomasiological perspective, but
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actually did not provide any arguments for their position. So, we must ask
whether both approaches are really necessary to capture a language. Refer-
ence grammars always choose the semasiological perspective — if not
throughout, at least for the most part. This is justified and absolutely neces-
sary because the readers need to know what kind of linguistic forms exist
before they can understand that a particular meaning M1 is expressed by
construction C1. Furthermore, grammatical constructions are often polyse-
mous so that a particular construction C2 can have the different meanings
M1, M2, M3. The onomasiological approach would describe how each of
the meanings M1, M2, M3 is expressed in separate sections and possibly
say that M1 is expressed by C1 and C2, whereas M2 is expressed by C2,
C3, C4, and M3 by C2 and C5. This is shown in Figure 1.

M1 » Cl
C2
M2 » C3
C4
M3 » C5

Figure 1. The onomasiological approach

If this onomasiological grammar has an index of construction types C1-C5,
the readers can easily find the three meanings of C2. But what they cannot
find out is how the different meanings are related to one another. Is there
anything the meanings have in common? Is there a basic meaning from
which the others are derived, perhaps by metaphor or metonymy?

A good example which shows how the various meanings of a polyse-
mous construction are interrelated is found in Tolai. The most frequently
used preposition in Tolai is ta. Prepositional phrases introduced by ta can
refer to a place, a goal, a source, a point of time, a beneficiary, a recipient,
an addressee, and a cause. An onomasiological description would describe
these meanings in different sections and not reveal that the basic function
of ta is to mark noun phrases (other than place names) as referring to places
and that all other functions are derived from this locative function (Mosel
1984: 178-183,191-193, 201-203; Lyons 1977: 718ff). What kind of entity
or phenomenon a noun phrase marked by ta refers to, depends on the se-
mantics of the context. For example, with verbs denoting motion towards a
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goal, it is the goal, with verbs denoting motion away from something, it is
the source, with verbs of giving, it is the recipient and with speech act verbs
the addressee; e.g. ruk ta ‘go into, enter’, vilau ta ‘run away from’, tar ta
‘give to’, biti ta ‘say to’.

Having described a language from the semasiological perspective and

ideally written a comprehensive grammar which covers all grammatical
phenomena and their meanings, the question arises: what is left for the
onomasiological description? To date no descriptive reference grammar
comprises the two parts of a semasiological and onomasiological descrip-
tion as envisaged by Gabelentz (1891), Jespersen (1924), Lehmann (1980,
1989) and myself (1987). But reference grammars occasionally contain
single chapters or appendices with onomasiological descriptions. Most
frequently such descriptions relate to the semantic function of possession,
orientation in space and time, and negation, and the pragmatic function of
questioning. The reason for this preference is obvious. These semantic and
pragmatic functions play an important role in communication, but they
cannot be treated together in single chapters of the semasiological descrip-
tion because they are expressed by linguistic constructions which pertain to
more than one morpho-syntactic category or level. In addition, the onoma-
siological approach can account for productive speech formulas which
partly fulfill grammatical functions.
The Samoan expression of temporal relations may serve as an example
here. Samoan has six simple so-called TA-markers (tense/aspect particles)
in the verb complex which relate the state of affairs talked about to the
moment of the utterance or some other point of reference set by the context,
e.g. sa ’ai ‘ate (imperfective past)’, na ’ai ‘ate (perfective past)’, 'ua ’ai
‘has eaten’, ’olo’o ’ai ‘is eating’, e ’ai ‘will eat, usually eats’, ’ole’a ’ai
‘will definitely eat” (Mosel 2000). In addition to these TA-markers, Sa-
moan has several temporal and aspectual productive speech formulas which
complement the paradigm of TA-markers, as in Table 2.

While in the semasiological Samoan Reference Grammar these speech
formulas are treated in the chapter on complement clauses, they would be
put together with the TA-markers in a chapter on time in an onomasiologi-
cal grammar. We may even go a step further and include other productive
speech formulas which do not show any formal peculiarities like the com-
plement taking aspectual and phasal verbs in Samoan, but are structurally
similar to free constructions such as that exemplified in Table 3. H
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Table 2. Samoan temporal and aspectual productive speech formulas

TA COMP gloss

TEMP/ASP.V ‘that’ EVENT

leva ona o ‘be a long time
agothat___ °

lata ona - ‘be close that , soon’

‘uma’ ona - ‘be finished that __
already’

’dmata ona ‘startto __°

Table 3. Other productive speech formulas

na alu ‘dtoa PROG

TIME SPAN EVENT
Na alu le aso ‘dtoa ‘0 o'u moe
PAST go ART day whole PROG 1.sG sleep

‘I slept the whole day.’ (lit. “The whole day I was sleeping went.”)

Do these speech formulas belong in a grammar or a dictionary? There is no
straightforward answer. For the grammarian the answer largely depends on
the purpose of the grammar. If the grammar is meant to be a book about
constructions people use to express certain types of meaning, then these
expressions belong there. But if the grammar is only concerned with mor-
phology and syntactic rules of phrase and sentence structure, they will be
ignored because they do not formally differ from non-formulaic expres-
sions. Therefore such formulas were not included in the Samoan Reference
Grammar, but in the language course book Say it in Samoan (Mosel and
So’0 1997).

The only onomasiological grammar | have come across is A communi-
cative grammar of English by Leech and Svartvik (1975), which comple-
ments the English reference grammar by Quirk et al. (1972). In this gram-
mar one finds, for instance, a chapter on “time, tense and aspect” (Leech
and Svartvik1975: 63 ff), with a section on “future time’, which starts stat-
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ing that “there are five ways of expressing future time in the English verb
phrase. The most important future constructions are those which use will
(shall) and be going to.” (Leech and Svartvik 1975: 70)

8.5. Structure and content of onomasiological descriptions

A tradition of 2000 years has shaped the structure of semasiological
grammars and made linguists more or less intuitively agree on their con-
tents. Onomasiological descriptions, on the other hand, have yet to find an
appropriate, widely accepted design. There are too many questions which
have not yet been answered:

1. How are the semasiological and the onomasiological description to be
related to each other? Should the onomasiological description just be an
addition to the semasiological one or should it be more independent?

2. How can we decide on which semantic and pragmatic domains are to be
chosen for the onomasiological part? Would these domains all have the
same status? How are the descriptions of the domains to be ordered in
the grammar? Would they be the same for all languages?

3. To what extent will the descriptions account for lexical and phraseologi-
cal aspects of the linguistic phenomena to be described?

Linguistic typology and cognitive linguistics will certainly bring us nearer
to an answer, but the task of transfering their findings into the practice of
writing grammars should not be underestimated. As with traditional gram-
mar writing, it requires setting priorities and organizing the description of
very complex phenomena into a sequence of chapters in a book.

9. Concluding remarks

In view of the urgent necessity for documenting endangered languages,
grammaticography needs to be advanced as a genuine discipline of linguis-
tics to ensure that the analysis of previously undescribed linguistic phe-
nomena is presented in such a way that it can serve as the basis for further
research as well as the development of materials for language maintenance
measures. In the preceding chapters | first compared grammaticography
with its older sister lexicography. In the search for methodologies of ‘catch-
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ing language’, grammarians can certainly learn from lexicographers in how
to present information on a language in a format that fulfills the standards
of the trade, but is user-friendly at the same time.

The second part briefly discusses the problem of how to decide on the
content of a grammar and the importance of texts as complementing the
grammatical description. Instead of working with a workplan which aims at
a comprehensive grammar, | suggest starting with a short grammar com-
prising the essentials and then, if time allows, expand on topics of special
interest.

The final part of the article first draws attention to the pioneers of
grammaticography, Gabelentz and Jespersen, who distinguished between
the semasiological and the onomasiological approach to language descrip-
tion. While the semasiological description analyses the forms of expression
and their meanings, the onomasiological description shows the interaction
of various kinds of lexical and grammatical means of expression to cover
particular semantic and pragmatic domains like possession, orientation in
space and time, or asking questions. Both approaches are necessary.

Writing a grammar is more than an organizational exercise. As Bob
Dixon demonstrates in his grammars and in his teaching of future gram-
marians, it requires both a deep understanding of language in all its com-
plexity and a sound theoretical basis (cf. Dryer, this volume). In the conclu-
sion of his book on ergativity, Dixon (1994: 229) remarks,

The most important point is that a language can only profitably be studied
as whole. One must recognize and distinguish different levels of structural
organization — phonological, morphological, syntactic, semantic, discourse
and pragmatic — but each of these continuously interrelates with the others.

Here lies the challenge and the fascination of writing grammars, and the
task of grammaticography as a future discipline of linguistics. In a world
where specialists — and linguists are no exception — know more and more
about less and less, it becomes increasingly important to develop method-
ologies of making specialized knowledge accessible to non-specialists.
Only the identification, analysis and description of the essentials of the
structure of languages will enable us to connect specialized knowledge of
various linguistic areas and advance our understanding of language. For
this very reason the old tradition of grammar writing is gaining more im-
portance than ever.

Notes
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1.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

Ulrike Mosel

I am grateful to Philipp Brandenburg, Alan Dench, Nick Evans, Geoffrey
Haig and Nicole Nau for their valuable comments on earlier versions of this
paper and inspiring discussions on grammaticography.

Agel (1995 ed.); Cherubim (1973); Helbig (1992); Leitner (1986); Wilkins
(1976).

Cf. Comrie and Smith (1977); von der Gabelentz (1901); Jespersen (1924);
Lehmann (1980); Mosel (1987); Nida (1949: 222-281).

Cf. Vonen’s criticism of the Samoan Reference Grammar which is quite justi-
fied with regard to the inconsistency of terminology (Vonen 1997: 139-144,
Mosel and Hovdhaugen 1992).

“Ich kann eine Sprache, das heisst erstens: ich verstehe sie, wenn ich sie hore
oder lese,- und zweitens: ich wende sie richtig an, wenn ich in ihr rede und
schreibe. Insofern ich sie verstehe, stellt sie sich mir dar als Erscheinung, oder
richtiger, als eine Gesammtheit von Erscheinungen, die ich deute. Sofern ich
sie anwende, bietet sie sich mir als Mittel, oder richtiger als eine Gesammtheit
von Mitteln zum Ausdrucke meiner Gedanken. Dort war die Form gegeben
und der Inhalt, der Gedanke zu suchen; hier umgekehrt: gegeben ist der
Gedankeninhalt, und gesucht wird die Form, der Ausdruck.”

“Alles in der Sprache ist zugleich zu deutende Erscheinung und anzuwenden-
des Mittel”.

“zwei einander nothwendig ergdnzende grammatische Systeme”

“das eine nenne ich das analytische, weil in ihm die Spracherscheinungen
durch Zerlegung erklart werden; das andere nenne ich das synthetische, weil
es lehrt die grammatischen Mittel zum Aufbaue der Rede zu verwerthen”
“denn man muss die Spracherscheinungen deuten kénnen, ehe man die
Sprachmittel anwenden kann.”

“...und so hat die Analyse VVom Satze auszugehen. Folgerichtig schreitet sie
vom Ganzen zu den Theilen, also vom Satze zu den Wdortern und Wortformen
fort, und erst zuletzt gelangt sie zu den letzten Elementen, den einzelnen Lau-
ten.”

Cf. the footnote in Jespersen (1924: 39); Kirschner (2002).

My English translation from the German “Der strukturelle Rahmen der Lin-
gua Descriptive Studies ist schlichtweg inkonsistent, indem er einmal eine for-
male und ein andernmal eine funktionale Basis fur die Organisation wéhlt.”
This in turn is a translation from Comrie’s English original by Christian
Stromsdorfer and Dietmar Zaefferer.

Similar constructions are found in Samoan. (Duranti 1981: 173 f; Mosel and
Hovdhaugen 1982: 761-763).

For further examples cf. Mosel (2002).
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Real descriptions: Reflections on native speaker and
non-native speaker descriptions of a language’
Felix K. Ameka

There are 2,000 or 3,000 languages, for which we have no decent descrip-
tion, that will pass into disuse within the next few generations. Trained lin-
guists are urgently needed to document them. In most cases native speakers
can be trained as linguists but in many instances an outsider is required.
(Dixon 1997a:138)

1. Introduction

Now more than ever in the history of linguistics with our growing aware-
ness of the need to document and describe languages that have not yet been
recorded, the importance and role of the native speaker has been brought
into sharper focus. The native speaker is no longer merely seen in field
linguistics as “a human being who is able to give information about his or
her language” (Coulmas 1981: 5). They are rather seen as people who can
help “shape the record” (Mithun 2001) or promote the work of the linguist
through a healthy and symbiotic relationship of the kind described by
McLaughlin and Sall (2001). The native speaker may also be the last re-
pository of a significant body of knowledge which is a crucial component
of the world’s intellectual and cultural heritage (cf.Crystal 2000, Evans
2001). At the same time, it has become increasingly clear that there are
different kinds of native speakers (see e.g. Dorian 1981, 1986 and Grine-
vald 2003; and see also Davies 2003 on the role of the native speaker in
applied linguistics). Despite the recognition of a more active role for the
native speaker in language description, discourses on documentation gener-
ally take it for granted that the linguist doing the documentation is an out-
sider—a non-native speaker of the language in question. Some will concede,
as Dixon does in the quote above, that native speakers can also be trained
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as linguists to describe their native languages, but on the whole the assump-
tion and practice remain what Ken Hale (of blessed memory) observed
decades ago. He remarked: “It is a prevailing fact about anthropological
linguistics that the linguist and the native speaker are not the same individ-
ual” (Hale 1972: 384). Moreover, he wondered about the future of a lin-
guistics dominated by non-native speakers of languages they work on. He
wrote:

I question whether significant advances beyond the present state of knowl-
edge of the world’s languages can be made if important sectors of linguis-
tics continue to be dominated by scholars who are not native speakers of the
languages they study. (Hale 1972: 385-386)

I am tempted to raise a similar question about the endangered languages
documentation enterprise, if this task is only performed by “outsiders”. In
my view, if this trend continues we cannot expect to have optimal records
or real descriptions of these languages. In fact, “insiders” are not always
perceived as engaging in the “real” business of linguistics. | hope to dem-
onstrate in this chapter that unless the records of the languages being
documented are the product of collaboration between trained native speaker
and non-native speaker (anthropological) linguists, they will not be real, or
optimal descriptions representing the realities of the languages. This is be-
cause the issues attended to by the two kinds of linguists while overlapping
in some areas, differ in others and yet are complementary in ways that are
mutually beneficial to the documentation programme.

In the rest of the chapter | demonstrate the similarities and differences
between native speaker and non-native speaker descriptions of a language
by comparing the first descriptions of Ewe, a Kwa language of West Af-
rica, by a non-native speaker (Westermann 1907, 1930) and by a native
speaker (Ansre 1961, 1966a). Later descriptions by both kinds of authors
are also considered (e.g. Clements 1972, Collins 1993, and Duthie 1996-
non-native speakers, and Ameka 1991, Essegbey 1994, 1999-native
speaker linguists). It emerges that the descriptions are affected by the lin-
guistic ideologies of the two types of linguists and differ in what they are
sensitive to. For instance, a non-native seems to pay attention to generalisa-
tions in some areas and to be ethnographically rich while a native goes for
details in other areas. | will illustrate this by examining the description of
numerals and quantifier phrases, adjectives, aspectual constructions and
verbal constructions.
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Of course, the time when a description is written bears upon the issues
that are adumbrated in it. However this is orthogonal to whether the de-
scription is carried out by a native speaker or a non-native speaker. The
types of questions raised in the linguistic literature, be it from practitioners
who are working on formal or functional models of language or from typo-
logically oriented linguists as well as the availability of information about
the possibilities of human languages impact on the form, content and type
of description. Furthermore, as we will discuss below, the type of training
the linguist has received, be they native speakers or non-native speakers of
the languages they are working on, affects their descriptive practice to a
very large extent. While these features cannot be entirely disentangled from
one another, | will, nevertheless, try to focus on the aspects of the descrip-
tions that | consider to emanate from the native or non-native speaker status
of the one carrying out the description.

The chapter is structured as follows. In the next section, the role of the
native scholar in both ethnographic and linguistic description is discussed.
Section 2 introduces the descriptions of Ewe that are compared. Section 3
suggests some of the concerns that are addressed in non-native speaker
descriptions which are overlooked in native speaker descriptions. This is
followed in section 4 by an examination of the pitfalls of native speaker
descriptions. Section 5 discusses some of the common ground that is cov-
ered in both types of work. In the case of the Ewe works being compared,
some remarks are made especially with respect to their being the founda-
tion records of the language. Section 6 explores how subtle semantic dis-
tinctions can be lost on both native and non-native speakers and how such
subtleties can be uncovered through a judicious use of native speaker intui-
tions, cumulative knowledge from earlier descriptions and corpus study.
The final section concludes with the idea that we can only get a holistic and
optimal description of a language if there is cooperation between well-
trained native speaker and non-native speaker linguists of that language.
The linguists should in turn collaborate with the naive speakers of the lan-
guage in the description and documentation enterprise.

2. Native and non-native ethnographies and linguistic descriptions
While linguists have not been too concerned with the appropriateness or

otherwise of native speaker vs. non-native speaker descriptions of a lan-
guage, anthropologists have debated at length the usefulness or otherwise



72 Felix K. Ameka

of insider vs. outsider ethnographies (see e.g. Owusu 1978, Nukunya 1994
Yan 1997, Ryang 1997 Hastrup 1993, Abasi 1995). To set the scene for the
discussion of the role of the native speaker linguist in language description,
it is useful to recall some key issues in relevant anthropological debates.
Some anthropologists have argued that since the main reason for doing
ethnography is the experience of difference, “outsider” ethnographies are
more suitable (cf. Pool 1989). In fact, Tedlock (1987: 329) suggests that
there would not be “any place for an ethnographer if all parties shared the
same native language ... What is ethnography if it is not the phenomenol-
ogy of asymmetry, of otherness, foreignness?” From such a perspective
insider ethnography is a contradiction. On the other hand, Owusu, who on
occasion functions as an “insider” ethnographer (1978, 1997), is very criti-
cal of “outsider” ethnographers especially those who do not have much
familiarity with the native language. Commenting on the earlier classical
ethnographies of various African communities, he draws attention to the
difficult position of the native anthropologist in working with such records.
He notes that a careful reading of some of these ethnographic monographs
demonstrates that

it is virtually impossible particul;c\rly for the native anthropologist to falsify,
replicate or evaluate objectively. For frequently, it is not clear whether the
accounts so brilliantly presented are about native realities at all or whether
they are about informants, about scientific models and imaginative specula-
tions or about the anthropologists themselves and their fantasies (Owusu
1978: 312 empbhasis in original)

| believe native speaker linguists sometimes feel the same way towards
some descriptions of their languages. The native speaker linguist is even in
a more precarious situation when it comes to data quality control because
the specific description can always be said to be the model and reality of
the particular native speaker consultant. Furthermore, in linguistics, data
from a native speaker is considered “sacrosanct” as Bickerton (1996: 157)
quoted in Lefebvre (1999: 383) put it:

It is a foundation stone of our discipline that native speakers of a language
do not and in the nature of things CANNOT “correct’, ‘“modify’, ‘rectify’, or
‘repair’ the judgements of other native speakers: they just make different
judgements (emphasis in original)

In a sense this is true and it can be an important safeguard against native
speakers claiming their variety of a language to be the representation of the
whole language. However, this can and has been misused to ignore native
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speaker judgements about particular sentences that have served as founda-
tion stones for various formalisms. Sadock (1996) brilliantly satirizes this
as a manifestation of the Principle of Information Free Linguistics (PIFL).
One scenario he sketches is where a linguist, giving a talk on a much dis-
cussed language in the “theoretically central literature” called Tophar, cites
the following relevant data with judgements to illustrate a hitherto un-
documented possibility of covert scrambling at LF:

@i a Pictures of themself seem to him to bother each other
b *Pictures of him seem to them to resemble each other
(ii) a Whose self do picture of each other bother him?
b *Where is the nearest men’s room?

The challenge from a speaker of Tophar in the audience and Sadock’s por-
trayal of the linguist’s reaction is illuminating and worth quoting in ex-
tenso:

“l am a native speaker of Tophar [pronounced [dopHAR] — Oops!] ... and
find your (ia and (iia) horribly ungrammatical and your (ib) and (iib) just
fine. Doesn’t that cast some doubt on your principle of LF scrambling?”

Uhhh, Noo. To the theoretically naive in the audience, the dispute over the
accuracy of your data might seem pretty serious, but given the gigantic gulf
between data and theoretically relevant fact and the further chasm between
fact and principle, it is not really of any consequence. LF scrambling could
well exist regardless of any data from Tophar or any other language, for
that matter. Given what we know of UG, LF scrambling is a clear possibil-
ity, a virtual conceptual necessity, as a matter of fact. So in this case, simply
smile patronizingly and say “My data are different from yours”, for indeed
they are. (Sadock 1996: 136)

A native speaker linguist’s hands are tied, as it were. Sometimes, various
claims are made about their language and different kinds of data are attrib-
uted to native speakers of their language, data that is hard to replicate.
Sometimes it is even hard to see how the data and the judgements reported
from native speakers support a particular theory that they are being used to
demonstrate. For instance, Aboh (2001: 759) in a review of a book about a
variety of his native language observes in a way similar to Owusu that a
“close scrutiny of the data reveals that most of the examples relevant for the
discussion are ungrammatical. Conversely, other examples which are per-
fectly grammatical are analysed by the author [a non-native speaker linguist
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FKA] to be ungrammatical”. Yet a native speaker linguist like Aboh or
myself can only say in such contexts that either the speakers we consulted
on a particular piece of data accept it or reject it, or that the speakers have
different grammars. One cannot repair or modify the data of another native
speaker. They are just different data. It makes one wonder sometimes about
the empirical bases of some theoretical claims (see also Lefebvre 2000 on
data in pidgins and creoles research).

Be that as it may there are arguments for giving a role to the native
scholar even in ethnographic fieldwork. Owusu (1978) adopts some of the
views of David Schneider who discusses the reasons why native ethnogra-
phers have a role in the study of kinship in America. Schneider argues that
a native ethnographer knows the society and culture well. He adds:

We speak the language fluently, we know the customs and we have ob-
served the natives in their daily lives. Indeed we are the natives. Hence we
are in a especially good position to keep the facts and the theory in their
most productive relationship. We can monitor the interplay between fact
and theory where American Kinship is concerned in ways that are simply
impossible in the ordinary course of anthropological work. ... By the same
token of course we are able to achieve a degree of control over a large body
of data which many anthropological fieldworkers hardly approach even af-
ter one or two years in the field. Hence the quality of the data we control is
considerably greater and the grounds for evaluating the fit between fact and
theory is correspondingly greater. (Schneider 1968 quoted in Owusu 1978:
321-2)

Comparable things have been said about the usefulness of native speakers
in linguistics. Ulvestad (1981: 245-6), supporting his claim with a quote
from Lees (1957), argues that:

... the most powerful research machine imaginable is the trained linguist
who is also a native speaker of the object language. He is the ideal linguist
par excellence; only he can be in possession of “those flashes of insight,
those perceptions of pattern, which mark off the brilliant scientist from the
dull cataloguer of data” (Lees 1957: 380).

Some, e.g van Driem (2002), would argue that this is demonstrably false. In
support of their argument, they would assert that the best and most compre-
hensive grammars of English were written by non-native speakers, notably
Danish and Dutch scholars, such as Jespersen (e.g. 1933, and see also his
seven part English grammar), Kruisinga (1911) and Zandvoort (1948).
Thus non-natives can acquire and appropriate, as it were, a high degree of
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native knowledge some of which the natives themselves are not conscious
of. Widlok (2004) points out that such non-natives learning the language
from outside as well as natives learning, or rather developing their compe-
tence, from inside tend to make similar mistakes, especially mistakes that
are related to mismatches of frame expectations. Thus the distinction be-
tween native speaker and non-native speaker dissolves when they are par-
ticipating in communicative practices. Nevertheless, | still think there are
pieces of knowledge that the native speaker has which they may not be
conscious of but which remain hidden from the non-native (cf. Keesing
1979).

Even this point may be challenged, however. Van Driem (2002: 12)
cites Anna Wierzbicka as an example of a non-native speaker of English
who has very subtle intuitions and can produce a battery of expressions to
justify one or the other semantic analysis sometimes to the amazement of
native speakers (cf. Wierzbicka 1988, in press). While this is true, it is also
the case that Anna Wierzbicka constantly draws on the intuitions of many
native speakers including linguists and linguists in training. Thus the prod-
uct that one gets is the result of collaboration between Anna Wierzbicka, a
non-native speaker, and a host of native speakers. Moreover, although the
English grammars mentioned above are justifiably celebrated, it is my con-
tention that one of the best, if not the best English grammar to date, is the
one produced by a team of native speakers, Randolph Quirk, Sidney Green-
baum and Geoffrey Leech and a non-native speaker, Jan Svartvik, namely,
Quirk et al. (1985) and see also Leech and Svartvik (1975, 2003).) This is
what | advocate: a collaboration in the documentation enterprise between
native and non-native trained anthropological linguists.

One reason why such collaboration is the optimal documentation team
imaginable is that being a native speaker linguist is a mixed blessing. On
the one hand, they may be the ideal linguist par excellence but they may
also be the worst source of information on their native language because
their intuitions may have become contaminated and biased by the theories
that they work with. In fact, the native speaker linguist may not always be
able to separate an empirical fact from a theoretical dogma that they are
pursuing. The Janus-faced nature of a native speaker linguist or grammar-
ian is commented upon by Anttila (1972: 349) as follows:

Once you have linguistic training, you spoil your native intuitions as a nor-
mal speaker and you cannot write a psychologically real grammar for a
normal speaker. Linguists are not normal speakers when they write gram-
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mars. On the other hand if you are a naive speaker you cannot write gram-
mars at all.

One of the ways in which a trained native speaker is a danger to the lan-
guage is where the fragments of the language they perceive to be good or
bad pieces of the languages tend to be dictated by their own linguistic ide-
ologies or specific varieties. This may be an ideology based on theoretical
orientation, where the language is forced by the native speaker to become
more like the translated versions of sentences used to justify claims about
phenomena within a model such as long distance movement or verb move-
ment. Or it may be based on the variety of the language that they speak
themselves. One of the facts of life is that trained native speaker linguists
tend to be people who live away from their language environments. As
such they may not participate in communities of practice in which the lan-
guage is one of the codes. They may thus have restricted codes since they
may not use the language in some domains on a daily basis.

Some of these negative effects can be minimised with good training. At-
tention has been drawn to the need for reappraisal of the kinds of linguistics
programmes that are currently available (Grinevald 1998; Newman 1998,
2003). Newman, for instance, chastises graduate linguistics programmes in
American universities for not adequately catering for the needs of native
speaker PhD candidates in terms of empirical scientific methodology. Let
me point out that even if native speaker linguists are well trained in these
methods, there is a peculiar problem that they might face in their language
communities, namely, when they attempt to get information from other
speakers they are told that they speak the language and they should not be
asking such stupid questions. In this situation, the teacher - apprentice con-
struct for fieldwork does not always work. What some of my colleagues
and I have found useful in such situations is the use of stimulus based elici-
tation techniques as described by Hellwig (this volume); see also Ameka
and Essegbey (2006, in press). We have also found it useful in our work on
Ewe to draw on different kinds of mediated discourse such as creative writ-
ten works produced by other native speakers, oral productions of drama,
poetry etc. on the radio or television, and real-time observation and record-
ing of conversations. Certainly these can be used by non-native speakers as
well — see Duthie 1996 who uses texts from an Ewe newspaper as an im-
portant source of examples. But non-native speakers need a good knowl-
edge of the language, and especially in the case of the written texts without
fully explicit orthographies (Ewe orthography does not mark tones), one
needs a good knowledge of the language to work through them.
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My experience as a trained native speaker linguist working on my native
language contrasts with that of my work as an outsider working on Likpe, a
Ghana-Togo Mountain language, whose speakers are bilingual in Ewe, the
lingua franca, and in Likpe. Certain speakers also command Akan and Eng-
lish. Some of the constraints | feel include not being able to have a good
feeling for the subtle intuitive differences that are encoded in the language
which need to be tapped. In addition, | am not able to generate native-like
texts of encoding idioms spontaneously, the way | can when | am investi-
gating an issue in Ewe. Moreover, there is not much of the kind of medi-
ated discourse mentioned above for Ewe that | can access. Nevertheless, it
is because of the difference between the native and the non-native that |
advocate collaboration not only between the two kinds of linguists as the
optimal “research machine imaginable”, but also between native speaker
researchers and the normal speakers of the languages being documented. |
believe my work on Likpe and the documentation that I can produce would
be much much better if there were a trained native speaker linguist of the
language to work with. | have a couple of very well trained consultants who
understand the nature of linguistic work but it would be different if they
were to have been formally trained in linguistics.

The rest of the paper is devoted to showing the subtle differences be-
tween native speaker and non-native speaker descriptions as reflected in the
records that are available for Ewe. Before turning to the features of the
description as such, | first provide some commentary on the context of the
records to be compared.

3. On the “first’ records and past records of Ewe

The first descriptions of Ewe by non-native and native speaker grammari-
ans belong to different phases in the history of Ewe linguistics. Clements
(1972: 22) observes with respect to the first phase that it

... corresponds to the effort of creating a Standard Ewe by the members of
the Bremen Mission, and includes a good deal of purely descriptive work of
high quality. The dominant figure is that of Westermann, whose two
monumental dictionaries (1905, 1954) span his active career as a linguist.
Other studies include his grammar (1907, English translation 1930)...

It is Westermann’s grammatical works which we consider to be the first
record of Ewe by a non-native that we will mostly be concerned with in this
chapter. These works constitute the most comprehensive grammatical de-
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scription of the language and have been the standard reference works on the
language ever since. Different kinds of information from these grammars
have found their way into databases for typological and cross-linguistic
studies.

Clements (1972: 23) further observes that:

The second phase has been concerned largely with providing descriptive
studies based on developments in structural and transformational linguistics.
... Among the more important studies ... have been Ansre’s studies of tonal
structure (1961) and grammatical units (1966a) and several papers on tone,
morphology and syntax.

These works by Ansre on the phonology (1961) and grammar (1966a) to-
gether constitute the first description of Ewe by a native speaker on linguis-
tic principles. And it is these that we will compare with Westermann’s
works.

Both of these first descriptions suffer from the theoretical and linguistic
climate at the time of their production. For instance, Ansre, while acknowl-
edging the importance of Westermann’s work, notes that it has some disad-
vantages characteristic of its era: “Theoretical inconsistencies are not un-
common and many of the categories set up seem to have no basis except a
notional one derived from other languages. There are attempts to connect
forms by etymologies that cannot be substantiated” (Ansre 1966a: 16).

In a review of early descriptions of Ewe, | accorded a special place to
the works of Ansre, especially the grammatical description of 1966a. How-
ever, | commented that

... the theoretical framework employed in the grammatical description —
Scale and Category, a precursor to Halliday’s Systemic Functional Gram-
mar — is outmoded and makes the work less accessible and relevant today.
Nevertheless, it provides a good account of the structural properties of the
language. (Ameka 1991: 5)

For these reasons, the comparison of the first records is not based on
framework internal features but on substantive analytic issues that are re-
quired in a documentation that seeks to capture the ‘genius’ of a language.

4. Concerns in non-native speaker descriptions of a language

In this section, | will draw attention to three features of Westermann’s de-
scription of Ewe which | see as properties of non-native descriptions. First,
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the non-native tends to be sensitive to features of the language that make a
difference to him/her. Second there is a tendency to make generalisations
focusing on a norm, downplaying variation.

Third, non-native descriptions might gloss over important features that
relate to the specific semantic style or the encoding idioms of the language.

(i) Sensitivity to specific features that make a difference

Characteristic of his close attention to features that make a difference,
Westermann includes in his grammar a description of Ewe gestures of
counting. He notes:

The Ewe people count on the outstretched fingers, beginning with the little
finger of the left hand, each being bent by the forefinger of the right hand as
it is counted; the right hand is used next, and then one begins again, or else,
squatting on the ground, one counts on the toes with the little figger of the
right hand, so that we then have altogether an amep ‘twenty’ . (Wester-
mann 1930:101)

It seems to me that since the way of counting on the fingers was different
from what he was used to, Westermann was struck by the Ewe method of
counting. | think that this kind of information is something that a native
speaker will not easily identify as important information in a grammar. It is
not all non-natives that are sensitive to this kind of information either. A
perusal of different grammars on my shelf revealed that many grammarians
do not say anything about the way counting is done even though they all
devote pages to numbers and to quantifiers.

In discussing numeral constructions, Westermann also drew attention to
two other issues in Ewe grammar. The first is the co-occurrence depend-
ency between the numerals and the plural marker and determiners. He
pointed out, using the parlance of his time, that when a noun is quantified
by a numeral, the plural does not occur as in (1a). However when the quan-
tified noun is determined, then the plural marker must occur, as illustrated
in (1b).4 Compare

1) a. X0 ga eve  (*wo)
house big two PL
‘two big houses’



80 Felix K. Ameka

b. X0 ga eve  ma *(Wo)
house big two DEM PL
‘those two big houses’

A second topic he addresses relates to the unit counter ame, a form which
otherwise means ‘person’. He does not use that label but mentions the use
of the form together with the third person plural pronoun for counting
pieces and copies (Westermann 1930: 99-100). Some languages in the
same area as Ewe also have such unit counters but | have not found infor-
mation on them in the available descriptions. | submit that Westermann as a
non-native speaker was acutely sensitive to anything that might seem char-
acteristic of Ewe.”

(ii) Interest in generalizations

Westermann, in describing Ewe aimed very much at stating generalisations
as implied in Ansre’s critique, cited above, of the connections that Wester-
mann was drawing between forms that Ansre would not necessarily want to
link. But such interest in generalisation can sometimes lead to obscurity.
Let me illustrate with a rather trivial example. In (2) I reproduce the tabula-
tions of the object pronouns in Ewe by both Westermann and Ansre.

2 Ewe object pronouns:

a la Westermann ala Ansre

m me Sing 1 m
wo you 2 wo
é him, her, it 3 ilele
mi us PI 1 mi
mi you 2 mi
wo them 3 wo

The form of interest to me here is the 3rd person singular pronoun.
Westerman represents it simply as € while Ansre represents the three vow-
els and comments in a footnote that “The phonological form of the 3rd
person singular here is determined by the last vowel of the preceding sylla-
ble” (Ansre 1966a: 143, fn 12). Even though it has been demonstrated in
later work (e.g. Capo 1985) that the 3 singular pronoun is better captured as
a clitic -i, it is clear that Westermann was striving for a more general state-
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ment without specifying further the details, while Ansre was more inter-
ested in representing the variants from which to draw generalisations.

(iii) Glossing over some important features

As noted earlier, Westermann’s grammar is rather comprehensive, yet as a
non-native speaker he missed some features of the language which one
could say characterise the semantic style of its speakers. One such feature is
the use of a form -i to mark what one might call predications, in modern
parlance (see Ameka and Schultze-Berndt 2000, Ameka 2005). One do-
main where this marker occurs is in certain types of serial verb construc-
tions, especially those involving accompaniment. Talking about the use of
the verb va ‘come’ in contexts to mean ‘to here’ Westermann (1930: 132)
notes that in such cases the form ve (from vée) is readily used instead of va.
He, however, does not explain what the -e form is in such contexts—and in
fact, as we shall see, it is better seen as an -i because it undergoes the same
kinds of assimilation processes as the 3 SG object pronoun form. One of
Westermann’s examples of this usage is:

3 wé-a-gbugbo-e VE.
3PL-POT-return-3SG  come:PRED
“They will bring it back’. (my interlinear translation)

Ansre, however, noted that this form occurred with other verbs and not just
va and offers a preliminary analysis for the -i marker. He suggested that it
is a redundant object marker:

When a particular sub-class of verb expounds the final P (i.e. Predicate
FKA) element in the compound class, an element occurs with it the analysis
of which has so far not been completed. This sub-class of verbs is desig-
nated Verbs of motion. ... The element in question is termed the Redundant
Object (Ansre 1966a: 71).

In a footnote, he explains the term “redundant object” thus: “‘Redundant’
because unlike other objects it has not been possible to establish that it op-
erates as a complement in clause structure; ‘Object’ because in all respects
it is phonologically identical with the third person singular object of the
pronoun” (Ansre 1966a: 71). One of the examples illustrating the form is
given in (4).
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4) E-tso nyg 4daka dzo-e.
3SG-take 1SG:poss box leave-Redundant_Object
lit: S/he has taken my box [and] left
‘S/he has taken my suitcase away’.

It seems to me that Ansre was drawing on his native speaker intuitions and
introspecting about parallel structures. This led him to discover other verbs
that participate in the construction. Furthermore, he saw that the realisation
of the morpheme was the same as that of the third person object pronoun,
as he explained in the footnote. Ansre’s initial analysis has served as basis
for later investigations by both native and non-native speakers (see e.g.
Clements 1972, Lewis n.d., Collins 1993, Amuzu 1993). The link that
Ansre makes between the-i marker and the 3 singular object pronoun seems
to be historically founded but synchronically, it would appear that the two
forms are different (see Ameka 2005). Furthermore, we owe it to Ansre’s
native speaker intuitions that this multifunctional marker, which has turned
out to be typologically significant, was first brought to the attention of the
linguistic community in a systematic fashion.

5. The precariousness of native speaker linguist descriptions of a
language

By the same token, however, a native speaker could under-represent the
variety of styles and expressive means available in the language by not
taking account of variants beyond their own idiolect or dialect. This could
be taken to extremes where a linguistic fragment from another dialect
would be dismissed as not belonging to the language. Similarly, the auto-
matic fashions of speaking that the native speaker takes for granted are
seldom made explicit in native speaker descriptions. Furthermore, subtle
semantic distinctions that are manifest in the use of forms that can occur
interchangeably are glossed over by native speakers.

(i) The problem of representativeness and the dangers of introspection

Nasalisation of vowels is a thorny issue in Niger-Congo languages, includ-
ing Bantu languages. One of the unresolved questions has been whether the
proto-languages of different subgroups in the family contain an equal hum-
ber of oral vs. nasalised vowels. This is also an issue in Proto Gbe, the im-
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mediate ancestor of Ewe (cf Capo 1991). One source of data for the Ewe
varieties is Ansre 1961. In this work Ansre claims that mid vowels are not
nasalised in Ewe. This statement seems to be only true for his own Pekigbe
dialect of Ewe where, as Ansre (2000: 31) in later work observes, “the high
mid back vowel is not nasalised, */6/”. In many other dialects of Ewe nasal-
ised mid vowels are distinctive. Thus some dialects have the word 16 ‘re-
move from fire” which is /3 in Pekigbe. Other words with the nasalised high

mid front vowel are dzé ‘red’ and f& ‘young’.6
(ii) Some language facts are taken for granted

The automatic and self-evident nature of language use provides partial ex-
planation for the inability of native speakers to articulate the tacit knowl-
edge they have about subtle differences between forms. It is also partly
responsible for the fact that native speakers tend to take important language
facts for granted. Thus some facts, which may hold the key to important
typological generalisations, are taken for granted in native speaker descrip-
tions. A case in point is Ansre’s (1966a: 168) description of the aspectual
construction that, following Westermann, has been termed the “ingressive”.
This term is infelicitous with respect to the semantics of the construction as
outlined immediately below. It is better to call it the prospective (cf. Esseg-
bey 1999). The structure of the construction can be represented as follows:

(5) Subject- Verb - Aspectual Phrase

Ansre mentions only the forms le ‘be.at:PRES’ and no ‘be.at:NPRES’
which he characterises as tense particles (see also Ansre 2000: 41) as the
forms in the Verb position in the construction. Compare (6) a. and b.

(6) a. Nyrue le agble yi gé.
uncle be.at:PRES farm go PROSP
‘Uncle is going to go to (the) farm’.

b. Nyrue no agble yi @gé hafi mie-de.
uncle be.at:NPRES farm go PROSP before 1PL-reach
‘Uncle was going to go to (the) farm when we got there’ (Ansre
1966: 169)
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We get a fuller picture in some non-native descriptions. Thus Westermann
(1930: 80) says that “In the ingressive (i.e. intentional) /le/ [as in (6a) FKA]
may be replaced by a verb of motion such as /va/ /gbal ‘to come’, lyi/ ‘to
go’.” (See examples below,) Interestingly, a description which is the prod-
uct of cooperation between a non-native speaker and several native speak-
ers offers a more adequate account. According to Rongier et al (1990: 112),
“L'intentionnel est marqué par le nom locatif ‘gé’. Le verbe locatif est vari-
able. Les plus fréquents sont ‘le’, ‘no’, “yi’ [...], ‘dé’ (aller) et ‘gbona’ (re-
venir)."7 See also Warburton et al. (1968).

Even though more empirically sound, the description by Rongier et al.
does not offer any clues as to the semantics and usage conditions of the
“variable locative verbs”. The meaning conveyed by the construction varies
according to the semantics of the element that fills the verb slot (see Ameka
1991, Ameka and Dakubu to appear). In a nutshell, when the verb slot is
filled by either member of the locative be.at suppletive set le or no the con-
struction expresses the notion that an action is imminent or is about to hap-
pen in relation to the reference time as in (6a,b) above and (7) below.

@) fifia, me-le ku-ku gé kpuie.
now  1SG-be.at:PRES RED-die PROSP shortly
‘Now, | am about to die shortly.” (Akpatsi 1980: 69)

When the verb is the habitual form of the directional verbs yi ‘go’ or gho
‘come.back’, namely yi-na ‘going’ or gbo-na ‘coming back’, the construc-
tion is used to describe inchoative or change in progress states of affairs as
illustrated in (8).

(8) za yi- na do-do gé.
night go HAB RED-fall PROSP
‘It is getting dark.’ (Gadzekpo 1982: 26)

However, when the verb slot is filled by one of the motion predicates ts6
‘come.from’, yi ‘go’ and va ‘come’, the construction has a motion-cum-
purpose reading as in (9).

9 Kofi  tsé 13 de gé.
NAME come.from fish remove PROSP
‘Kofi has come back from fishing.’



Real descriptions 85

As Clements (1972: 64) notes ts6 ‘come.from’ in this context “is not com-
pletely free of spatial reference and its use implies that movement in space
accompanies the action”.

The verb in the construction can also be filled by the telic verb de
‘reach’ which has a strong default reading of motion and of ‘have been to a
place’. The prospective construction with this verb signals that the state of
affairs characterised in the clause has not been consummated: it was at-
tempted or nearly attained. The exact reading in a context can be reinforced
by the use of modifying phrases. Thus with the use of a verb-noun colloca-
tion do ‘put’ kpo ‘log’ plus a predication marker -i realised in (10a) as -e
which means ‘failed’ then the reading that is selected is the attempted one,
while with an approximation expression such as kloé ‘almost’, it is the
nearly attained sense that is prominent as illustrated in (10) a and b.

(10) a éye  wo-de V0-VO gé dé kpo-e.
and 3SG-reach RED-free  PROSP put log:PRED
‘And she tried to be free but couldn’t.” (Gadzekpo 1982: 14)

b é-fé puti-gbale  de ba-bid gé klgé.
3SG-poss body-skin  reach RED-macro.red PROSP almost
‘Her skin was almost copper-coloured.” (Dogoe 1964: 11).

The prospective construction thus has at least four sub-constructions de-
pending on the verb that occurs in it. One issue that has exercised the minds
of grammarians about this construction is the status of the elements that
occur in the predicate slot: are they verbs or are they auxiliary items (cf.
Clements 1975, Fabb 1992). Acknowledging that bona fide verbs occur in
the predicate slot in the construction paves the way for a more comprehen-
sive treatment. When the full range of forms are considered, it would ap-
pear that it is more adequate to characterise the forms in the predicate slot
as verbs. When only the ‘be.at’ suppletive set is considered there is a ten-
dency to emphasise the auxiliary status. Neglecting to mention the other
verbs can thus lead to biases in the analysis.

Another phenomenon in Ewe that has been approached in slightly dif-
ferent ways by native and non-native speakers is that of the so-called inher-
ent complement verbs. They are first discussed in any serious way by
Clements (1972) who, drawing on observations of a native speaker peda-
gogical grammarian writing in Ewe, introduces the phenomenon as follows:
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Baeta [1962] ... has drawn particular attention to the importance of idioms
in the Ewe lexicon. She contrasts non-idiomatic verbs such as tsto ‘mix up’
whose meaning is relatively stable whatever its object with idiomatic verbs
like fa which frequently form a single unit of sense with their object, so
that the total meaning of the expression is a function of both elements to-
gether:

a. Kofi fd du c. Kofi fu dzo
running fire
‘Kofiran.’ ‘Kofi warmed himself.’
b. Kofi fa tsi d. Kofi fa asi nu
water hand thing
‘Kofi swam.’ ‘Kofi slapped something.’
e. Kofi fua ta nu  ¢d

head thing outside
‘Kofi set about something.’

She proposes the term ‘helping noun’ ... to distinguish such lexically speci-
fied nouns from unspecified ones. (Clements 1972: 206)

It is verbs like fu ‘move limbs in a medium’ which have come to be known
as inherent complement verbs. One sense in which to understand the idio-
maticity of the verb-noun collocations is in the sense of encoding idioms a
la Makkai (1972) where the interpretation of the collocation can be compo-
sitionally derived. Nevertheless such idioms have to be learned.

Perhaps because it is possible to interpret them compositionally, Ansre
(1966a) did not mention them. When | recently asked him about this “omis-
sion” he said that he did not see anything special about these verbs, i.e.
nothing different between what Baeta calls non-idiomatic and idiomatic
verbs in Ewe. Here we have one native speaker (not necessarily a trained
linguist) being influenced by the difficulty of rendering some verbal ex-
pressions into English and therefore calling them idiomatic, and another
native speaker, trained in linguistics, not seeing them as special or idio-
matic. Because the mode of expression is different from the one familiar to
him as a non-native speaker, Clements devotes special attention to it. Thus
native speakers depending on their training can produce different descrip-
tions with different interpretations of the facts of their language. Indeed one
could interpret the form f0 tsi as ‘to swim’ as being derived from the mean-
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ing of the verb ‘move limbs in a medium’ where the object specifies the
medium as water. Using pragmatic principles of various kinds such as the
neo-Gricean Informativeness and Quantity heuristic principles (Levinson
2000) one can understand the phrase as meaning ‘to swim’.

In a sense, Ansre’s intuition has been confirmed in an extensive study of
these verbs by another native speaker James Essegbey (Essegbey 1999). He
shows that verbs with general semantics tend to obligatorily require a com-
plement to restrict their application. Furthermore, Ewe, he argues, is a “hy-
pertransitive” language with a substantial part of the verb lexicon requiring
a complement for the expression of various meanings. The complements in
such structures are bona fide objects. They can be promoted to subject
function in a capability experiential passive-like construction. Thus to ex-
press an idea like ‘Kofi enjoys swimming’ an alternative construction to
Kofi fu tsi ‘Kofi swam’ is used with tsi ‘water’ as subject and Kofi coded
as an oblique dative object, as in (11).

(11)  Tsi nya fu-na na Kofi
water MOD move.limb-HAB DAT NAME
Lit: water is limb-moveable for Kofi’
‘Swimming is enjoyable to Kofi.’

Similarly, such verb plus complement phrasemes can take a further object
and the resulting construction is a double object construction as in Kofi fu
asi na (lit: Kofi move-limb hand thing) i.e. “‘Kofi hit his hand against some-
thing’. Such structures conform to one type of double object construction
in the language. This can be demonstrated by the nominalisation of the verb
phrase involving the two objects where the first object is preposed to the
verb and the second object appears adjoined to it as in the prospective as-
pectual sentence in (12).

(12) Kofi le asi fu gé na.
NAME be.at:PRES hand  move-limb PROSP thing
‘Kofi is going to hit his hand against something’.

Furthermore, the complements can be pronominalised and since they have
object functions they are realised in the objective form as in (13a) where
the first object is pronominalised and in (13b) where the second object is
pronominalised.
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(13) a. Kofi fu-i nd
NAME move_limb-3SG thing
‘Kofi hit it (sc. his hand) against something’
b. Kofi fu asi-i
NAME move_limb hand-3SG
‘Kofi hit his hand against it’

It turns out, therefore, that something that seemed so obvious to a native
speaker and therefore was ignored has something to say about transitivity.
There is a strong suggestion that because of the behaviour of the so-called
inherent complement verbs Ewe and similar languages of West Africa fall
outside typologies which see languages as fundamentally intransitive or
fundamentally transitive (Nichols 1982, Nichols et al 2004). For the same
reason, it appears that these languages make use of two place constructions
in spontaneous discourse more than has been reported for, say, English by
Thompson and Hopper (2001).

6. The contributions of “first” records

In the foregoing sections, | have indicated some tendencies that we find in
native speaker and non-native speaker descriptions that make them differ-
ent. In this section | want to correct the impression | may have created that
there was no common ground between the two types of descriptions. With
specific reference to the works of Westermann and Ansre that are the focus
of this chapter, one important feature that they share is that they are the
foundation descriptions of Ewe by a non-native speaker and a native
speaker respectively. Their impact on Ewe linguistic description and gen-
eral linguistic theorising is enormous and similar, as will become evident in
the course of this section.

(i) They foreshadow a lot of current theoretical discussion

As foundation records, the descriptions by both Westermann and Ansre set
the agenda for further investigation, either singularly or when their views
are taken together. Sometimes both authors give opposing views, which
allow for exploration of the facts. Two areas where the works of Wester-
mann and Ansre have provided meat for research are on the adjective cate-
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gory and on serial verb constructions and grammaticalisation both in Ewe
and cross-linguistically. | will take each of these in turn.

(a) The adjective category in Ewe

Westermann (1930: 183) sums up his view on the adjective category in
Ewe as follows:

There are no words which are adjectives pure and simple. All expressions
which serve as adjectives are either (1) also substantives or formed from
substantives or (2) actually verbs or formed from verbs or (3) combinations
of verbs and substantives or (4) also adverbs or (5) picture words [i.e. ideo-
phones FKA]

Ansre (1966a: 213) counters this view by commenting that:

The assertion by Westerrmann that “there are no words which are adjectives
pure and simple” is inaccurate and must be attributed mainly to lack of so-
phistication in tonal analysis and too great a tendency to etymologise.

However, Ansre’s treatment in which he distinguishes between simple and
multi-morphemic adjectives also obscures the important distinction be-
tween ideophonic and non-ideophonic adjectives in the language. The
multi-categorial nature of ideophones is such that forms that may be cate-
gorised as adjectives can also function without any change in form as verbs,
adjectives or adverbs depending on their syntactic position in the clause. It
is this behaviour that is probably partly responsible for what Westermann
says about adjectives. Thus one of the simple adjectives that Ansre gives
can function as an adjective in (14a), a verb in (14b) and an adverb in (14c).

14) a [catsu tralaa la], [val,,
man  thin.and.tall DEF come
“The tall and thin (lanky) man came.’

b. [catsu 1a], [tralaa], ,
man  DEF thin.and.tall
“The man is tall and thin (lanky)’

C. [catsu 1a], [k3],, [tralaa],,
man  DEF be.tall thin.and.tall
“The man is tall in a tallish-thinny (lanky) manner.’
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Later research has established that apart from the ideophonic adjectives of
the kind illustrated in (14a), Ewe has a small set of non-ideophonic un-
derived adjectives. There are five such adjectives. They are listed in (15).

(15) ga ‘big’ vi ‘small’ (DIMENSION)
V3 ‘bad’ (VALUE)
yi ‘white’ dzi/ dzg& ‘red”> (COLOUR)

Thus, contra Westermann, there are adjectives pure and simple in Ewe.
In addition, Ewe has a plethora of processes for deriving adjectives: suf-
fixation as in (16a), reduplication as in (16b) and compounding as in (16c).

(16) a the addition of a deverbal adjectivalising suffix — i to a verb
nyé ‘becomegood’+ {1 — nydé/nydi ‘good’ (Adj)

b. verb reduplication where the copy maintains the tone of the stem
plus the addition of a high tone suffix (HTS), indicated here and
in (16¢) by an acute accent after the word.

f& ‘becomecold’ + RED + HTS —  faf4" ‘cool, cold’ (Adj)

C. compounding of a verb and its complement plus a high tone suf-
fix
nyé ‘come.to.know’ + nd ‘thing’ + HTS — nyanu” “clever’ (Adj)

The derived adjective in (16a) nydé / nydi ‘good’ has taken on the proper-
ties of the underived adjectives such as nominalisation by Low tone prefix
probably in order to fill the gap in the VALUE terms in the system of un-
derived forms (see Ameka 1991, 2001 and 2002).

(b) Serial verb constructions and grammaticalization
Anybody familiar with the literature on serial verb constructions will be

struck by the perceptivegcomments that Westermann (1907) made about
this phenomenon in Ewe.
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Eine Eigentumlichkeit des Ewe besteht darin, dal es gern eine Reihe von
Verben unmittelbar aufeinander folgen 1&8t ... Im Deutschen werden diese
aufeinanderfolgenden Verba zum Teil durch zusammengezogene Satze oder
Satzgeflige wiedergegeben. Sehr oft kdnnen aber auch mehrere Verba des
Ewe im Deutschen durch ein einziges ausgedriickt werden. Der Eweer
beschreibt namlich jede Handlung, jeden Vorgang in allen Einzelheiten von
Beginn bis zum Ende and driickt jede solche Einzelhandlung durch ein be-
sonderes Verbum aus; er zerlegt jede Handlung in ihre Teile und bringt
jeden Teil fur sich zur Darstellung, wahrend wir im Deutschen nur die
Haupthandlung herausgreifen und sie durch ein Verbum ausdriicken,
wéhrend alle Nebenhandlungen entweder ganz unberticksichtigt bleiben
oder mittels einer Préposition, eines Adverbs, einer Konjunktion oder einer
Vorsilbe des Verbum etc. wiedergegeben werden. (Westermann 1907: 94—
95)

The description and explanation offered in both the German and English
versions have influenced and generated research in serial verb constructions
not only in Ewe and other West African languages but also in Creole lan-
guages (e.g. Sebba 1987). To my knowledge there has not been any more
sophisticated explanation given for the phenomenon of serialisation than
the one given above here. Furthermore, the issues that continue to be de-
bated in the literature follow from those raised in Westermann's (1907,
1930) quote above: Do serial verb constructions (SVC) code single events?
Which arguments do verbs in an SVC have to share? Do all arguments have
to be realised? Do verbs in an SVC have to share the same tense and as-
pect? (See Dechaine 1993, Durie 1997, Crowley 2003, Ameka 2003, 2006
for overviews of some of the current issues.)

Similarly, even though Westermann had already observed the process of
grammaticalisation of verbs in progress (Westermann 1930: 129 ff), it was
Ansre who cautioned that it is not every combination of verb forms in a
clause that should be considered a serial verb construction (see especially
Ansre 1966b). He suggested that the verb forms which did not occur with
the full set of verbal properties, when in combination with other verbs, be
called verbids. By this he launched a further search for defining criteria of
SVCs and of the properties that determine verbal status in an SVC (cf.
Bamgbose 1974, 1982, Essegbey 2004) and see also the cross-linguistic
exploration of this issue in Lord (1993), for example.

The records of Westermann and Ansre on Ewe have thus laid the foun-
dation not only for further exploration of Ewe linguistic structures, but also
for cross-linguistic and typological studies. They have enduring relevance.
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(ii) They tend to be incomplete in their coverage

Despite their enduring relevance, the records by Westermann and Ansre are
also similar in providing restricted coverage of some topics, data and analy-
ses. A case in point is the account provided for the perfective adverbial
marker vo which is a grammaticalised form of the verb vo “finish’. The
perfective marker is described as signalling the completion of a state of
affairs characterised in the clause. A few important things are left implicit
or not mentioned at all. First, as a marker of completion, it predictably does
not co-occur with states. Second, the perfective marker has a vague reading
when it occurs with processes that have a terminal end point: it can either
mean the situation has been completed or is about to be completed, as illus-
trated in (17).

17) Mie-d¢ afé Vo
1PL-arrive home PFV
‘We have arrived at home.” / “We are about to arrive at home.’

Third, the perfective marker can be triplicated to signal without any doubt
the imminent completion rather than the total completion of an event. Thus
if the perfective marker in (17) were triplicated the only interpretation pos-
sible is as shown in (18), see Ameka (1988) for further details.

(18) Mie-d¢ afé VOV00-V0
1PL-arrive home TRIP-PFV
“‘We are about to arrive at home.’

(iii) They tend to become canonised and their misanalyses etc. are repeated

One of the most dangerous things about authoritative and influential foun-
dation records of the kind that are being compared in this chapter is that
their misanalyses which pertain to some theoretical or typological point are
repeated over and over again in the literature. What is even worse is that
theories and generalisations are built on such mistakes. These are very hard
to correct. One example from the work of Westermann which has found its
way into the grammaticalisation literature relates to the putative develop-
ment of an adverbial particle ¢i ‘down’ from a verb ¢i ‘go down, descend’
(see e.g. Heine et al. (1991, 1993); Lord (1993:228); Heine and Kuteva
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(2002)). The careful reader would have noticed the difference in tone and
also noted that tone is distinctive in Ewe. The tonal difference between the
two forms is reflected in Westermann’s representation: He represents the
verb form without any diacritic indicating that it is a low tone verb, but in
the sentence that is meant to exemplify the grammaticalised form of the
verb, the form is marked for high tone. This is reproduced below.

di to go down, to lay down, after another verb often means down and also
beforehand; in such cases it is not conjugated [i.e. it does not take any ver-
bal markers such as the potential as in (19) FKA]

(19) ma-tsse (8)-da di.
1SG:POT-take-3SG POT-throw down
‘I shall put it down’ (Westermann 1930: 130; interlinear gloss added FKA)

Drawing a link between two forms that have different tones could be seen
as an example of the lack of attention to tonal differences that Ansre criti-
cised Westermann for. Westermann did not make any comment about the
difference in tone between the two items. Even though he did not do this,
the modern analysts who cite these forms should have been struck by the
tonal difference and it should have made them raise questions. But no, the
same example is repeated over and over again to illustrate a development
that is conceptually motivated and is attested in other Ianguages.10 My point
here is that Ewe does not provide an example for this grammaticalisation
chain. The only reason this example is so prevalent in the literature is be-
cause it can be traced to Westermann who is otherwise a good source of
data. It seems to me that a well-trained native speaker who can draw on
their intuitions and feel the difference between the two forms would be less
likely to copy such a mistake. The grammaticalisation theorists can be for-
given for not having access to such intuitions. But they cannot be forgiven
for uncritically perpetuating a misanalysis.

Observe that establishing that two or more forms are related via gram-
maticalisation involves first identifying their forms. If the forms are the
same but have functions that are conceptually related then one can be sure.
If the forms are different, as is the case with the ¢i and ¢i forms, then unless
one can demonstrate that the forms can be linked by some independent
morpho-phonological process, one cannot claim that one evolved from the
other. In the case at hand, it would be necessary to explain the source of the
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high tone on the supposed new form. Justifying such links requires more
than just being a native speaker. It requires some training and also some
knowledge of how things work in other languages.

From the vantage point of a trained native speaker linguist, | suggest
that the adverbial particle ¢i ‘down’ is not related to the verb ¢i ‘to go
down’ but rather to the preposition ¢é¢ ‘ALLative’ (that ultimately is the
grammaticalised form of the verb @ ‘reach, enter’; see Ameka 1995, Aboh
et al. in press for the details). The particle is the result of the fusion between
this prepositional form and the ambient pronominal -i. An alternative and a
synonym of the sentence in (19) is (20).

(20)  ma-tsse (8)-da dé anyi.
1SG:POT-take-3SG POT-throw ALL  ground
‘I shall put it down.’

In (20) the complement of the allative preposition is the generic and ambi-
ent nominal anyi ‘ground’. The idea is that the pronominalised form of the
prepositional phrase e anyi ‘towards the ground’ is ¢ ‘down’
which comes from ¢é-i ‘ALL-i’. The derivation of the ¢i ‘down’ form from
the preposition plus the ambient pronominal is rather simple. First, as a
general rule, when two vowels occur in a sequence of this kind the under-
specified vowel /e/ tends to be elided and if the tone is High it is maintained
and absorbs the tone of the subsequent vowel. This is what has happened in
this case. In fact a similar thing happens with the realisation of the preposi-
tional phrase dé anyi in (20), which is pronounced [danyi]. Thus the vowel
/el is elided and the i form of the pronominal takes its place and its tone.
Second, and this is to motivate the case for the ambient pronominal: the
ambient pronominal tends to be used in other contexts in place of the ge-
neric nominal anyi ‘ground’. For instance, there is a parallel between the
two forms in the expression of existence. For generic and present existence
the form li ‘exist’ is used, which is the result of the fusion of le
‘be.at:PRES’ and the ambient -i, and for past existence the non-present
form of the 'be.at' verb no is used with the generic nominal complement
anyi ‘ground’. Compare the sentences in (21).

(21) a. ga li.
money be.at:3SG
“There is money.’
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b. ga no anyi  ts&

money be.at:NPRES  ground formerly
‘Formerly, there used to be money.’

In my view, there is a more interesting grammatical change process here
which has not been talked about in the literature, just because the analysts
failed to spot the mistake in Westermann. What is disturbing is that gram-
maticalisation experts seem to have accepted as an article of faith any ex-
ample of a plausible development without arguing for each case in its own
terms, and from the language internal point of view. Beware of foundation
records or any records, they may contain some inaccuracies!

To minimise ‘mistakes’ of this kind being circulated in the linguistic lit-
erature, we need good training for linguists. We also need collaboration
between trained native speakers and non-native speakers to draw out the
“soul” of the languages being described. | will return to this issue of train-
ing in the conclusion. Before that, | want to illustrate the advantages of
such a vision by discussing the analysis of disjunction markers in Ewe. It
will emerge that native speakers on their own and non-native speakers on
their own give only partial accounts of the forms, but with a cumulative
understanding of the issues based on both traditions and with a better ap-
preciation of the distinctions involved, a more holistic picture of disjunction
marking in Ewe is attained.

7. An illustration

Bolinger (1977: ix) observes that any word or construction that a language
permits to survive must make its semantic contribution, however subtle (see
also Wierzbicka 1988). Yet both native speakers and non-native speakers
tend to overlook such distinctions and are content with saying that forms
are used interchangeably. Sometimes this is because the distinctions are
rather minute. This attitude may be a shortcoming of both native speaker
and non-native speaker grammarians, as | will show immediately below.
However, | consider it to be a more serious problem in native speaker de-
scriptions since as was cited above, the native speaker is expected to have
“those flashes of insight” which should make a difference. The native
speaker should be able to give some comments on forms that seem to be
used interchangeably. The non-native can be forgiven for not having those
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intuitions. And this is prima facie case for collaboration between both na-
tive and non-native speaker linguists.

I illustrate this with the treatment of disjunction in various descriptions
of Ewe. Duthie (1996: 47) sums up the issue as follows: “The alternation
[between noun phrases] is usually marked by alé or 160 al6”. Westermann
(1930: 111) suggests that the double form tends to occur in interrogative
contexts. As he put it: “In questions alé is often preceded by 160”.

These statements from non-native speakers are a bit more instructive
than what we get from some of the native speakers. Ansre (1966a: 134-5)
suggests that the two forms are free alternants: “ald has an abbreviated
form 160 with which it freely alternates.” Similarly, Kangni (1989: 45), a
native speaker of Gen, the neighbouring Gbe variety of Ewe, in which dis-
junction is also marked in identical ways to Ewe, comments as follows on
the Gen situation:

[le disjonctif ald] sert & marquer la disjonction ou I’alternative. Pour
souligner le contraste dans la choix il est souvent précédé du morphéme
emphatique 166. C’esglavec cette combinaison que nous le trouvons dans les
énoncés interrogatifs.

The difficulty with these accounts is that they are half-truths and more seri-
ously that there is no attempt to explain the so-called free variation or co-
occurrence between the forms. In fact when one examines the use of these
forms in discourse, it becomes apparent that there are actually three forms
for marking disjunction in Ewe and Gen.

The first is the form alé, whose message is that the choice of one alter-
native or the other in the context does not make a difference to the overall
point being made. For this reason the alternatives that it links are either
synonyms or paraphrases of each other. For example, both disjuncts in the
excerpt below refer in the context to the same body part — the back- but
they have different perspectives. Dzime, literally ‘containing region of the
heart’, is the general word for the combined chest and back region on the
body. In particular uses, the front part or the back part can be highlighted.
By contrast, tume, literally ‘the containing region of the liver’ refers exclu-
sively to the back part of the body.
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(22)  E-ga-xo abi bobu hd d¢ é-fé dzime alé  tume.
3SG-REP-getwound other also ALL 3SG-poss torso  DISJ  back
‘He also received another wound in his chest or back.’
(Ayeke 1974 [1283])

The second disjunctive marker is 166. It is used to link alternatives where
the speaker does not know which of the choices is the case. This has an
ignorative sense associated with it as in:

(23) Dze ka-wé Hobianu do na wo lefulélé
conversation CQ-PL NAME set DAT 2SG LOC enmity

Si le éya kplé ame  &dé dome
REL be.at:PRES 3SG and person INDEF among

ts6 ga-nya 166 nysnu-nya adé z0ti?
ABL money-matter DISJ woman-matter INDEF outer.surface

‘What conversation did Hobianu have with you about an enmity between
him and someone else either because of financial or love matters?” (Ay-
eke 1974 [399-400])

Because of the ignorative sense 166 tends to be combined with al6 as a
linker between two things, one or both of which could be assumed to be the
relevant one in the context, but the speaker is not certain of this. For exam-
ple, a detective is trying to probe the memory of his addressee to see
whether she would remember any conversations with her grandfather that
would give some clues to the motives of his killer in the excerpt in (24).

(24)  até 20 a-nyé fi-nya
3SG:POT-press skin POT-COP theft-matter

166 alé ame-wu-nya babu ha faa.
DISJ DISJ  person-kill-matter other also  freely
‘It could be a theft case or even a murder case.” (Ayeke 1974 [1405])
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This is what has led to the use of the third form of the disjunction marker
160 al6 in interrogative contexts, as pointed out by Westermann, as in (25).
Not surprisingly, the double form is used in embedded contexts introduced
by knowledge related verbs as well.

(25) To  dzi-é 166, al6 ya me-a?
River upper.surface-aFOC DISJ DISJ air contai-
ning.region-Q

‘Isiton seaoris it in the air?” (Hlomatsi 1994 [2866])

Some support for these claims comes from the other uses of the markers
independent of each other: the 166 marker is used as an utterance final par-
ticle marking propositional questions and al¢ is used as a disjunctive tag as
illustrated below (see Ameka 1998).

(26)  Xomeku bia-e bé ye  sro-é gblo nya ma-wo
NAME ask-3SG QV LOG spouse-a.FOC say word DEM-PL

ne 166?

t0:3SG  DISJ

‘Xomeku asked him if it was her husband who told him those things or?’
(Ayeke 1974 [2604])

(27)  mia-da te-a, alé?
1PL-cook yam-DEF DISJ
‘We will cook the yam, or?” (an overheard question)

Furthermore, al6 is used as a discourse connective introducing or linking
following propositions as alternatives to the preceding ones. For instance,
in excerpt (28), a detective is wondering about the circumstances surround-
ing a murder and weighing different possibilities. The proposition immedi-
ately preceding the excerpt translates as: Even though he was very strong
because he was properly fed, when he died people would just say he has
gone back home:
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(28) AlI6 mé-le é-me nenéma o0-a?
DIS) 3SG:NEG-be.at:PRES 3SG-containing.region thus NEG-Q
‘Or is it not so?” (Ayeke 1974 [1897])

It should be evident that one cannot describe these forms as mere variants
since they each have a life of their own. Admittedly, the kinds of subtle
distinctions that | have pointed out here are not easy to discover. Neverthe-
less a native speaker should be able to use a combination of introspection
and corpus study to untangle such differences. For this the native speaker
needs to be trained in how to use corpora and also to have some idea about
the way other languages work. For instance, some knowledge of the cross-
linguistic occurrence of grammatical polysemies involving disjunction and
interrogative functions e.g. as occurs in Akan, or of disjunction and attitu-
dinal marking functions, e.g. as occurs in German would provide reinforc-
ing evidence for the analysis of the Ewe disjunction markers outlined here.

Perhaps this illustration provides an indirect clue as to how collabora-
tion between trained native and non-native speaker linguists might work in
the description of a language. Mosel (this volume) points out a practical
approach to the mode of description that could be adopted in grammar writ-
ing independent of whether the grammar writer is a native speaker or a non-
native speaker. It seems that if the team of grammar writers is made up of
trained native speaker and non-native speaker linguists it might be useful
for the non-native speaker to tackle the structural or semasiological aspects
while the native speaker contributes the onomasiological aspects. Then the
roles can be reversed. An element of this mode of collaboration seems to be
implied in the comments of Miestamo (2004) in a recent review of Black-
ings and Fabb (2003). He attributes a praiseworthy feature of the grammar
to the fact that it is the product of both a native speaker (Blackings) and a
non-native speaker (Fabb). He notes:

Often several alternative translations are given below examples. This wel-
come practice, rarely seen in reference grammars, highlights the fact that
isolated examples can have different interpretations in different contexts.
This is of course made possible by the fact that one of the authors is a native
speaker (a grammar written by nonnative speakers is more dependent on the
translations taken from the real discourse contexts of the examples). (Lin-
guist List issue 14.3284)
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There is some advantage in native speaker and non-native speaker collabo-
ration.

8. Conclusion

An important task of linguistics in the present millennium is the description
and documentation of the languages that are still around. Such descriptions
should be of very high quality-they should be faithful to the data and they
should be theoretically informed. Above all they should be presented both
in terms of the metalanguage of description and in terms of the records in
ways that are long lasting, replicable and verifiable. This is the only way to
preserve the linguistic part of the world’s cultural heritage in its diversity.
What kind of linguist is the best to undertake such a job? Some would say a
trained native speaker linguist. Others would say a trained non-native
speaker linguist. 1 will continue to say the real description, the optimal re-
cord of a language, is the outcome of a collaborative effort, not only be-
tween trained native and non-native linguists but also between these lin-
guists on the one hand and the normal speakers of the language. | have
indicated the differences and similarities between the descriptions of both
types of linguists. | hope | have thereby made the case for the need for col-
laboration between both types of linguists. | am not the first to have sug-
gested this. The eminent linguist Eugene Nida makes a similar case for
collaboration between linguists, be they native speakers or non-native
speakers, and trained consultants. He writes:

... collaboration between a linguist and a trained informant can result in sig-
nificantly more satisfactory results. This is not merely a matter of two heads
being better than one, but of collaboration between two persons with com-
plementary skills and knowledge ... Even when a linguist is working on his
own mother tongue it would be important to check items constantly with a
trained informant (Nida 1981: 173)

Many non-native linguists are aware of their limitations and gladly defer to
native speaker linguists to probe certain aspects of the language that they
think require native speaker expertise. Recently, Bob Dixon conceded that
he could not discover a distinction in the nominal system of Jarawara, a
language of Brazil that he has written a grammar of. He thought “a well
trained native speaker linguist might be able to find the difference, | can-
not.” This comment was made during a presentation at the International
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Workshop on adjective classes at the Research Centre for Linguistic Ty-
pology, La Trobe University (August 2002), (see Dixon 2004).

Throughout the chapter, the point has been made that the linguist, be
they native or non-native speakers of the languages they are describing,
should be well trained. One may well ask how this training should be car-
ried out. | wish to end the chapter with the words of wisdom of Mary Haas
who has been described as a “real linguist to the nth degree” (Dixon
1997b). She trained many linguists and produced many descriptions of
languages. Unless linguists, whether they are working on their own lan-
guage or another language, are exposed to other languages and are trained
in analysis and argumentation, and unless there is collaboration between
non-native linguists and trained native speakers, there is no hope that the
records that are being produced will serve the purposes for which they are
much needed. It is my hope that linguistics departments in universities
around the world will incorporate some of the ideas articulated here by
Mary Haas in their curriculum:

... a student’s primary task should be to learn to analyse and describe a lan-
guage. ... Although a semester’s study of “a particular language” is very
valuable, some one language should preferably be studied over a consider-
able period of time. ... this should be a language other than one’s native lan-
guage - even better, a language unrelated to one’s native language. Notice
how this contradicts one of the principles that was so heavily stressed a few
years ago, namely that only a native speaker could analyse his own lan-
guage. Of course information must come from a native speaker, but the
above restriction also limits knowledge. We gain insight from the outside
looking in as well as from the inside looking out. (Mary Haas 1984: 69 em-
phasis added FKA).
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Notes

Some of the ideas expressed here were first aired in an invited contribution to
a workshop on “The best record” organised by the then Cognitive Anthropol-
ogy Group (now the Language and Cognition Group) at the Max Planck Insti-
tute for Psycholinguistics, Nijmegen, in October 1995. | am grateful to the
audience at that workshop for their comments and enthusiastic reception of
the ideas. | am especially indebted to David Wilkins for the invitation, sugges-
tions and discussions on the topic. | salute the many non-native speakers who
have worked and continue to work on Ewe, my language. | am also grateful to
Alan Dench and Nicholas Evans for comments on earlier versions of the chap-
ter.

In the post-modernist turn one does not expect anybody to be able to evaluate
any ethnography objectively. Ethnographic descriptions are seen more as ac-
counts of particular practices within communities of practice including the
ethnographer as an agent.

I should point out that this term which literally means ‘on a person’ is archaic
and thanks to Westermann’s record some of us know the term today. The
modern term used for twenty is bla-eve literally ‘tie two’, also reflecting an-
other reckoning practice of counting in sets of ten.

The following abbreviations are used in the interlinear glosses: ABL = abla-
tive preposition; ALL = allative preposition, COP = copula; CQ = content
question marker; DAT = dative preposition; DEF = definiteness marker; DEM
= demonstrative; DISJ = disjunctive; aFOC = argument focus marker; HAB =
habitual aspect marker; INDEF = indefiniteness marker; LOC = locative
preposition; LOG = logophoric pronoun; NEG = negative; NPRES = non-
present; PFV = perfective aspect marker; PL = plural marker; poss = posses-
sive linker; POT = potential; PRED = predication marker PRES = present;
PROSP = prospective aspect marker; Q = question particle; QV = quotative
marker; RED = reduplicative formative; REL = relative clause introducer;
REP = repetitive; SG = singular; TRIP = triplicative; 1 = first person; 2 = sec-
ond person; 3 = third person.

High tones are marked throughout with an acute accent in addition to the
low tones that are customarily marked in the traditional orthography with a
grave accent. The hacek marks a rising tone. Ewe orthographic fand v are the
voiceless and voiced bilabial fricatives respectively.

Examples are sometimes drawn from Ewe texts. Examples taken from
texts that are available in electronic format are referred to by the author, year
and the concordance line in square brackets (e.g. Hlomatisi 1994 [001]). Ex-
amples taken from texts that are available in paper form are referred to in the
normal author plus date and page number fashion. Examples without any ref-
erence are supplied by the author.
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It could also be argued that the different nature of the logophoric pronoun in
Ewe and other African languages to the systems from familiar Standard Aver-
age European languages played a role in putting it on the linguistic agenda.
The comprehensive description by Clements (1979), a non native speaker, has
served as an important seminal work in this regard.

It appears that the non-nasalisation of mid-vowels in Pekigbe is due to its
contact with Twi (Akan) which does not also have nasalised mid-vowels. Peki
has some other features which one can attribute to its intensive contact with
Akan in the 19" century (see Ameka 2004).

The intentional is marked by a locative nominal gé. The locative verb is vari-
able. The most frequent are I¢, no, yi [...], dé (go, reach) and gbona (returning)
(my translation).

These are the two verbs in the languages which, in the habitual, have a pro-
gressive reading and it is the progressive reading that is relevant for the inter-
pretation of the prospective construction as expressing the inchoation of a
situation.

The same point is made in the English version which is quoted here to serve
as a translation of the German text: ‘a peculiarity of Ewe is that we often find
a row of verbs one after the other. The chief features of this are that all the
verbs stand next to each other without being connected, that all have the same
tense or mood, and that in the event of their having a common subject and ob-
ject, these stand with the first, the others remaining bare: should a conjunction
stand between two verbs, the subject and object must be repeated. The expla-
nation of this is that the Ewe people describe every detail of an action or hap-
pening from beginning to end, and each detail has to be expressed by a special
verb: they dissect every happening and present it in its several parts, whereas
in English we seize on the leading event and express it by a verb, while sub-
ordinate events are either not considered or rendered by means of a preposi-
tion, adverb, conjunction or a prefix of the verb.” (Westermann 1930: 126)

A development of this kind has occurred in Mparntwe Arrernte (Australian):
*kerle-me ‘descend’ > -kerle ‘downwards’ (David P. Wilkins p.c.).

The disjunctive ald serves to mark disjunction or alternation. To indicate the
contrast in the choice, it is preceded by the emphatic morpheme l6o. It is in
this combination that we find it in the interrogative utterance (my translation).
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Realizing Humboldt’s dream: Cross-linguistic
grammatography as data-base creation

Dietmar Zaefferer

1. The idea of the Cross-linguistic Reference Grammar database”

1.1. Humboldt’s dream

In his Einleitung in das gesamte Sprachstudium (‘Introduction to the gen-
eral study of language,” 1810/11), Wilhelm von Humboldt complains about
the lack of a general comparative grammar and the abundance of judge-
ments that all too obviously lack the firm ground of properly established
leading ideas.” Almost two hundred years later we know much more about
language, but the project of a general comparative grammar based on the
firm ground of properly established leading ideas is still far from comple-
tion and the issue has become much more urgent given the increasing speed
of extinction of languages in the course of globalization. Fortunately, there
are several projects under way that are working on this huge task. One of
them is CRG, the Cross-linguistic Reference Grammar database project.3
One way of describing its basic idea is that it strives to make Humboldt’s
dream come true. The CRG enterprise goes back to a joint initiative of Ber-
nard Comrie, Bill Croft, Christian Lehmann and the author of this contribu-
tion at the end of the eighties and in the beginning nineties (cf. Comrie et
al. 1993, Zaefferer 1998). The aim was to create some kind of revised elec-
tronic version of the famous Lingua descriptive studies questionnaire
(Comrie and Smith 1977), a framework for the description of human lan-
guages of any type.

Any realization of Humboldt’s dream has to come to grips with three
fundamental problems:
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i.  The comparability problem
ii. The typological bias problem
iii. The theoretical bias problem

In order to get an idea of the first problem (the other two will be taken up in
the subsequent sections), imagine a library with about 7000 grammars of
the world’s languages including the Routledge Descriptive Grammars
(DG), the publications of the Mouton Grammar Library (MGL) and many,
many others. That would be a rather impressive accumulation of linguistic
knowledge and an ideal place for cross-linguistic research. But when one
thinks about doing practical work, it quickly turns out that even in that ideal
place it would be rather time consuming to reach reliable conclusions about
the diversity or uniformity of so far existing manifestations of the human
language faculty.

First one might object that for many purposes such as the discovery of
preferences or statistical universals, there is simply too much information:
In such a context an exhaustive search is not necessary and a representative
sample would be sufficient. But this is not a real objection because having
too much information is not a problem as long as it does not interfere with
quick accessibility.

The real problem is still lack of information: Even the incredible amount
of information in that imaginary library is not enough to ensure reliability
of cross-linguistic work since what is missing is metainformation: As long
as it is not clear that the terminology used in grammar A, say Evans’ MGL
grammar of Kayardild, is the same as the one used in grammar B, say
Fortescue’s DG description of West Greenlandic, i.e. that they are based on
the same cross-linguistically valid operationalizations, there is plenty of
room for misanalysis. Both faux amis (ambiguity: use of the same termino-
logical label for different concepts) and faux ennemis (synonymy: use of
different labels for the same concept) occur again and again and are a big
obstacle for the proper comparison of languages.

Another kind of metainformation is organizational in nature: How are
all the examples and partial descriptions organized into a whole? This prob-
lem has been solved in the DG series by the use of a common table of con-
tents, but not in the MGL volumes. The latter have the advantage that they
are able to evolve but pay the price of problematic comparability, the for-
mer have the advantage of high comparability at the expense of being out-
dated in their structure (cf. Comrie 1998). This seems to be a dilemma that
cannot be solved in the realm of paper grammars and that therefore requires
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a migration to electronic grammars (for a comparison of the two cf. Zaef-
ferer 1997), where updates and reorganization are much less expensive.

1.2. Advantages of an electronic database format

The first and probably most important advantage of an electronic database
format over a paper grammar is its flexibility. The Comrie/Smith question-
naire of 1977 could of course be changed, but at the expense of comparabil-
ity: All grammars that have appeared so far would have to be reprinted with
the new table of contents and with added or rearranged information. The
latter problem persists with the electronic format, but improving on the
structure is much easier and no reprinting is necessary although printouts
are of course always possible. As Comrie (1998: 14) rightly points out it is
important that new advances in linguistic theory and our understanding of
cross-language variation can be more readily incorporated into the frame-
work and that existing descriptions can be rather easily supplemented in the
relevant respects.4

The second advantage lies in the organization of the information in the
database. Here the CRG project has opted for a systematics or ontology of
linguistic phenomena that is mainly based on two kinds of relations, taxo-
nomic and meronomic ones. Therefore the database structure has the form
of a tree with three kinds of edges: BE-edges for the taxonomic relations (a
negative clause is a clause), HAVE-edges for the meronomic relations (a
negative clause must have a negation marker) and optional edges for the
rest (a negative clause may have a secondary negation marker).

The third advantage lies in the relative independence of the way the in-
formation obtained from the database is displayed from the organization of
the information in the database. Whereas the information in, e.g., the De-
scriptive Grammars is primarily organized by languages, and only secon-
darily (via the shared table of contents) by linguistic subsystems and phe-
nomena, a database can handle this “vertical’ kind of organization with the
same ease as a ‘horizontal’ kind of organization where, e.g., vowel invento-
ries are described across languages and then consonant inventories. With
the migration to an electronic database difficult publication decisions
(grammars of entire languages versus comparative studies of subsystems)
turn into simple display options which can be ranked at will.
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2. Language description and the challenge of general comparability

Some theoretical linguists tend to look down at mere language description.
Explanatory adequacy is more ambitious than descriptive adequacy, there-
fore it seems to be more interesting.5 But that does not mean that descrip-
tive adequacy can be neglected. On the contrary: It is pointless to explain
data taken from a descriptively inadequate grammar. And until today the
number of really good descriptive grammars and therefore the number of
really well-described languages is very limited.

But whenever one speaks of standardizing language descriptions across
language types, taking up the challenge of general comparability, the spec-
tre of Procrustes enters the room and scares the discussants. Procrustes, as
is well known, used brute force in making different customers alike,
stretching the short ones and cutting off the feet of the taller ones. Wouldn’t
a general framework for language description be like Procrustes? Here the
typological bias problem mentioned in section 1.1. above raises its ugly
head: Any general framework for language description has been developed
on a rather small sample of languages. So chances are this sample is typo-
logically biased and therefore the framework is helpful for the description
of languages that conform with the bias and it may be more of a hindrance
for the description of other languages. The only solution to the problem is
to set up the sample used in the framework development in such a way that
it contains languages that are maximally apart from one another in the dif-
ferent dimensions of typological variation. The example presented in sec-
tion 6 below illustrates such a long distance comparison in the dimension of
analyticity/syntheticity. It is left to the reader to judge if the descriptive
apparatus is biased towards one language or the other.

Once the typological bias problem is solved, a more adequate picture
should replace the one of Procrustes. It would be the picture of a person
who simply measures. So instead of saying these two languages are rather
similar in a given respect, say their vowel inventory, one could come up
with an objective value on a scale.

One problem with the comparative description of languages so far is the
following: There are what may be called familiarizers, linguists who try to
show that all languages are basically the same and therefore tend to play
down the differences, and there are exoticizers, linguists who try to prove
that their language is incommensurable with all others and therefore tend to
play down the commonalities. Both attitudes are of course exaggerations,
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but without measurements it will be hard to find a non-arbitrary balanced
position between the two extremes.

Once the challenge of general comparability has been taken up and the
prospects for an adequate treatment are good, it makes sense to ask: What
is a general comparative grammar? According to the conception adopted
for the CRG project, a General Comparative Grammar is a grammar that
describes each phenomenon of each individual language by assigning it its
systematic place in the typological space, i.e. the universal space of possi-
ble linguistic phenomena. Simply by being assigned its place in this space
each phenomenon is automatically compared with all other phenomena in
it. The space of possible linguistic phenomena is an n-dimensional space,
where n is the number of dimensions of variation in which linguistic phe-
nomena can be assigned a place (value). It is assumed that lexical phenom-
ena (in the sense of the static lexicon) can be characterized by a set of
finitely valued basic dimensions of variation and that characterizations of
phenomena defined by the grammar proper (dynamic lexicon, i.e., produc-
tive word-formation, and syntax) result from adding to this set two further
(infinitely-valued) dimensions of variation: word complexity and phrase
complexity.

3. The theoretical background of language description

3.1. Why boring theoretical assumptions are more interesting than
interesting ones

The third problem stated in section 1.1. above is the theoretical bias prob-
lem. One may ask: Why is theoretical bias a problem at all? Why not pick
one’s favorite theoretical framework and start from that? Wouldn’t that
have the nice side-effect of promoting this framework and giving it an ad-
vantage over its competitors? Reflections on the theoretical underpinnings
of CRG have revealed an interesting paradox: Strong and interesting theo-
retical assumptions are good for advancing our understanding of human
languages and the forces that have shaped them and continue to make them
what they are. But they are not good as a basis for describing linguistic data
and the framework that has been chosen for this purpose has no advantage
over its competitors.

On the contrary: No ambitious explanatory theory should strive to be in-
cluded in the theoretical basis of a cross-linguistic reference grammar data-
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base. Why? Because explanatory theories are empirical theories and em-
pirical theories strive for falsifiability. But it is impossible to find data that
falsify a theory whose assumptions are built into the very description of
that data. To give a simple example: Whoever bases his descriptions on a
theory that postulates that every sentence has a subject is unable to describe
subjectless sentences.’

So a high-ranking maxim for the development of the theoretical back-
ground of the CRG project was the following: Whenever there is any hope
that a hypothesis can be tested against the data in the database, its validity
should not be assumed by the theory underlying the database.

3.2. General assumptions

The comparability of human languages is based on their rough functional
equivalence: No signalling system qualifies as a language in the intended
sense, if it does not provide its users with the means for making assertions,
asking questions, making requests, referring, predicating, restricting, modi-
fying etc. Except for the distinction between grammatical and semantic
components of the inferable content nothing should be stipulated by the
basic assumptions. Among other assumptions the question of the universal-
ity of the verb-noun distinction (cf. e.g. Broschart 1997) should be left
open.

In his monograph The Rise and Fall of Languages (1997: 132) Bob
Dixon speaks about what he calls Basic Linguistic Theory, “the fundamen-
tal theoretical apparatus that underlies all work in describing languages and
formulating universals about the nature of human language.” | am not sure
if such a theory can be identified or whether this is just a cover term for a
wealth of overlapping but different sets of basic assumptions used in the
work of ‘theory neutral’ descriptions in linguistics. In this respect | am
more skeptical than Matthew Dryer (this volume), but the preceding section
should have made clear that | agree with Dryer in emphasizing the impor-
tance of distinguishing between descriptive and explanatory theories and
that for the former something resembling standard practice can be useful. |
think, however, that it is useful to not just appeal to such a practice, but to
spell out the assumptions, shared or not, which one takes for granted in the
descriptions one is making.
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3.3. Special assumptions

The following basic assumptions and terminological stipulations are cur-
rently in use in the CRG enterprise; they are taken to be acceptable for a
broad majority of linguists:

1. Every human language is a system that defines and thus provides
its users with an open set of linguistic signs. The openness of this
set implies that only some of them can be memorized, while others
have to be constructed and interpreted on the fly.

2. A linguistic sign is an abstract conceptual entity, the pairing of a
reproducible perceivable form together with a conventionally asso-
ciated inferable content.

3. Each token of a linguistic sign is therefore a concrete situated in-
stantiation of such a concept: a perceivable instantiation of the form
produced together with an inferable instantiation of the content.
(The concept of a written linguistic sign token is a little more com-
plicated and will not be spelled out here.)

4. A linguistic sign is complex if components of its perceivable form
correspond to components of its inferable content, else it is a sim-
ple sign or a simplex.7 (Thus German rot ‘red’ is a simplex whereas
Rote ‘redness’ has two components one of which, the nominalizer,
displays a discontinuous shape (umlaut and suffix). It is a matter of
debate whether the noun Rot is complex or simple: if analyzed as
containing a zero nominalizer it is complex, but if treated, together
with the form-identical adjective, as a polycategorial sign it is sim-
ple.)

5. It is a ‘fundamental design feature’ (Talmy 2000: 21) of human
languages that they have two interlocking subsystems, the gram-
matical and the lexical, and it is therefore helpful to distinguish be-
tween grammatical (form-related, structural) and semantic compo-
nents of the inferable content of a linguistic sign. Semantic
components are conceptual categories whereas grammatical com-
ponents are formal categories; the latter are either semantically an-
chored, i.e. indirectly related with conceptual categories (e.g. num-
ber with cardinality), or purely formal (e.g. inflexion classes).
(Thus the inferable content of the English adjective red has both
semantic and grammatical components — the conceptual category of
the corresponding color and the semantically anchored grammatical
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10.

category adjective — whereas the inferable content of the English
suffix -ness of redness has only a grammatical component: that of
the semantically anchored grammatical category deadjectival no-
minalization.)

The encoding use of language (henceforth “linguistic action’) is the
situated production of linguistic sign tokens, i.e. the production of
perceivable form tokens together with inferable content tokens. The
situation in which a linguistic action is performed will be called the
production situation. Only the current speaker can be in a produc-
tion situation. Aspects of the production situation like identity of
speaker and addressee, time and location are substantial factors in
the determination of the inferable content token.

The decoding use of language (henceforth ‘linguistic understand-
ing’) is the situated interpretation of linguistic sign tokens. It con-
sists in perceiving a situated form token and inferring from this a
situated content token. The situation in which this linguistic under-
standing is performed will be called the interpretation situation.
Any speaker of the relevant language can be in an interpretation
situation. Aspects of the interpretation situation can be factors in
the determination of the inferable content token only insofar as they
can be anticipated by the respective speaker.

The production of a linguistic sign token is a complete linguistic
action or speech act only if its situationally inferable content in-
cludes a specification of the conventional role it is intended to play
in the interpretation situation (illocutionary force). A complete lin-
guistic action is called an illocution.

In addition to coding illocutionary force most illocutions (but for
instance not uses of interjections) include a propositional act or at
least an act of reference.

Every human language L defines an open set of linguistic signs
whose inferable content includes a semantic component. These
signs can be used as the core of a predication; they will be called
predicative signs of L. The semantic component of their inferable
content will be called a predicative concept of L. If an entity instan-
tiates such a concept it is predicatively characterized by any corre-
sponding sign of L. (The letters you are reading now are predica-
tively characterized by the English adjective and predicative sign
black because they instantiate the coded color concept, which is a
predicative concept of English.)
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Every human language L defines a relatively small closed set of
linguistic signs with an inferable content that lacks a semantic
component and consists entirely of semantically anchored gram-
matical content. These signs cannot be used as the core of a genu-
ine predicationg, and they will be called sortal signs of L. The se-
mantic anchor of the relevant grammatical component of their
inferable content will be called a sortal concept of L. If an entity in-
stantiates such a concept it is sortally characterized by any corre-
sponding sign of L. (Consider the letters in these parentheses. They
are sortally characterized by the English pronoun this sentence
starts with because of the sortal concept of plural cardinality that
anchors the grammatical component of plural number included in
its inferable content.)

Every human language provides means for predicating, i.e. signs
that in a production situation include in their inferable content both
a predicative concept of that language and a grammatical compo-
nent that relates this concept to a given entity called a referent.
Linguistic signs used for predicating characterize their referent pre-
dicatively (and in general also sortally). An act of predicating will
also be called a predication.

Every human language provides means for referring, i.e. signs that
in a production situation include in their inferable content a refer-
ent. A possible referent in a production situation is any entity that is
either already accessible for predication in the intended interpreta-
tion situation or is made accessible by the speaker by introducing it
into that very situation. Therefore, acts of reference are either acts
of referent maintenance or acts of referent introduction. Linguistic
signs used for reference characterize their referent sortally and of-
ten also predicatively. This will be called restricting characteriza-
tion of referents or restricted reference.”

Every human language provides means for quantifying, i.e. signs
that in a production situation include in their inferable content a
generalization over virtual referents. Therefore, quantifying sign
tokens are non-referential. Like referring signs they characterize
their referents sortally and often also predicatively. This will be
called restricting characterization of virtual referents or restricted
quantification.

The combination of a predication with an act of either referring or
quantifying yields an elementary propositional act. The inferable
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content of a propositional act is called an elementary propositional
content and consists of the situation it is about (global reference,
frame) a situation type. The framing situation is called the object
situation, whereas both the production situation and the interpreta-
tion situation are called metasituations. The object situation is the
location of the referent of referential sign tokens and the domain of
quantification of non-referential ones. If the object situation is spe-
cific enough to make the corresponding propositional content true
or false, then it is an elementary proposition, else an elementary
near-proposition. An elementary proposition is called categorical
if it includes an act of referent maintenance, else it is called thetic.”’

16. Elementary propositional contents cannot occur alone. They must
be embedded either directly or via embedding higher propositional
contents in an illocution (cf. 8 above).11 The propositional content
of an illocution is always the highest propositional content it in-
cludes. Assertive illocutions require propositions as contents and
are true if their proposition is”, directive illocutions are pointless in
that case", other illocution types like erotetic illocutions (questions)
require near-propositions as contents and are therefore neither true
nor false."

4. Some corollaries
4.1. The primacy of onomasiology

In section 3.2. it has been stated that the comparability of human languages
is based on their rough functional equivalence and that form-related issues
like the universality of the verb-noun distinction should be left open. As-
suming that the prototypical use of verbs lies in predication and that of
nouns in restricted reference, the lack of such a distinction would amount to
having a single category of predicate (as in standard predicate logic). Ac-
cording to assumption 13 such a language would simply lack the possibility
of an immediate predicative restriction of its referents, i.e. something like a
relative clause or desentential attribute would be needed for that purpose.
Generalizing from considerations like this one readily comes to the con-
clusion that for cross-linguistic grammatography the semasiological (de-
coding) and the onomasiological (encoding) perspective are not on a par,
but that the latter has priority over the former: If comparison is based on
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assumptions like ‘there must be a way of expressing roughly this content’,
it is safe, but if it is based on assumptions like ‘there must be a copula or a
noun-verb distinction’, it is not. Unfortunately, as Ulrike Mosel (this vol-
ume) points out, existing reference grammars are almost exclusively orga-
nized from a semasiological perspective.

4.2. The inseparability of grammatography and lexicography

The primacy of onomasiology also explains why CRG is conceived as an
integrated lexicogrammatical database. A look at some coding means for
the concept ‘causation of the state of being dead’ shows that they can be
found in very different parts of a systematic language description:

(1) English kill in the simplexicon (monomorphemic signs)

(2) German  toten in the d-complexicon (derived polymorphemic
signs)

(3) German  totmachen in the c-complexicon (compound polymorphemic
signs)

(4) English let die in the phrasicon (phrasal signs)

(1)-(3) should be listed in the lexicon, (2) and (3) also in the word forma-
tion part of the grammar (dynamic lexicon), and (4) in the syntax part of the
grammar. A separation of grammatography and lexicography and hence of
grammar and lexicon would impede insight into potentially important con-
nections.

5. The interlinear representation format (IRF)

The starting point in developing the example data structures of CRG was
the tradition of interlinear morpheme glossing combined with translations
that is familiar from typological literature, but it was clear from the outset
that not only the descriptive, metalinguistic vocabulary is in urgent need of
standardization, but also that a much richer structure is not only desirable
but also feasible as soon as the data are represented in an electronic format.
A richer structure means among other things more lines and so a structure
emerged that partly reminds one of a musical score, where the different
lines or parts are synchronized by bars. (Mismatches of syllable and mor-
pheme boundaries resemble then a syncopated rhythm.)
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The basic dividing line in such an interlinear representation format cor-
responds to the very notion of a linguistic sign and separates the signifier or
perceivable form (above) from the signified or inferable content (below).
Here is the IRF-structure of a spoken language sign:

+7 audiovisual data (recording)

+6 coding of co-linguistic elements

+5 phonetic transcription of linguistic elements

+4 representation of higher-level suprasegmentals (intonation etc.)

+3 autosegment representation (tones etc.)

+2 phonological segment and syllable representation

+1 morphophonemic representation

-1 morpheme gloss with GRAMMATICAL, semantic and co-
linguistically induced components

-2 higher morphological structure

-3 syntactic structure

-4 meaning structure (with co-linguistically induced elements in
boldface)

-5 literal translation into quasi-English

-6 free English translation

(The justification for having three different levels of meaning representa-
tion, meaning structure, literal and free translation, will be given in connec-
tion with an illustrative example in the following section.)

The IRF-structure of written linguistic signs has the same negative levels
but the positive levels have a simpler signifier structure:
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+IV reproduction of writing with included elements (illustrations) and inclu-

ding situation (wall)

+I1I standardized representation of original script with coding of co-linguistic
elements

+1I empty, if +III is roman, else transliteration of +III into roman-based or-
thography

+1 +III (or +II, if non-empty) with morpheme boundaries

The IRF-structure of sign language signs is of course a matter of much
debate, but it seems plausible that basically the same structure as for spoken

. 15 . .
language signs can be used.” (It has to be admitted, though, that in both
cases the notation of paralinguistic components remains a challenge.) Here
are the representation levels for a sign language sign:

+7 audiovisual data (recording)

+6 coding of co-linguistic elements

+5 phonetic transcription of linguistic elements (HamNoSyS)16
+4 representation of non-manual sign components

+3 phonological representation of mouthings

+2.W phonological representation of weak hand sign components
+2.5 phonological representation of strong hand sign components
+1 morphophonemic representation

Since there is no widely accepted counterpart for IPA in sign linguistics,
the choice of the phonetic transcription system must be more or less arbi-
trary. The Hamburg Sign Language Notation System, HamNoSys, has the
advantage of being highly iconic and not referring to national diversified
fingerspelling. It is, however, not very well developed with respect to non-
manual components and does not include an adequate representation of
mouthings, visible elements from spoken language articulation accessible
for lip-reading, which need to be represented on a separate level. Mouth-
ings are important for an adequate representation of many sign languages
including DGS (German Sign Language) or JSL (Japanese Sign Language).
An interesting difference between the two modalities shows up in the rela-
tion between the level +1 and higher levels: Since signs may include sev-
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eral simultaneously articulated morphemes, at level +1 an arbitrary lineari-
zation of these morphemes has to take place.

6. An example of cross-linguistic description

For the following illustration of the idea of cross-linguistic description two
typologically diverse languages have been chosen, languages that are rather
far apart on a very prominent dimension of linguistic variation, that of ana-
Iyticity. Polysynthetic languages, those with polymorphemic and very
complex word forms, rank very low on this scale while other languages
where the ratio of morphemes to word forms comes close to one rank very
high. The former type is represented here by the Iroquoian language Seneca
of East Northern America, the latter type is frequently illustrated by Chi-
nese. German is often said to be between the extremes, but the example will
show that it is much closer to the analytic end of the scale than to its oppo-
site.

An obvious way of comparing languages is to look for translation coun-
terparts. In the database this means to select level -6 (free translation) in an
example and to look for other examples with the same content of level -6.
(Looking for literal translation counterparts or matches on even higher
negative levels such as meaning structure is possible as well, but will yield
rapidly decreasing results.) The Seneca example is taken from a conversa-
tion recorded by Wallace Chafe in 1957 (personal communication).17 The
first part of that conversation is about a fisherman who catches a lot of bass.
So the third person anaphor relates to this fisherman and the corresponding
reference act is an act of referent maintenance in the sense of assumption
13 above. Comparing its description with that of the German translation
reveals the commonalities as well as the differences between the two
roughly equivalent linguistic signs.18
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Seneca

+2  de?.'shos.dd?.'fo.5h

+1 te?- -s- -ho- -std?shr- -o- -h-  -58h
-1 NEG- -REP-  -3.S.M.PAT- -hook- -be.in.water- -CAUS- -STAT
-2 [PREX -[PRFX -[PRFX- -[1 V.BASE 1- -SUFF]]]]
3 [
]DECL
-4 @ [ILL.TYPE(a): ASSERTIVE
PROPOSITION(a): <S8,
NEG
(REPETITIVE

(p [REFERENT(p): X [s;~ACCESSIBLE, NON-s,-SAP, SIMPLEX, MALE.PERSON]
PREDICATE(p): BE.EXPONENT
(e; [ASPECTUALITY(¢,): STATE
TYPE(e,): CAUSING(e, [TYPE(e,): be.located.in.water
EXPONENT(e,):y [hook]])])])>]

-5 Itis not the case that again he is in the state of causing a hook to be in water.
-6 He doesn’t have his hook back in the water yet.

19
German

+II Er hat seinen Haken noch nicht wieder im Wasser
+2  err hat sar.nan 'ha: ken nox nigt 'vi:.der im 'vasar

+1 er hab -t samn- -on har.ken
-1  PERSP.3.SMNOM have.v  -3.S.IND.PRES.ACT POSSP.3.S.M -SM.ACC hook.N.S.M.ACC
-3 [[sBI] [[PRED.CORE] [ DIR.OBJ ]
nox nigt vinder m-m vasar
CONT NEG REP in.P-DEF.S.N.DAT water.N.S.N.DAT
PRTCL PRTCL PRTCL [PRED.EXT.LOC
Hoeer
-4 a [LLTYPE(a): ASSERTIVE
PROPOSITION(a): <5,
CONTINUOUS
(NEG
(REPETITIVE

(p [REFERENT (p): x [s;~ACCESSIBLE, NON-s,-SAP, SIMPLEX, MALE.PERSON]
PREDICATE(p): BE.AGENT
(e [TYPE.CORE(e): disposing.of.entity.located.at 7
TYPE.RESTR(e): z [in.water]
UNDERGOER(e): y [POSSESSED.BY(x), SIMPLEX, hook]]))))>]
-5 He has his hook still not again in the water.

-6 He doesn’t have his hook back in the water yet.
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The comparison shows first a striking difference in compactness: The Se-
neca version has seven morphs coded in five syllables, whereas the German
translation requires twice as much effort: thirteen syllables to code twelve
morphs. In terms of word tokens the difference is even more striking: The
Seneca sentence consists of one (phonological and grammatical) word
form, the German counterpart of nine. Only three of the German word
forms are complex. Level -2 (higher morphological structure) has therefore
been omitted in the German example.

Another interesting difference is in the division of labor between grams
with their sortal concepts (marked by small caps) and lexemes with their
lexical concepts (marked by italics): Seneca combines eight sortal concepts
with two lexical ones, German has four lexical concepts associated with
four different part of speech categories and many grams and sortal concepts
that occur more than once due to several cases of agreement. This shows a
higher degree of redundancy and abstractness: The grammatical features
third person and singular on the German verb form help only identify the
referent of the predication, the corresponding sortal concepts have nothing
to do with the predicate concept itself. Only two of the six occurrrences of
gender features in the example reflect a sortal concept: The feature ‘mascu-
line’ both in the personal pronoun and in the stem of the possessive pro-
noun restricts the respective referent by characterizing it as a male person,
the other four occurrences of ‘masculine’ (with Haken ‘hook”) and ‘neuter’
(with Wasser ‘water’) are purely formal.

Both sentences are declarative sentences coding an assertive illocution
with a categorical proposition as content. The German syntax shows a pro-
totypical transitive construction with a subject, a direct object and a predi-
cate consisting of a finite verb and a locational extension having the form
of a prepositional phrase. Three particles modify the propositional content.

The core of the Seneca word structure is the intransitive locational root
‘be in water’ that is transitivized by the causative suffix and intransitivized
again by incorporating the nominal root ‘hook’. The whole stem or verb
base is then marked as a stative predicate by a corresponding suffix. There-
fore, the referential person prefix appears in the patient form since states do
not trigger agent forms in Seneca (they are, as it were, not active enough).
Two additional prefixes code propositional aspectuality and polarity.

These two different grammatical structures result in different semantic
structures. The illocution type “assertive’, unmarked in both languages, is in
both cases the same, but the proposition structures are different: In the Se-
neca sentence, the proposition is first negated and then aspectuality-marked
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as repetitive, coding the concept of ‘not again’, in the German counterpart
aspectuality comes first (noch ‘still’), negation (nicht ‘not”) second, and
another aspectuality marker third (wieder ‘again), coding the concept of
‘still not again’.

The reference parts of the propositional cores are the same, but the inner
structure of the predicates differs. The Seneca predication characterizes its
referent as the exponent of some stative causation eventity20 that is indi-
rectly characterized as having the effect that some hook is located in water.
So it decomposes the predication core into two causally related subevents
with one participant each.

The German predication is different in characterizing its referent as the
agent of a semantically transitive, i.e. relational, eventity whose undergoer
is some hook that is functionally related (as possessum) to the referent of
the predication. So the relation between the person and the hook is not me-
diated by their participation in two related eventities, but directly expressed
in their participation in the same eventity, albeit in different roles. Here
complexity shows up in a different place: The relational eventity of having
(roughly 'being able to control in one way or the other') that serves as
predicate core is specified by the location where the control is exerted,
serving as predicate extension.

There are of course many details that can be debated and analyzed in a
different way21, but the basic idea of fine-grained language comparison that
such a framework makes possible should have become clear.

The example presented above can be used at several locations in the
grammar, e.g., in the chapter on negation, but also under aspectualities,
elementary declarative sentences etc.

Just one final remark on the functionality of the database: The type of
query chosen for the illustration, i.e. looking for translation equivalents is
of course not the only one that is possible. In principle all lines in the IRF,
single ones or combinations thereof, can be selected and matching complete
examples can be obtained. So if one is interested in higher morphological
structures with the pattern [PREF-[PREF-[PREF-[[VERB.BASE]-SUFF]]]]] one
can search for this as well as for declarative sentences in general (with the
syntactic structure [ Jpecy)-
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7. Outlook

Currently the system is being tested in the Munich International Doctoral
Program in Linguistics (LIPP) ‘Language Theory and Applied Linguistics’.
A guiding principle in its development is the double responsibility for each
cell in the database, that results from two orthogonal dimensions of its or-
ganization: The vertical dimension is the traditional one that takes care of
the consistency and coherence of the descriptions of different subsystems
of one and the same language. Responsibility for a column in the database
thus corresponds to the notion of authorship of a traditional grammar.

The horizontal dimension is the cross-linguistic one and it is specific to
the CRG enterprise. It is here where the balance has to be held between
over- and understating the differences and commonalities. Those who are
responsible for the rows ought to be specialized in the corresponding sub-
fields like segmental, suprasegmental and phrasal phonology, static and
dynamic lexicology, grammar in the sense of syntax and inflectional mor-
phology, decompositional and compositional semantics and pragmatics.

The division of labor that is reflected in this grid structure of the data-
base makes it easy to predict conflicts between a column-related language
internal view and a row-related cross-linguistic perspective on the same
phenomenon. It is an important advantage of the electronic format that it
supports a policy of not only permitting but even encouraging competing
descriptions of the same phenomenon (for arguments why this is an advan-
tage cf. Zaefferer 2004).

A central motivation for the CRG project is the firm conviction that the
very notion of comparability is of prime importance for the mutually stimu-
lating effects that developments in language description and advances in
theory formation could and should have for one another.

A Popperian sequel to Humboldt’s dream will be the use of the database
query system as a means for finding counterexamples to any theory that is
compatible with the one proposed here as a basis for description. And this
does not mean naive falsificationism as long as there are attempts to ex-
plain away putative counterexamples by describing them in a different way.
If the new description turns out to be better on independent grounds, both
theory and description will have gained.

An open-ended project like the one outlined above requires of course
the collaborative efforts of many linguists. It is therefore conceived of as an
internet database system that after the test phase will be opened to the inter-
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ested linguistic community. It is hoped that this outline will inspire many
colleagues to take part in this great enterprise.

Notes

1. 1 am grateful to Nick Evans for offering me the opportunity to write about my
favorite project in such an appropriate context. | am also deeply indebted both
to him and to Alan Dench for a host of valuable questions and comments
which were of great help to me in revising this paper and to Andrea Schalley
for carefully checking and commenting on the revised version. All remaining
errors and mistakes are therefore not their fault, but exclusively mine.

2. “..[man] hat aber auch diese [sc. die allgemeine Grammatik] ... nie als eine
allgemein vergleichende Grammatik behandelt ... Zu noch gréRerem Ungliick
hat man fast (berall daran [sc. an die zusammengetragenen Materialien] Ur-
teile geknlpft, denen man es nur zu sehr ansieht, daB es ihnen an der sicheren
Grundlage gehorig aufgestellter leitender Ideen fehlt.” (Humboldt 1996: 14)

3. For recent documentations of the software architecture and the linguistic cate-
gories see Nickles (2001) and Peterson (2002), respectively. Their work as
well as that of the other project members was supported by grants Za 111/7-5
and Za 111/7-6 from the DFG (German Research Association) to the author,
which are hereby gratefully acknowledged. The location of the project’s
homepage is: http://www.crg.Imu.de

4. This is not meant to imply that the problem of version tracking and maintain-
ing consistency is trivial.

5. Alan Dench points out (p.c.) that reaching descriptive adequacy can be rather
challenging. One might add that any increase in the quality of a phenome-
non’s description corresponds to a decrease in the difficulty of its explanation.

6. This does not mean that there is no way to correct assumptions that are built
into the very description of the data: They cannot be literally falsified but if
they turn out to yield very contrived descriptions this may lead to their revi-
sion.

7. The independence of the degree of complexity of the perceivable form from
that of the entire sign (simple signs tend to have complex, multisegmental
forms) is often referred to as double articulation.

8. This proviso serves to exclude identification, which is also sometimes sub-
sumed under predication. Sortal signs can be used as the core of identifica-
tional predications. In the English sentence “It’s me.” the topical phenomenon
is identified with the speaker and both are only sortally characterized. (I am
indebted to Leonard Talmy (p.c.) for the nice example.)

9. Note that the restrictive predicative characterization of an entity in an act of
reference as in “This woman’ is different from predicating the same concept
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10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Dietmar Zaefferer

of a referent as in “This is a woman’, as can be seen in cases like ‘This woman
is not a woman’, where the predication wins over the restriction if the sen-
tence is not interpreted as contradictory.

The usefulness of Brentano’s distinction between the thetic and the categori-
cal judgement has been discovered for linguistics by Kuroda (1972), cf. also
Sasse (1987), Ladusaw (1994).

This assumption is further developed and spelled out in Zaefferer (2001).

This involves a slight shift in reference: Illocutions are actions and even with
assertions one would not say: ‘What you have done is true’, but rather: ‘What
you have said is true’.

Imagine someone saying “You guys be quiet!” to a silent audience.

Cf. Zaefferer draft.

Cf. Zaefferer (2003).

Cf. Prillwitz et al. (1989) for version 2.0, for later versions see:
http://www.sign-lang.uni-hamburg.de/Projects/HamNoSys.html

My deep gratitude goes to Wallace Chafe who not only let me use his material
but also willingly answered my email questions on the syllabification and in-
terpretation of this example.

A few remarks on the notation (abbreviations are spelled out in the appendix):
Levels +2 and +1: Ambisyllabic segments are underscored; level -1: Small
caps gloss grammatical components, semantic components are represented in
italics and their categories in small caps italics, the factors of polyfactorial
morphemes are separated by dots; level -4: a is an action variable followed in
square brackets by conditions on its illocution type and propositional content;
S, is the object situation of the proposition, followed by its type; p is a variable
for an elementary proposition type followed in square brackets by conditions
on its referent and predicate; x, y, z are individual variables followed in square
brackets by predicates they instantiate; e, e;, e, are eventity (cf. fn. 19) vari-
ables followed in square brackets by partial characterizations of their aspectu-
ality, type, and participants. ‘exponent’ designates the unspecified participant
role. The variables are intended to be interpreted like discourse referents, i.e.
as existentially bound.

Note that the orthographic level is not part of the example proper, it has been
added to the phonological and morphophonological ones only for the sake of
convenience.

‘Eventity’ is a term meaning ‘event or similar entity’ and is preferred by the
author over ‘eventuality’, which is used in linguistic circles with the same
meaning, but has the disadvantage of already being lexicalized in the sense of
‘possibility’.

Among others, the Interlinear Representation Format is intended to be a
framework for competing descriptions of the same data.
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ACC
ACT
CAUS
CONT
DAT
DECL
DEF
DIR.OBJ
EXT
ILL.TYPE
IND
LOC

M

N

N

NEG
NOM

P

PAT
PERSP
POSSP
PRED
PRES
PRFX
PRTCL
REP

S
S;~ACCESSIBLE

s()
$,-SAP

SBJ
STAT
SUFF
Vv
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third person
accusative

active

causative
continuative

dative

declarative

definite

direct object
extension
illocution type
indicative
locational
masculine

neuter

noun

negation
nominative

pre- or postposition
patient

personal pronoun
possessive pronoun
predicate

present tense

prefix

particle

repetitive

singular

accessible in the interpretation situati-
on s;

object situation
speech act participant in the producti-
on situation s,
subject

stative

suffix

verb
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The organization of reference grammars:
A typologist user’s point of view

Sonia Cristofaro

1. Introduction: language description in a typological perspective

This paper addresses the issue of the organization of reference grammars
from a user’s point of view.

Literature on the organization of reference grammars (see among others
Lehmann (1980) and (1998), Schultze-Berndt (1998), Mosel, this volume,
and Zaefferer, this volume) usually addresses this issue from the author’s
point of view, and focuses on matters such as what topics should be neces-
sarily covered in a reference grammar, how information should be distrib-
uted across the various parts of the grammar, what type of information (e.g.
morphological as opposed to syntactic information) should be provided
first, and the like. A related problem is also whether a grammar should take
a form-to-function (semasiological) or a function-to-form (onomasiologi-
cal) approach, that is, whether the description should select particular func-
tional domains, and show how they are expressed in the language, or it
should select particular forms, and describe the range of functions associ-
ated with these forms.

These issues are obviously of interest not only to authors, but also to us-
ers. There are however various respects in which a user’s perspective may
differ from an author’s perspective, with regard both to the topics that
should be covered in a grammar and the way in which these topics should
be presented. In particular, this paper aims to provide the perspective of a
particular type of user, namely the typologist who uses grammars for the
purposes of cross-linguistic comparison, and is interested in the cross-
linguistic manifestations of some grammatical phenomenon rather than
some particular language as a whole.

Before proceeding to discuss the specific needs of such an user, it is
worth pointing out that language description has experienced some signifi-
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cant methodological changes over the past decades, ones that have been
directly influenced by typological research. For example, it was not un-
common for grammars written until about the ‘80s to privilege phonology
and morphology over syntax. Thus, several grammars written in that period
have long and detailed sections about noun and verb structure, while the
space devoted to sentence structure is comparatively limited (see, for ex-
ample, many of the grammars in the “University of California Publications
in Linguistics’ series, such as LeCron Foster 1969 or Langdon 1970, as
well as other grammars such as for instance Fortune 1942, Abraham 1985
or Arokhianatan 1987).

From the '80s on, the range of topics covered in reference grammars has
become increasingly balanced and diversified. More and more attention has
been devoted to syntax in general as well as to a whole host of topics that
are now regarded as crucial for language description, such as passive con-
structions, alignment patterns (including phenomena such as ergativity and
split intransitivity), or evidentiality. This expansion in perspective has been
largely influenced by typological studies, that have revealed the existence
and cruciality of a number of previously unobserved phenomena in more
and more languages (Dryer, this volume).1

At the same time, the vast cross-linguistic variation revealed by typo-
logical studies has reinforced the idea (ultimately of structuralist origin)
that each language should be described in its own terms, rather than in
terms of categories tailored for European languages. As repeatedly pointed
out in the typological literature (see for instance Keenan and Comrie 1977;
Stassen 1985: 14-15; Croft 1990: 11-18), languages do not display the
same categories, intended as the combination of particular morphosyntactic
structures and particular semantic or pragmatic functions. The same struc-
tures are not associated with the same functions cross-linguistically, and,
conversely, the same functions are not associated with the same structures.
It follows that individual grammatical categories cannot help being lan-
guage-specific (Dryer 1997; Croft 2001).

This has led to an increased awareness that grammatical categories
should be postulated for each language independently of the categories
postulated for other languages, and they should be motivated in distribu-
tional terms. As a result, detailed discussions of the distributional criteria
used to identify individual grammatical categories can now be found in
most grammars. For example, until the ’80s most grammars would take for
granted that the language being described should have a subject and a direct
object category.2 As a result, the criteria used to identify these categories in
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each language would not be discussed, even in languages where these no-
tions are more problematic, such as ergative languages (see for example
Saltarelli 1988: 146-148 on the morphological marking of grammatical
relations in Basque). On the other hand, many grammars now include a
detailed discussion of the evidence avalable in the language to postulate
categories such as subject and direct object (see for example Foley 1991:
195-200 on grammatical relations in Yimas).

As is observed by Dryer (this volume), the influence of typological re-
search on language description has also led to growing convergence in the
descriptive frameworks adopted in reference grammars. Grammars written
in the period of around 1965 to 1975 display considerable variation in their
theoretical framework’. On the other hand, the practice of using the notions
and descriptive apparatus basically drawn from traditional grammar has
become increasingly widespread in language description4. The use of a
descriptive framework based on traditional grammar has a number of ad-
vantages, in that such a framework will presumably be familiar to most
readers, and so there will be no need for the reader to work out the notions
and terminology used in the grammar before being able to access the data
being described.

These changes have all contributed to set user-friendlier and typologi-
cally more adequate standards for reference grammars, resulting in in-
creased awareness about which topics should be covered in a grammar, and
the descriptive tools that should be employed in describing them. Thus, the
typologist user can now count on more complete grammars, that often pro-
vide an accurate picture of the way in which the grammatical categories of
the language are similar or different from the grammatical categories of
other languages.

This does not mean, of course, that all grammars conform to the same
standards, cover the same range of topics, or adopt the same theoretical
framework. In fact, any grammar user is probably familiar with the feeling
that a particular grammar doesn’t cover exactly the topic they are interested
in, or fails to cover it in an appropriate way. This is virtually unavoidable,
because grammar writing usually takes place under severe time and space
constraints, so no grammar can probably be fully comprehensive (see
Mosel, this volume). However, more and more grammars now conform to
typologically oriented standards, and there are general expectations that a
good grammar should cover at least some topics, and it should cover them
in a certain way.
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Nevertheless, there still are a number of respects in which even gram-
mars that on the whole conform to typologically oriented standards may not
be fully adequate for the purposes of cross-linguistic comparison. In what
follows, this issue will be discussed with respect to the following points:

i.  The distribution of information across different parts of a grammar,
with regard to form-to-function approaches as opposed to function-
to-form approaches to language description.

ii. The parameters taken into account when providing information
about the categories described in the grammar.

iii. The criteria used in identifying the categories described in the
grammar.

Each of these points is discussed in detail in the following sections. The
discussion is meant to contribute some general methodological insights
about the organization of reference grammars, based on specific examples
concerning grammatical domains such as clause linkage and tense, aspect,
and mood. Some of these examples were collected while carrying out typo-
logical studies of the relevant grammatical domains (Cristofaro 2003 and
2004), and they were selected for their general methodological implica-
tions, rather than the overall theoretical relevance of the specific linguistic
phenomena involved. This means that the reason why | will focus on par-
ticular phenomena (such as for example the expression of modal and phasal
notions, or purpose relations) is not that | regard them as more interesting
or more important than other phenomena that might be described in a
grammar. Rather, | have chosen these phenomena because they provide a
clear illustration of a number of general problems about the organization of
reference grammars, ones that are potentially relevant to any linguistic phe-
nomenon described in a grammar. As a result, the discussion in the follow-
ing sections should be understood as pertaining to the question of how a
grammar should present individual phenomena, rather than what phenom-
ena exactly it should cover.

2. Form and function in language description
As illustrated by Mosel (this volume), there is a long-standing debate in the

linguistic literature as to whether language description should proceed from
particular forms, and describe the range of meanings associated with these
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forms, or rather particular functional domains, and describe the range of
forms that can be used to encode them (see also Comrie 1998).

Although the necessity of a function-to-form approach to language de-
scription was argued for as early as von der Gabelentz (Mosel, this vol-
ume), and repeatedly advocated ever since, the overwhelming tendency for
grammars has always been to take the form-to-function approach. There are
several reasons for this. The most obvious one is that the form-to-function
approach gives an immediate idea of what the language is like, and how its
grammatical system works. In this respect, the form-to-function approach is
a more natural and direct way to describe a language than the function-to-
form approach, which is based on semantic and pragmatic domains defined
independently of the target language. Also, as is observed by Mosel (this
volume), a function-to-form approach may fail to show the similarities be-
tween the various uses of individual forms, thus leading the user to miss
potential polysemic links between these uses.

Proponents of the function-to-form approach have given various mo-
tives for this approach. A general theoretical reason advocated in early
discussions of the function-to-form approach such as von der Gabelentz’s
and Jespersen’s (Mosel, this volume), is that the function-to-form approach
and the form-to-function approach reflect two distinct processes: the encod-
ing process that takes place in the speaker's mind, on the one hand, and the
decoding process that takes place in the hearer's mind, on the other. Both
approaches are therefore essential to language description.

Typological praxis suggests that there are also empirical reasons for tak-
ing a function-to-form approach. A distinguishing feature of the functional-
typological approach adopted by most typologists is the assumption that at
least certain aspects of language structure depend on, and can be explained
in terms of, language function. Functional-typological research is therefore
crucially interested in the correspondence between particular structures and
particular functional domains. However, languages display tremendous
variety with respect to their morphosyntactic structures and the functional
domains with which these structures are associated. In particular, individual
morphosyntactic features need not occur in exactly the same combinations
cross-linguistically, nor be present in all languages. Therefore, if cross-
linguistic comparison is based on particular morphosyntactic features or
combinations thereof, a number of languages that lack these features or that
do not combine them in the required way will have to be left out. As a re-
sult, the typologist will not be able to say anything about the way the se-
lected functional domains are encoded in those languages.
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On the other hand, all languages presumably have means to encode the
same range of functional domains. Thus, if cross-linguistic comparison is
based on particular functional domains, all languages can be included
within the analysis, and the typologist will be able to investigate form-
function correspondences in all languages. For this reason, typologists gen-
erally believe that cross-linguistic investigation should select particular
functional domains, and examine how they are encoded across languages,
rather than select particular morphosyntactic structures, and examine their
functional correlates cross-linguistically (see among others Stassen 1985:
14-15; Croft 1990: 13-16 and 2001: chap. 1; Cristofaro 2003: 9-14; Zaef-
ferer, this volume).

In principle, examination of the ways in which a particular functional
domain is encoded in a particular language is quite independent of the way
the description of that language is organized. If the grammar takes a form-
to-function approach, one can browse it in order to find out what construc-
tions are used to express the relevant functional domains.

The major problem with this procedure, however, is that the user has to
guess where the relevant information can be found, and this may be diffi-
cult if one doesn't have previous knowledge of the range of constructions
that can be used to express a given functional domain. This means that,
unless one browses the whole grammar in search for any bit of information
that may be relevant, one may miss part of the information.

For example, in a number of languages, modal notions such as possibil-
ity, necessity, and ability are expressed by means of complement clauses
introduced by a main predicate (so called modal predicates: Noonan 1985).
The main predicate describes a modal condition on some situation, while
the complement clause describes the situation for which the modal condi-
tion holds. This is illustrated in the Gulf Arabic sentence in (1) below:

Gulf Arabic (Afro-Asiatic, Semitic; Arabian Gulf)

@ ma yigdar yishiil hal-kooma bruuHah
not 3M:SG:can 3M:SG:remove this:the:pile  by:self:his
‘He can't remove this pile by himself.' (Holes 1990: 201)

Modal conditions, however, can also be expressed by special affixes on the
verb describing the situation for which the modal condition holds, or by
independent particles. Gulf Arabic, for example, expresses the notion of
necessity by means of the independent particle laazim:
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Gulf Arabic (Afro-Asiatic, Semitic; Arabian Gulf)
2 laazim akammil il-baHth gabilla asaafir
must  1SG:finish the:research before 1SG:travel
‘I must finish the research before | travel.” (Holes 1990: 201)

A third morphosyntactic option is illustrated by West Greenlandic, where
necessity is expressed by means of the verbal affix -sariagar-:

West Greenlandic (Eskimo-Aleut, Eskimo; Greenland)
3 imir-niru-sariagar-putit
drink-more-must-2SG:IND
“You must drink more.” (Fortescue 1984: 292)

A similar situation is found with phasal notions such as ‘start” or ‘finish’,
desiderative notions such as ‘want’, and causativity. In a number of lan-
guages, these notions are expressed by specific predicates, that take clausal
complements describing the situation to which the phase, desire, or act of
causation refers:

Lango (Nilo-Saharan, Eastern Sudanic; Uganda)

(@))] ogway  ocako blcco  opid
Ogwang 3SG:start:PERF  yell:INF Opio
‘Ogwang started to yell at Opio.” (Noonan 1992: 225)

Lezgian (North Caucasian; Daghestan, Azerbaijan)

(5) Ada ca-w ixtilat-ar aqwazar-iz
he-ERG  we-ADEL conversation-P  stop-INF
ta-da-j

cause-FUT-PAST
‘He would make us stop the conversations.” (Haspelmath 1993: 358)

In other cases, however, these notions are expressed by means of verbal
affixes:

Tangkhul Naga (Sino-Tibetan, Tibeto-Burman; India)
(6) i ukrul wa-nAy

I Ukrul go-DES

‘I want to go to Ukrul.” (Arokhianatan 1987: 83)
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West Greenlandic (Eskimo-Aleut, Eskimo; Greenland)
@) akiuti-usaar-puq

resist-keep.on-3SG:IND

‘He continued resisting.” (Fortescue 1984: 282)

Japanese (Japanese, Japan)
(8) Boku wa  Mary ni o wakar(s)aseru
I TOP Mary to OBJ understand:cause
‘I will make Mary understand this.” (Kuno 1973: 139)

In Kayardild, the notion of desire can be expressed simultaneously by the
potential verbal inflection and oblique case marking on NPs. This is an
instance of a more general pattern whereby case marking is used to express
temporal, aspectual and modal notions (so-called ‘modal case’: Dench and
Evans 1988; Evans 1995).

Kayardild (Australian, non-Pama-Nyungan; Australia)
9 ngada warra-da ngarn-kiring-inj
1SG:NOM go-DES beach-ALL-MOBL
‘I would like to go to the beach.” (Evans 1995: 108)

In principle, all of the constructions exemplified in (1)-(9) are potentially
relevant to a cross-linguistic investigation of the expression of possibility,
necessity, causativity etc. Information about these constructions may how-
ever be quite difficult to recover from a form-to-function description of the
relevant language, since the various constructions would normally be de-
scribed in different parts of the grammar. For example, in Noonan (1992),
the construction exemplified in (4) is described in the chapter on comple-
mentation, while Fortescue (1984) describes the construction in (7) in the
section on continuous aspect. Now, a researcher may not know in advance
what constructions are used to express possibility, necessity, causativity
etc. in a given language. So, unless they browse the whole grammar, they
might not find out what parts of the grammar deal with the expression of
the notions they are investigating. As a result, they might miss some of the
relevant constructions.

Another case in point is provided by the expression of purpose. Purpose
relations are usually expressed by linking two clauses that describe the two
events involved in the purpose relation, that is, an event that is brought
about with the goal of obtaining the realization of some other event, and the
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event whose realization is desired. This is exemplified in the following
sentences from lka and Cubeo:

Ika (Chibchan, Aruak; Colombia)
(10)  monu tsai-n An-zoza-na
monkey shoot-IMPFV ~ REF-go-DIST
‘He went (in order) to shoot monkeys.” (Frank 1990: 107)

Cubeo (Tucanoan, Central Tucanoan; Colombia)

(11) j#RE Xégjo-ki-RE epe-1ba Xi-b# ki-wA
1SG-OBJ child-M.SG-OBJ put-N/H.3PL  1SG.POSS-adult-PL
bue-1-R6-1 Xi baxi-kijepe
teach-STVZ-IN.SG.NMLZ-LOC  1SG.POSS know-PUR.DS
a-lw¢ ape-R0 Xi
say-NFUT.PL.NMLZ other-IN.SG.NMLZ 1SG.POS
baxi-bE-R6-RE

know-NEG-IN.SG.NMLZ-0OBJ
‘From (when | was) a child, my parents put me in a school in order that |
learn something that | didn’t know.” (Morse and Maxwell 1999: 175)

In some cases, however, purpose relations may be expressed by fusing the
two verbs. For example, Cubeo has a second purpose construction that is
used with motion verbs. In this construction, the motion verb takes affixes
agreeing with the subject in gender and number, and is encliticized to the
verb expressing the event whose realization corresponds to the purpose of
motion:

Cubeo (Tucanoan, Central Tucanoan; Colombia)

(12)  oko-kobe-I #ko=R£blko
water-CLS:hole-LOC  get-NFUT:F:SG:NMLZ=go-3F:SG
oko-RE
water-OBJ
‘She recently went to get water at the well’ (Morse and Maxwell 1999:
65)

In the only existing grammar of Cubeo (Morse and Maxwell 1999), the two
purpose constructions of Cubeo are described in different parts of the
grammar, with no cross-references between these parts, and no subject
index. The construction in (11) is described in the section on subordination,
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while the construction in (12) (which is labeled ‘independent purpose
clause’) is described in the chapter on verbs, under ‘auxiliary verb con-
structions’. The reader is unlikely to know in advance that purpose in
Cubeo is expressed by means of these two constructions, particularly be-
cause the construction in (12) appears to be quite rare cross-linguistically.
So, unless they browse the whole grammar looking for constructions used
to express purpose, they are most likely to disregard one of the two con-
structions, particularly the construction in (12).

A similar problem is encountered with languages using the same con-
struction to express a variety of meanings that must be inferred from the
context. For example, in Mandarin Chinese, purpose relations are expressed
by means of a construction involving clause juxtaposition. This construc-
tion can be used to express a variety of relations between events, that must
be inferred at the contextual level. This can be seen from the two possible
readings of the sentence in (13):

Mandarin Chinese (Sino-Tibetan, Chinese; China)

(13) Ni gui-xialai [qgiG Zhang-san]
you kneel.down beg Zhang-san
“You knelt down and begged Zhang-san/ You knelt down in order
to beg Zhang-san.” (Li and Thompson 1973: 98)

In cases like this, the construction only conveys a very general meaning
(for example, in the case of the serial verb construction in Mandarin Chi-
nese, the fact that two events are related), and any more specific meaning is
inferred from the context. As a result, grammars are most likely to define
the construction in terms of its formal properties, rather than in terms of the
functional domains it encodes. These properties, however, cannot always
be readily related to the functional domains expressed by the construction.
For example, the Mandarin Chinese construction in (13) is described in Li
and Thompson 1981 in a section called ‘serial verb constructions’. Once
again, however, the reader is unlikely to know in advance that the construc-
tions defined in this way are used in Mandarin Chinese to express purpose
relations, and so runs the risk of missing the relevant construction.

It is quite clear that in all of these cases it would be much more conven-
ient for the typologist user if the grammar were organized in terms of func-
tional domains such as ‘necessity’, ‘possibility’ ‘ability’, ‘desire” (or possi-
bly ‘modality’ in general), ‘inception’, ‘purpose’ and the like. Such an
approach would however have a number of problems. First, as was pointed
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out above, a form-to-function description gives a more immediate idea of
how the language works, so it should be included in a grammar anyway.
This means that if a function-to-form approach were also taken, the gram-
mar would involve quite a lot of redundancy.

Thus, neither the form-to-function approach nor the function-to-form
approach are free from problems. A number of compromise solutions be-
tween the two approaches are however available. One obvious solution is
inclusion within the grammar of detailed subject indexes, referring both to
the constructions and the functional domains being described. In this way,
the reader is able to immediately identify all of the places in the grammar
where the functional domain under investigation is discussed. In fact, many
grammars, for example those published in the Mouton Grammar Library,
do have detailed subject indexes including functional categories such as
causativity, desire and the like. However, many other grammars lack sub-
ject indexes altogether (this is for example the case with many of the
grammars in the Pacific Linguistics series and the SIL series). Also, some
grammars have subject indexes, but these are organized in terms of formal
categories, or a mixture of formal and functional categories. This may make
it difficult to retrieve the relevant information. For example, Fortescue’s
grammar of West Greenlandic (1984) has a subject index including entries
such as ‘aspect’, ‘mood’, and ‘verbal inflection’. Verbal inflection is a for-
mal category. Aspect and mood are semantically based categories, but they
pertain to one specific way of expressing the underlying semantic notions,
namely in terms of verb paradigmatic categories. As the affixes illustrated
in (3) and (7) fall under ‘mood’ and “aspect’ respectively, and they are part
of verbal inflection, information about where these affixes are described in
the grammar can be found under the corresponding index entries. However,
once again, modal and phasal notions are not always expressed in terms of
verb-paradigmatic categories or by means of verbal inflection cross-
linguistically, and the reader may not know in advance how they are ex-
pressed in West Greenlandic, for example. So they may fail to realize what
the relevant index entries are.

Another solution to the problem of recovering information from the
various parts of a grammar is the one envisaged by Comrie (1998) and
Zaefferer (this volume), namely the creation of electronic grammars. In an
electronic grammar, access to information is in principle independent of the
linear ordering of the various topics, or the collocation of individual topics
in specific parts of the grammar. For example, an electronic grammar may
have links between individual functional domains and all of the construc-
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tions used to express these domains in the language, or individual construc-
tions and all of the functional domains associated with that construction. In
this way, the limitations imposed by the linear and hierarchical structure of
paper grammars may be overcome (Comrie 1998: 14-15).

Finally, grammars could be provided with resumptive tables matching
constructions and functional domains. Some grammars provide tables illus-
trating the range of functions associated with a given construction (see for
example Evans 1995: chap. 11). However, there could also be tables illus-
trating the range of constructions expressing a given function, with refer-
ences to the appropriate parts of the grammar. Such tables would be ex-
panded versions of subject indexes, while at the same time avoiding the
redundancy involved by treatment of the same topic from both a form-to-
function and a function-to-form perspective in different parts of the gram-
mar.

All of these solutions provide the reader with useful tools to identify the
whole range of constructions used to express a particular functional domain
in a language. It should also be pointed out, however, that subject indexes,
electronic grammars and resumptive tables do not completely solve the
problem of information recoverability in a grammar. A general problem is
that the functional domains selected for discussion in a grammar cannot
always be defined in a straightforward way. For example, phasal notions
such as ‘begin’, ‘continue’ etc. pertain to the internal temporal development
of events, and are therefore related to aspectuality (intended as a functional
category, that may be expressed differently in individual languages, for
example by means of verbal affixes or phasal predicates). However, as
pointed out by Siewierska (1991: 118), these notions are semantically quite
different from aspectual categories such as perfective, imperfective and the
like. As a result, it is not clear whether they should be described under as-
pectuality, or under a separate category. On the other hand, strict delimita-
tion of the boundaries of a particular functional domain may end up in a
proliferation of the functional domains that should be taken into account in
the grammar. Although there probably is no ready solution to this problem,
awareness of it may lead to greater accuracy and typological adequacy in
defining and treating these functional domains.
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3. Information about interacting parameters

Grammars are often centered around categories identified in terms of spe-
cific features. However, these categories usually present a great deal of
internal differentiation, in that their structural properties may vary depend-
ing on an often large number of interacting parameters. For example, com-
plement clauses are generally defined as clauses that function as an argu-
ment (subject or object) of a main predicate. However, as first pointed out
by Givon (1980) (see also Noonan 1985; Cristofaro 2003), the form of
complement clauses may vary to a considerable extent depending on the
semantics of the complement-taking predicate. For example, particular
complement-taking predicates are more likely than others to take comple-
ments with reduced verbal inflection, and the same complement-taking
predicate can take different complement types in different semantic con-
texts. Similarly, relative clauses are usually defined as clauses that function
as adjectival modifiers of a head noun in the main clause. However, as
shown by Keenan and Comrie (1977) and Lehmann (1984), the form of
relative clauses may vary depending on the syntactic role of the relativized
item.

Failure to recognize this fact often leads to incomplete and typologically
inadequate descriptions of individual categories in particular languages. For
example, descriptions of complement clauses often provide information
about only a few complement-taking predicate types, or possibly even just
one. This is for instance the case with Reh’s (1985) grammar of Krongo,
where the description of complement clauses is supported with examples
involving complements of utterance, knowledge and desiderative predi-
cates, and nothing is said about whether or not the relevant complement
types can also be used with other predicate classes. Similarly, Arokhi-
anatan’s (1987) grammar of Tangkhul Naga only provides information
about complements of utterance predicates.

In cases like this, it is impossible to gain a complete overview of the
complementation system in the language, because the fact that a particular
predicate type takes a particular complement type tells very little, or possi-
bly nothing, about what complement types combine with the other predi-
cate types, or even the same predicate in different semantic contexts. A
related problem is that the same complement-taking predicate may take
different complement types when used in different semantic contexts. This
means that, when describing a particular combination of complement type
and complement-taking predicate, the grammar should ideally specify
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whether the relevant complement-taking predicate can also take other com-
plement types, and, if yes, under what circumstances. Failure to do so may
make it impossible for the reader to use the data provided by the grammar.
This can be illustrated with an example from Bhatia’s (1993) grammar of
Punjabi. Bhatia (1993: 144) argues that perception predicates such as ‘see’
take indicative complements introduced by a complementizer. However,
the only example of perception complements provided in the grammar is
the following:

Punjabi (Indo-European, Indo-Iranian; India)

(14) tad 6 ne  vekhiaa ki CiRii uaDDii
then he ERG  see:PAST:M:SG that bird:F:SG  fly:PAST:F:SG
“Then he saw that a bird flew.” (Bhatia 1993: 44)

The English translation of this sentence does not entail that the action de-
scribed by the complement-taking predicate is one of sensory perception.
The perceiver might have realized that a bird flew without actually seeing
the bird y (for example, he might have had indirect evidence that a bird
flew by seeing the branches of a tree move, or the like). In this case, the
predicate does not function as a sensory perception predicate, but rather as
a predicate of acquisition of knowledge, not unlike ‘realize’, ‘understand’
or the like. Neither the description provided by the grammar nor the exam-
ple glosses specify whether or not the Punjabi construction involves sen-
sory perception. Since the example is not part of a text, this information
cannot be retrieved from the context either .

In a number of languages, however, predicates like ‘see’ may be used
both as sensory perception predicates and predicates of acquisition of
knowledge, and may then take different complement types accordingly.
One such language is English, where constructions such as ‘he saw the bird
fly” can only be used if the predicate describes an act of sensory perception.
Another one is Ancient Greek, where predicates such as horan ‘see’ take
participial or indicative complements depending on whether they denote
sensory perception or acquisition of knowledge (Cristofaro 2003: 106).
This is illustrated by the contrast between (15a) and (15b) below:
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(15) a ka & guné eporai min
and the woman see:IMPF.3G 3SG.ACC.SG
exionta

go.out:PRES.PTCPL:ACC.M.SG
‘And the woman saw him go out.” (Herodotus, 1.10.6)

b. horais o Melde hoti
see:PRES.IND.2SG VOC Meletus that
sigals kai ouk écheis
be.silent:PRES.IND.2SG and not have:PRES.IND:2SG
eip-ein?
say.AOR:INF

‘Do you see, Meletus, that you are silent and cannot tell?” (Plato,
Apology, 24d)

This means that, in the absence of further specification, one cannot make
any assumption about the actual distribution of the Punjabi construction.
Moreover, in cases like this one cannot know whether the grammar does
not provide any specification about the distribution of the relevant con-
struction because that's the only possible construction, or simply because
other possible construction types were not taken into account. So the in-
formation provided in the grammar cannot actually be used to determine
the complementation pattern of perception predicates in Punjabi.

Cases like this are quite common in reference grammars. For example,
as is well-known, in a number of languages accessibility to relativization is
restricted to some syntactic roles only. When describing relativization
strategies in a language, grammars often do not specify to what syntactic
roles a particular relativization strategy applies, and the examples provided
concern some syntactic roles only, usually the ones more accessible to rela-
tivization such as subject and object. This is for example the case in Morse
and Maxwell (1999: 151-159). When describing relativization strategies in
Cubeo, this grammar only mentions relativization of subjects, objects, and
place adjuncts, without noting whether relativization of other roles is possi-
ble.

This possibly originates from the fact that relative clauses formed on
more accessible roles are more frequent at the discourse level (Fox 1987;
Fox and Thompson 1990), and easier for speakers to comprehend and pro-
duce. Hence it is easier to collect data about the relativization of more ac-
cessible roles than about the relativization of other roles. In the absence of
any specification, however, it is not possible for the reader to establish
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whether the relevant relativization strategies apply to all syntactic roles, or
only to those that have been exemplified, and, in the latter case, whether the
other roles are relativizable at all, and if so, how. Thus, explicit specifica-
tion should be provided both about what roles are accessible to relativiza-
tion in the language, and how these roles are relativized.

Particularly crucial in this area is a more general problem regarding the
balance of corpus and elicited data in the grammar. If the data are from
naturally occurring discourse, it may be the case that the corpus includes no
examples of a particular phenomenon (such as for example relativization of
a less accessible role) because that phenomenon is less frequent at the dis-
course level, not because it is altogether impossible in the language. On the
other hand, if the data were elicited, and no examples of the relevant phe-
nomenon could be obtained from elicitation, the reader may reasonably
conclude that that phenomenon is impossible in the language. This implies
that ideally, if data from naturally occurring discourse provide no evidence
about some particular grammatical phenomenon, the relevant evidence
should be sought through elicitation’. In fact, although the issue of elicited
as opposed to naturalistic data is an object of debate among fieldworkers
(Rice, this volume), reference grammars are often based on a mixture of
data from naturally occurring discourse and elicited data (see for example
Frank 1990: 2; on the other hand, Heath 1984 provides an example of a
grammar ostensibly based just on natural material).

A similar situation is encountered in descriptions of the constructions
used to express notions such as purpose and desire that something takes
place. In many languages, these constructions vary depending on whether
or not the events being described share a participant. For example, in Re-
tuard, desiderative predicates have complements with verbs not inflected
for person under identity of subject between main and complement clause,
while the verb takes person agreement affixes when the subject of the com-
plement clause is different from the subject of the main clause.

Retuard (Tucanoan, Western Tucanoan; Colombia)
(16) a. wa?a e?e-ri-ka ko-yapa-nu
she get-DVBLZ-NT  3:F:SG-want-PRES
‘She wants to get fish.” (Strom 1992: 160)
b. wa?a  yi-e?e-ri-ka ko-yapa-nu
she 1:5SG-get-DVBLZ-NT 3:F:SG-want-PRES
‘She wants me to get fish.” (Strom 1992: 160)
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When describing particular constructions used to express purpose or desire,
grammars often provide no information about whether the use of these con-
structions is related to sharing of participants between the linked events, or
motion (see the discussion of Cubeo in connection with examples (11) and
(12)). In many cases, though, the examples provided only concern particu-
lar cases, typically ones involving same subject between main and depend-
ent clause, and, as far as purpose is concerned, motion. For example, Cubeo
has desiderative suffixes that can be attached to verbs. In all of the exam-
ples provided in the grammar, the entity that desires the realization of some
situation is the same one that brings it about:

Cubeo (Tucanoan, Central Tucanoan; Colombia)

(17) ‘di-wa-ij-RmwibU Mitd-1
go-ACST-DES-NFUT.PL.NOMLZ-be  Mitd-LOC
“They customarily want to go to Mitl.” (Morse and Maxwell 1999: 28)

The notions of purpose and desire involve an element of will, or an interest
in the realization of some event. Someone’s desires or interests are more
likely to concern the occurrence of events involving themselves rather than
events in which they play no role. Therefore, there is reason to believe that
sharing of participants between the events being described is the prototypi-
cal situation for purpose and desire constructions. This is presumably the
reason why the data provided by grammars usually concern cases where the
linked events share a participant. Once again, however, in the absence of
further specification, one cannot assume that the relevant constructions are
also used when the relevant events share no participants. So, for example,
Morse and Maxwell (1999) provide no information about whether desidera-
tive suffixes can also be used in Cubeo when the entity that desires the
realization of some event is different from the entity that brings about that
event, nor about how this situation is encoded otherwise. Conversely, pur-
pose relations involving motion imply that the motion event and the event
representing the purpose of motion share a participant, while other types of
purpose relation have no such implication. The Cubeo construction in (11)
is not used with motion verbs. When describing this construction, however,
the grammar only provides examples involving no sharing of participants.
As a result, there is no information about whether or not this construction
can also be used under sharing of participants between the linked events,
and, if not, how this situation is expressed in Cubeo.
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Another domain in which grammars fail to provide adequate informa-
tion about the parameters interacting with a particular category is the ex-
pression of tense, aspect and mood. For example, cross-linguistic investiga-
tion shows that the expression of habitual aspect is sensitive to whether the
habitual situation is located in the present or the past. In many languages,
present habituals are zero-marked, while past habituals are marked overtly
(Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994: 158-160). Also, habituals are some-
times expressed by means of the same constructions used to express various
types of unrealized situation, but this phenomenon seems to involve past
rather than present habituals (Cristofaro 2004). It follows that, when de-
scribing habituality, a grammar should ideally specify how past and present
habituals are expressed. In many cases, however, this is not specified, and
the examples provided (if any) only concern present habituals (this is for
example the case with many of the grammars used in Cristofaro 2004; see
Cristofaro 2004: table 1 for details).

Also, grammars often fail to provide information about what restrictions
there are (if any) on the tense, aspect and mood of particular clause types.
In many languages the verb forms used in particular clause types are in-
flected for tense, aspect and mood, but the examples provided by the gram-
mar involve verb forms displaying just one tense, aspect or mood value. In
the absence of further specification, this makes it impossible for the reader
to find out whether or not the relevant verb forms may also have other
tense, aspect and mood values. For instance, when sensory perception
predicates allow complements with verb forms inflected for aspect, the
examples provided by grammars usually involve imperfective verb forms.
This is the case in the following sentence from Huallaga (Huanuco)
Quechua:

Huallaga (Hu&nuco) Quechua (Quechuan, Quechua; Peru)
(18) Aywa-yka-g-ta rika-shka-:
go-IMPFV-SUB-OBJ  see-PERF-1
‘I saw him going.” (Weber 1989: 116)

Imperfective verb forms are exactly what one would expect to find in com-
plements of sensory perception predicates, because sensory perception
predicates imply that the event being perceived is ongoing at the moment
the act of sensory perception takes place. If the grammar does not provide
explicit information about whether or not there are semantic restrictions on
the aspect value of the complement clause, however, one cannot be sure
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whether the forms attested in the examples are the only possible ones, or
whether other possibilities are also allowed.

What all these cases show is that selection of a particular distinctive cri-
terion to identify a given category (such as the fact that a certain clause is a
relative clause or a purpose clause) does not imply that the structural prop-
erties of that category will always be the same. For example, there will be
different types of relative or purpose clauses, different habitual forms, and
the like. As a result, when describing a particular category in a language, as
many interacting parameters as possible should be taken into account. The
choice of the interacting parameters is of course an empirical matter, in that
the linguist basically will tend to notice that a particular parameter is or is
not relevant to the structural properties of the category being described.
Previous knowledge of the parameters that may be relevant to a particular
category, based on descriptions of other languages or general typological
observations, may however be of help in deciding what parameters one
should focus on when collecting data on the relevant category.

4. ldentifying categories

Grammars usually identify the categories they describe in terms of particu-
lar structural features, or a combination of structural features and functional
properties. For example, particular verb forms are identified in terms of
features such as the presence vs. absence of inflectional distinctions, the
presence vs. absence of nominal morphology, or the ability to occur in in-
dependent clauses. Particular clause types are identified in terms of pres-
ence of particular verb forms (e.g., finite vs. nonfinite clauses, nominalized
clauses, serial clauses), or their syntactic function vis a vis other clauses
(for example, coordinate vs subordinate clauses, and, within subordinate
clauses, complement, adverbial, and relative clauses). Grammatical rela-
tions such as subject or object are usually identified in terms of a combina-
tion of morphosyntactic properties, such as case marking, verbal agree-
ment, or ability to undergo particular syntactic operations, and semantic
properties such as agentivity.

As was observed in section 1, cross-linguistic research has shown that
categories identified in terms of particular structural features, or combina-
tions of particular structural features and particular functions, turn out not
to be cross-linguistically robust. For example, many of the criteria tradi-
tionally taken as distinctive for subjects identify different argument roles in
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different languages (A+S in nominative as opposed to S+0O in ergative: see,
among others, Dixon 1994). Similarly, the various properties taken as dis-
tinctive for non-finiteness (such as lack of verb inflectional distinctions,
presence of nominal morphology on the verb, or inability of the verb form
to occur in independent clauses) do not combine in the same way cross-
linguistically, or even across different verb forms within the same language
(Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993).

This has a number of consequences for the definition of the categories
described in a grammar. Since individual categories are language-specific,
it is essential that the information provided by the grammar show in what
ways they are similar and in what ways they differ from the categories that
can be identified in other languages. A major implication of this is that the
grammar should always provide as much information as possible about the
criteria used to identify a particular category (such as for example subject,
direct object, nonfinite verb forms etc.). As was mentioned in section 1,
most authors are now quite aware of this, so more recent grammars usually
provide detailed discussions of the criteria followed for establishing at least
some categories. This is especially true for categories such as subject or
direct objects, or parts of speech, due to the huge theoretical debate on
these issues over the past decades.

In other cases, however, the existence of particular categories in the lan-
guage is simply taken for granted, and the grammar does not specify
whether there are language internal criteria to identify them, or they are
identified on the basis of similarities with categories identified in other
languages. This is often the case, for example, with the arguments vs. ad-
junct distinction. Adjuncts (or obliques, peripheral constituents, or satel-
lites, as they are variously called) are usually identified as a distinct cate-
gory with respect to arguments on the basis of morphosyntactic criteria
such as for instance presence vs. absence of case markers or adpositions. In
some cases, however, the distinction between arguments and adjuncts may
be blurred, at least at the morphosyntactic level. In Anejoms for example,
certain time and place adjuncts are zero marked just like objects, intransi-
tive subjects, and inanimate transitive subjects. On the other hand, animate
transitive subjects are marked in the same way as certain types of adjuncts
(Lynch 2000: chap. 6). However, Lynch (2000) distinguishes between a
peripheral phrase category, including all types of adjuncts, and a core ar-
gument category, including subjects and objects. Given the structural simi-
larities between certain types of peripheral phrases and certain types of core
arguments, it is not clear whether these two categories are identified on the
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basis of language internal criteria (for example, structural properties that
are common to all members of either category, and which make it possible
to distinguish them from members of the other category), or just the fact
that Ianguages are generally assumed to have an argument vs. adjunct dis-
tinction .

Another important consequence of the language-specificity of individual
categories concerns the labels used for these categories.

Grammars display an overwhelming tendency to use the same labels, of-
ten deriving from traditional grammar (see section 1) for categories that
display some similarities across languages; as these categories are not en-
tirely overlapping, however, it is essential that the labels be used so as to
reflect as much as possible the extent to which the various categories are
alike and the extent to which they differ. This is often not the case.

For example, some languages display a variety of constructions consist-
ing of a string of juxtaposed verbs with no intervening conjunctions. These
verbs usually refer to events that are understood to be related in some way,
and are often part of the same event frame. Individual verbs in the series
may have a variety of forms. In some cases, each verb is fully inflected for
the categories allowed to verbs in the language, may have independent
arguments, and there are no specific restrictions as to the time reference,
aspect and mood value of the events being described. This is in fact the
case with the Mandarin Chinese construction exemplified in (13) above (Li
and Thompson 1981: chap. 21). Another example from Anejomsis provided
in (19).

Anejormi (Austronesian, Malayo-Polynesian; Vanuatu)

(19) Ekrau edou ajamrau, ek apahni
1EXL.DL.AOR roamwe.EXL.DL 1SG.AOR go.everywhere
afiak era-i iji-teptag asga

I LOC-CS COL-nakamal all .
‘We wandered around and | went to every single nakamal.” (Lynch 2000:
141)

In other cases, there are structural and semantic constraints on individual
verbs. For example, in Berbice Dutch Creole each verb is fully inflected,
but tense, aspect, mood, person and illocutionary force usually must be the
same for all verbs (Kouwenberg 1994: 388-407).
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Berbice Dutch Creole (Creole, Dutch based; Guyana)

(20) Titijo koma nau o reja, reja
time:3:SG come:IMPFV now 3:SG ride:IMPFV ride:IMPFV
koma nau

come:IMPFV  now
‘When he comes, he rides, comes riding.” (Kouwenberg 1994: 388)

Sometimes, only one verb in the series is fully inflected for the categories
that are relevant to verbs in the language, and the other verbs depend on
this verb for the expression of these categories. This is the case in the Ane-
jomgexample below.

AnejomygAustronesian, Malayo-Polynesian; Vanuatu)

(21) is am lecse-i uwu-n aan imy-athut
3SG.PAST and take-PL-TR  POSS.G-his  he COM-run
awapawap  imy-apan a-nworen iyiiki
tiptoe COM-go LOC-place DEM.AN.SG
‘... and he took his and ran on tiptoe and brought it to that place.” (Lynch
2000: 151)

In this sentence, only the first verb is specified for tense and person, while
the following verbs only bear the comitative marker imy- and depend on the
first verb for the identification of their time reference and the person of the
subject.

A similar situation is found in the following sentence from Kobon.

Kobon (Trans-New Guinea, Main Section; Papua New Guinea)

(22) Yad ma rdb-em dokta wds upan  g-ay
1.SG foot cut-SS:1SG doctor sore parcel do-IMP:3SG
a g-em ausik  ar-bin

QUOTE do-SS:1SG  aidpost go-PERF:1SG
‘Because | cut my foot, | went to the aidpost so that the doctor could ban-
dage the sore.” (Davies 1981: 38)

In this case, only the last verb in the series is inflected for tense, aspect and
mood, and the other verbs depend on it for identification of their time refer-
ence and their aspect and mood value.

These constructions are described in the literature under two major la-
bels, ‘verb serialization” and ‘clause chaining’. However, these labels are
often used quite inconsistently from one grammar to the other. ‘Clause
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chaining’ is usually used for constructions such as the Kobon one, where
only one verb in the series is fully inflected for the categories relevant to
verbs in the language. However, Lynch (2000) labels as ‘clause chaining’
also the construction in (19), where all verbs are fully inflected and could
occur independently. Similarly, ‘verb serialization” is used for construc-
tions where all verbs are fully inflected and quite independent from each
other, as in Mandarin Chinese (Li and Thompson 1981: chap. 21). How-
ever, this label is occasionally used also for constructions where either
some of the linked verbs have reduced inflection, as in the Anejém example
in (21) (Lynch 2000: 150-152), or they are fully inflected but not inde-
pendent of each other, as in Berbice Dutch Creole (Kouwenberg 1994:
388). Use of the same labels for these various constructions presumably
originates from the fact that they all involve a string of juxtaposed verbs. It
would however be more consistent if use of labels reflected the internal
differentiation within constructions displaying this property. For example,
constructions where all of the linked verbs are fully inflected, such as the
ones in (13) and (19), should be labelled in the same way, and distinguished
from constructions where verbs display reduced inflection, such as the ones
in (21) and (22). These two construction types should in turn be labeled
differently from constructions where verbs are fully inflected but not inde-
pendent from each other, as in (20).

Another problem is that grammars sometimes use highly idiosyncratic
labels to describe categories that are similar to categories found in other
languages, and could be described by using traditional labels familiar to
most linguists. For example, in Morse and Maxwell (1999) clause linkage
types in Cubeo are divided into relative clauses, temporal adverbial clauses,
locative adverbial clauses, ‘logical adverbial clauses’, and ‘event clauses’.
One such division appears to be based on a mixture of traditional gram-
matical notions (relative clause, adverbial clause) and semantic notions
(logical clauses, locative clauses, event clauses). The labels ‘logical clause’
and ‘event clause’ are however highly idiosyncratic, and in fact they cover
clause types for which more traditional and better-known labels are avail-
able, for example clauses expressing purpose, cause, concession, condi-
tions, and comparison. In fact, these labels are used in subsections describ-
ing the various types of logical clauses, but subsections are not listed in the
table of contents, and the grammar has no subject index. So, in order to
know that logical clauses correspond to well-known clause types such as
purpose clauses and the like, the reader has to read the whole section on
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‘logical clauses’, and they may have no reason to do so if they don't realize
that logical clauses actually correspond to these clause typesg.

In this case, a problem similar to the one described in section 2 arises. A
reader interested in particular grammatical phenomena (for example, pur-
pose clauses, conditional clauses, or the like) may not know in advance
what labels are used in the grammar to designate these phenomena. If the
labels used in the grammar do not allow easy identification of these phe-
nomena, they may not realize where the phenomena are described in the
grammar, thus missing the relevant information.

A similar situation is found in the aforementioned chapter on serial verb
constructions in Li and Thompson’s (1981) grammar of Mandarin Chinese.
In Mandarin Chinese, serial verb constructions may function as comple-
ment constructions, for example with predicates of acquisition of knowl-
edge (23a). In this case, the linked clauses need not share any arguments.
However, serial verb constructions are also used with complement-taking
predicates involving sharing of arguments between main and complement
clause, such as ‘tell to’ (23b).

Mandarin Chinese (Sino-Tibetan, Chinese; China)
(23) a. wo meéi xigng dao ni  zhu zai Nanjing
I not think arrive you live at Nanjing
‘I didn't realize you lived in Nanjing.” (Li and Thompson 1981:

599)
b. ta jiao women qging  shdo shuo hua
sihe tell we please little speak speech
‘S/He told us please not to talk too much.” (Li and Thompson
1981: 610)

The two cases in (23a) and (23b) are described in different sections of the
chapter. (23a) is described in a section devoted to constructions where one
of the two clauses is the subject or object of the other. (23b) is described in
the section on pivotal constructions, that is, constructions where the same
noun phrase is simultaneously the subject of the second verb and the direct
object of the first verb. This distinction blurs the fundamental similarity
between these two cases, that under most analyses would probably be
grouped together as instances of complement constructions (albeit semanti-
cally different ones). In fact, the label ‘pivotal construction’ is a generic
one that cannot readily be associated with complement constructions, so,
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once again, the reader may fail to realize that some of the complement con-
structions of Mandarin Chinese are actually described in this section.

Of course, inconsistent use of labels from one grammar to the other, or
use of highly idiosyncratic labels, may not represent a major problem as
long as the grammar specifies what the exact properties are of the catego-
ries designated by the label. In fact, use of idiosyncratic labels has been
encouraged within structuralism, in an effort to capture what were felt as
unique properties of every linguistic system. Once typological research has
shown that cross-linguistic variation is not unlimited, and reflects ordered
and universally valid patterns, this perspective has been abandoned, and the
need has been increasingly felt for more standardized terminology in lan-
guage description.

It is however clear that inconsistent use of labels and use of idiosyn-
cratic labels make it more difficult for the reader to find out what the dif-
ferences and similarities are between the categories being described and
comparable categories in other languages. Thus, a standardization in the
labels used to denote particular categories would result in greater compara-
bility of the data provided by different grammars, and a concomitantly
greater typological adequacy of the grammars themselves. Such a stan-
dardidazion would require that choice of the labels used in the grammar
should be based both on the labels used in other grammars, and typological
praxis in general.

5. Concluding remarks

In the previous sections, two basic problems in the organization of refer-
ence grammars were outlined. First, the organization of the grammar may
lead the user to miss pieces of information that actually are there, but are
located in parts of the grammar where they may be not easily recoverable
(section 2). Second, the grammar may actually fail to provide complete and
typologically adequate information on the phenomena being described.
This may be for two reasons. On the one hand, the grammar may fail to
take into account parameters that interact with the categories being de-
scribed and may determine variations in the structural properties of these
categories. This results in incomplete information about the relevant cate-
gories (section 3). On the other hand, the description may be organized so
as to fail to reveal the differences and similarities between the relevant
categories and comparable categories in other languages, thus resulting in
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lower typological adequacy of the information provided by the grammar
(section 4).

A number of solutions to these problems were proposed. Recoverability
of information from different parts of the grammars may be enhanced by
tools such as subject indexes, resumptive tables or, in the case of electronic
grammars, links between the various parts of the grammar. These solutions
are empirical ones, and they are in principle independent of the theoretical
orientation of the author of the grammar, and the theoretical and methodo-
logical choices made in describing particular categories. On the other hand,
whether or not the grammar provides complete and typologically adequate
information about particular categories is crucially related to the author’s
degree of awareness about the way in which comparable categories are
treated in descriptions of other languages, and cross-linguistic research on
these categories. This means that the description of individual languages is
crucially tied to knowledge about other languages, both knowledge about
the way in which other languages are described, and knowledge about the
general properties displayed by individual grammatical phenomena cross-
linguistically.

The paper has taken the perspective of a typologist user interested in
cross-linguistic comparison. The needs of one such user may not com-
pletely overlap with the needs of other user types. For example, the remarks
in section 2 about recoverability of information from the various parts of a
grammar imply that ideally a typologist would like to be able to find the
information they need without having to read the whole grammar. This is in
fact a practical necessity. Given the size of typological samples, that often
include hundreds of languages, it is not always feasible for a typologist to
read the whole grammar for each of the languages they take into account.
On the other hand, the problem of information recoverability is less crucial
for a user who is interested in a specific language, because such a user will
probably read the whole grammar, and will therefore be able to find spe-
cific pieces of information anyway.

Another domain in which the needs of the typologist user may not over-
lap with those of other user types is terminology. While standardization of
the terminology used in reference grammars enhances the cross-linguistic
comparability of the data provided by the grammar, there may be a number
of reasons for using nonstandard terminology, including the existence of
established terms peculiar to the study of a particular language or language
family, motivating a terminology that may be more familiar to readers in-
terested in the language as such, rather than in cross-linguistic comparison.
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Also, typologists, with their need for linguistically standardized data,
need to rely on elicited data more than other types of user. As typologists
are interested in the cross-linguistic manifestation of some grammatical
phenomenon, rather than some particular language as such, it is crucial,
from their point of view, that the grammar provide data about that phe-
nomenon. However, as illustrated in the discussion on relativization in sec-
tion (3), data from naturally occurring discourse may provide no data about
the relevant phenomenon. In this case, it is desirable, from the typologist
reader’s point of view, that the relevant data be obtained through elicitation.

In sections 2-4 a number of proposals were put forward that are meant
to enhance the typological adequacy of grammars, such as organization of
the content of a grammar in terms of functionally based categories, compli-
ance with the results of typological research in terms of parameters taken
into account in the analysis, use of elicited data as a means to supplement
data from naturally occurring discourse, and standardization of the descrip-
tive framework and terminology adopted in individual grammars. These
proposals are primarily of interest to the typologist user. However, as the
discussion in sections 2-4 should have made clear, compliance with these
proposals should also result into greater completeness of the information
provided in the grammar, and greater generality of the descriptive assump-
tions made in the grammar. This is of course of interest to any type of
reader.

6. Notes

1. The expansion in the range of topics covered by reference grammars has also
been crucially influenced by generative grammar, see Rice (this volume).

2. Two notable exceptions are Schachter and Otanes (1972) and Dixon (1972),
where the notion of subject is deliberately eschewed because of the problems
in applying this notion to Tagalog and Dyirbal respectively.

3. For example, some grammars (e.g. Arnott 1970; Walker 1982) seem to as-
sume little beyond the concepts of traditional grammar. French grammars,
such as for example Thomas (1963), Dez (1980), or Cloarec-Heiss (1986), are
usually written within the framework of French structuralism. Some American
grammars, for example Allin (1976), are written within the framework of
tagmemics, while others (e.g. Vitale 1981) assume some version of transfor-
mational-generative grammar.
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4. Indeed, investigators like Dixon (1997) have gone so far as to suggest this be
dignified by the label ‘Basic Linguistic Theory’ to stress that this builds on a
multimillennial theoretical tradition in linguistics.

5. In fact, in some cases information missing in a grammar can be recovered if
the grammar has a collection of texts as an appendix. For example, it may be
the case that a grammar does not say anything about whether or not a particu-
lar construction can be used in a particular semantic context, but the grammar
is supplemented with texts where the construction is actually used in the rele-
vant contexts. This is the case with Weisshar and Illius (1990), where a rather
sketchy description of the grammar of Shipibo-Conibo is supplemented with
texts including examples of categories not taken into account in the descrip-
tion itself, for example temporal clauses. It is however clear that the informa-
tion that can be obtained in such a case is based on the reader’s inferences and
intuitions about the language, rather than on direct evidence about the use of a
particular construction. Ideally, therefore, texts should supplement explicit
discussion about particular phenomena, rather than replace it.

6. For a similar perspective see Rice (this volume) on the role of generative
theory in driving systematic elicitation in fieldwork.

7. For a detailed discussion about the impossibility of establishing a clear-cut
distinction between arguments and adjuncts in some cases, see Glinert (1989:
chaps. 15 and 21) on the distinction between objects and adjuncts in Hebrew.

8. In Vanuatu, a nakamal is a traditional meeting house where kava (an herbal
drink) is served and consumed.

9. For similar observations about the use of idiosyncratic labels in language
description, see Hill’s discussion (this volume) of Benjamin Whorf’s grammar
of Hopi.
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8. Abbreviations
ACC accusative
ACST accustomed
ADEL adelative
ALL allative
AN anaphoric
AOR aorist
CLS classifier
COL collective
COM comitative
CS construct suffix
DEM demonstrative
DES desiderative
DIST distal
DL dual
DS different subject
DVBLZ deverbalizer
ERG ergative
EXCL exclusive
FUT future
G general
IMP imperative
IMPF imperfect
IMPFV imperfective
IN inanimate
IND indicative
INF infinitive
LOC locative
M masculine
MOBL modal oblique
N/H nonrecent past/ present habitual
NEG negative
NFUT nonfuture
NMLZ nominalizer
NOM nominative

NT neuter
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OBJ object
PAST past
PERF perfect
PL plural
POSS possessive
PRES present
PTCPL participle
PUR purpose
QUOTE quotative
REF point of reference
SG singular
SS same subject
STVZ stativizer
SUB subordinator
TOP topic
TR transitive
VOC vocative
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Calculus of possibilities as a technique
in linguistic typology

Igor Mel’ cuk

1. The problem stated: A unified conceptual system in linguistics

A central problem in the relationship between typology and the writing of
individual grammars is that of developing a cross-linguistically viable con-
ceptual system and a corresponding terminological framework. | will deal
with this problem in three consecutive steps: First, | state the problem and
sketch a conceptual system that | have put forward for typological explora-
tions in morphology (Sections 1 and 2). Second, | propose a detailed illus-
tration of this system: a calculus of grammatical voices in natural languages
(Section 3). And third, | apply this calculus (that is, the corresponding con-
cepts) in two particular case studies: an inflectional category known as an-
tipassive and the grammatical voice in French (Sections 4 and 5). In the
latter case, the investigation shows that even for a language as well de-
scribed as French a rigorously standardized typological framework can
force us to answer questions that previous descriptions have failed to re-
solve. | start with the following three assumptions:

1) One of the most pressing tasks of today’s linguistics is description of
particular languages, the essential core of this work being the writing of
grammars and lexicons. A linguist sets out to describe a language as pre-
cisely and exhaustively as possible; this includes its semantics, syntax,
morphology and phonology plus (within the limits of time and funds avail-
able) its lexicon.

2) Such a description is necessarily carried out in terms of some prede-
fined concepts — such as lexical unit, semantic actant, syntactic role, voice,
case, phoneme, etc.

3) For the grammars/lexicons of different languages to be coherent and
comparable, they must be developed within a general conceptual frame-
work. The concepts used in linguistic description have to be: first, univer-
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sal, i.e., naturally applicable to any language; second, sufficiently specific,
i.e., naturally covering any linguistic phenomenon, no matter how idio-
matic; and third, organized in a flexible system that naturally allows for the
creation of new, ‘finer-grained’ concepts, if need be, by a regular proce-
dure.

Such a framework can come only from linguistic typology joining
forces with general linguistics. Taken together, these two disciplines must
offer linguistic practitioners a general descriptive scheme involving univer-
sal concepts, in terms of which a particular grammar/lexicon could be writ-
ten. This must be a unified conceptual apparatus and a metalanguage for
linguistics, sufficiently rich and formalized to serve as a tool in language
description. In terms of the broader questions of scientific inquiry and
methodology, this task can be characterized with respect to two names and
two achievements: Mendeleev in chemistry and Bourbaki in mathematics.

The Russian chemist D. Mendeleev, by creating (in 1869) the Periodic
Table of elements, thereby demonstrated the strength of the deductive ap-
proach — namely, the famous ‘empty cells’ of the system that predict the
existence of new elements. Mendeleev’s technique was the construction of
a calculus of logical possibilities anchored in the knowledge of some basic
facts.

The French mathematician N. Bourbakil, who never existed, neverthe-
less created (between 1930 and 1950) a common unified metalanguage for
all divisions of modern mathematics and thus ensured considerable pro-
gress in the field.

Mendeleev’s deductive calculus and Bourbaki’s unified metalanguage
are intimately related: each unavoidably implies the other. | believe that
these two approaches, properly combined, constitute the main framework
for linguistic thinking today. Promoting them leads to two productive feed-
back loops. On the one hand, typology feeds on descriptive grammars,
while descriptive grammars put to work the conceptual apparatus devel-
oped in typology: they verify, complete and correct it. On the other hand,
general linguistics develops theories that embody concepts coming from
typology and organizes them into systems, while typology tests these con-
cepts and systems ‘experimentally’ — against the set of languages around
the world. To sum up:

Our aim is to develop a conceptual system for linguistics such that its con-
cepts are constructed deductively based on a few previously selected lin-
guistic facts and then can be proven typologically valid.
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2. Conceptual system proposed: A set of definitions

I will start by formulating the requirements on which the linguistic concep-
tual system proposed is based. This system is nothing but a set of rigorous
definitions, or a kit of systematically organized names for linguistic phe-
nomena. | have to characterize these definitions — first substantively, and
then formally. (A full-fledged system of linguistic concepts for morphology
is presented in Mel’¢uk (1993-2000), where 248 morphological concepts
are defined, illustrated and discussed. The interested reader may refer to
this book for more details on my approach.)

2.1. Substantive aspect of the definitions

The definitions considered here have the following three substantive char-
acteristics: strictly deductive character, maximal separation of defining fea-
tures, and orientation towards prototypical cases.

Deductive character of the definitions proposed

Suppose | have to define rigorously a concept C that is intuitively more or
less clear, especially in some obvious cases; however, in many border cases
it is confusing and unsatisfactory. First of all, | have to find and define the
most general concept of which C is but a particular case. | emphasize: the
most general concept, not genus proximum = ‘closest genus’. In other
words, | begin by specifying the most general class to which the phenom-
ena P; covered by C belong, but which also includes many other phenom-
ena Q; not covered by C, but presumably related to P;. Then I partition this
class into the biggest subclasses available, ideally — into two subclasses, in
such a way as to have all the P; in one subclass; | repeat this operation again
and again, until | get exactly the subclass containing all and only P; — phe-
nomena covered by C. (In this way, | establish the exact place of C among
other similar concepts.) This approach is of course deductive: it proceeds
from the most general to the most particular.

Let me illustrate with two brief examples: the concept of morph and that
of ergative construction.

THE CONCEPT OF MORPH. Consider the following imaginary situation:
the term morph is applied to (1) radicals” and suffixes (e.g., cat- and -s), to
(2) meaningful alternations (e.g., 00 = ee, as in goose ~ geese) and to (3)
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prosodic markers (e.g., the tones that express different verbal tenses in
some languages of the Sudan).3 Is such a use valid or should we introduce
better concepts and better terminology? The most general classl to which
all three types of elements belong is ‘elementary linguistic sign.” This
classl is naturally subdivided in two subclasses: signs whose signifiers are
segmental and suprasegmental entities, and signs whose signifiers are op-
erations, also segmental and suprasegmental (there exist tonal alternations).
Thus we obtain classl.1 that contains radicals, suffixes and prosodic mark-
ers, and classl.2 that includes all meaningful alternations. Classl.1 is fur-
ther subdivided into segmental (classl.1la) and suprasegmental (classl.1b)
signs; as a result, we need a common name for radicals and suffixes to-
gether, but to the exclusion of suprasegmental markers. What is more con-
venient than to call them morphs? (Signs of the classl.1b can be named su-
pramorphs/suprafixes, etc.) It becomes clear then that to use morph for the
three types of elements mentioned above — that is, for segmental entities,
suprasegmental entities and operations — is a bad practice. It is better to
NARROW the range of the term morph and apply it only to segmental ele-
mentary linguistic signs.

An important remark is in order here. Since my proposal concerns only
the use of a name rather than some linguistic facts, it cannot be proven or
disproved — in the strict sense of this term. | can only indicate why the pro-
posed terminological use is more convenient. Thus, it is logically possible
to keep applying the term morph to segmental and suprasegmental signs,
distinguishing them by modifiers: segmental morphs vs. suprasegmental
morphs. But then the class of most widespread and typical linguistic signs
(= segmental elementary signs) and the class of relatively rare and rather
‘exotic’ signs (= suprasegmental elementary signs) will have formally simi-
lar complex names; it seems preferable to use a short and versatile name
morph for the first class and coin a new term for the second. Note that such
is nature of my whole endeavor: | propose a set of names (‘glued’ to corre-
sponding concepts) that — hopefully — form a unified system and contribute
to a better logical analysis of real linguistic phenomena.

THE CONCEPT OF ERGATIVE CONSTRUCTION. Traditionally, the er-
gative construction is defined as a ‘finite transitive verb construction in
which the Direct Object [= DirO] is expressed in the same way as the Sub-
ject of an intransitive verb.” However, | cannot accept such a formulation
for a purely terminological reason: it covers no more than a particular case
of a finite verb construction. The most general class of finite verb construc-
tions (in case languages) that includes all instances of what is currently
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called ergative construction is the predicative construction in which the
Subject is marked by a case other than the nominative. | propose that it is
just this construction which should be called ergative construction. Then |
proceed to define its particular cases, among which we find an ergative
construction whose DirO is formally identical to the Intransitive Subject.
This is the most widespread and best known variety of ergative construc-
tion; yet logically and terminologically it is but a particular case. In this
case, it is better to WIDEN the range of the term under analysis. Among
other things, such a definition has the advantage of subsuming under erga-
tive construction the construction with tripartite case marking (the Transi-
tive Subject, the Intransitive Subject and the Direct Object are marked by
three different cases) N

Observing the principle that concepts should be deduced from the most
general class guarantees the strictly hierarchical character of the conceptual
system developed.

Separation of defining features

Modern linguistics tends to describe a complex linguistic phenomenon P
by a ‘multifaceted’ definition, which leads to a cluster concept, aimed at
capturing the sum of properties that accrue to P. In contrast, | lay emphasis
on separating as much as possible the defining features of P, thus creating
fine-grained concepts each of which characterizes P only partially. That is,
I include into a concept as little as | can. Not that | am against cluster con-
cepts in general — on the contrary, on many occasions they cannot be
avoided, and | am quite willing to use them. But first | will try to separate
the properties of the phenomenon P as much as this separation will go and
then define P by the minimal set of properties, that is, by a set of concepts
rather than by one single complex concept. Thus, instead of trying to define
grammatical voice by its function and by its form taken together, | separate
them. As a result, | cannot say, for instance, that “[the Algonquian] inverse
construction cannot be considered a voice at all, since it is not an option
chosen to express one pragmatic nuance or another” (Payne and Lask-
owske 1997: 423; emphasis added — IM.): | do not consider the function of
expressing pragmatic information to be a defining property of voice, in this
case of the passive. Therefore, | can have both: passives that fulfill prag-
matic functions and passives that do not. This is so because expressing
communicative factors is typical of a number of inflectional categories, not



176  lgor Mel’¢uk

only of voice; while permuting the syntactic actants with respect to the se-
mantic ones characterizes the passive only. (See Section 3 for more details.)

Observing this principle enhances the flexibility of the conceptual sys-
tem, as well as its ‘resolution power:’ it uses, so to speak, simpler and more
general concepts.

Orientation towards prototypical cases

| try, to the best of my ability, to preserve traditional linguistic notions as
they arose 100 or more years ago, departing from the prescientific interpre-
tation only where logic requires certain extensions or reductions. Therefore,
the proposed morphological concepts are not very different in substance
from those employed in mainstream traditional morphology. The novelty is
basically in form: the concepts are rigorously defined, and these definitions
are rigorously applied to a variety of phenomena. The essence is, however,
the same as it has been in most traditional definitions: to analyze and define
prototypical instances of the phenomenon under study. (See Taylor (1989)
and Wierzbicka (1989) on the role of prototypes in linguistic description.)

My approach is basically identical with what Hockett (n.d.) proposed
some 50 years ago for the concept of grammatical case, namely — to define
case strictly on the basis of a prototypical case system, for instance, that of
Latin or Ancient Greek, and then to generalize reasonably, so that new
phenomena subsumed under the definition thus obtained will be sufficiently
similar to, say, the Latin case.

Let me emphasize that no Eurocentrism is implied in this methodology.
What | am saying is not that the Latin concept of case should be imposed
on a phenomenon of a completely different language. | am insisting only on
using the name case strictly for such phenomena that are close enough to
the Latin case. If the phenomenon considered is not sufficiently similar to
what we call case in Latin it simply should not be called case.

This stand allows me to solve problems of the kind formulated by Shi-
batani (1985: 836, ex. (39)). According to his description, the Mayan lan-
guage Mam expresses the Patient in an active transitive clause as the Sur-
face-Syntactic Subject (“[Mam is] a syntactically ergative language”), and
in a passive clause, the same Patient is the Subject again:5
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(1)a. Ma @- jaw t-tx’ee7ma-n Cheep tzee7
REC.PAST 3SG.ABS-DIR 3SG.ERG-cut-DIR  José tree

‘José cut the tree’ [1zee7 ‘tree’ is claimed to be the Subject]

VS.
b. Ma @-tx’eem-at tzee7 t-u7n  Cheep
REC.PAST 3SG.ABS-cut-PASS  tree 3SG-by José

‘The tree was cut by José’ [tzee7 again is claimed to be the Subject].

How then can one propose a general definition of the passive as a voice that
promotes the Patient to be expressed by the Subject, as it happens, for in-
stance, in Latin, and that would cover the Mam form in question? | think |
have an answer: One cannot. We have to choose.

Either we accept, with Shibatani, that TZEE7 ‘tree’ is the Subject in both
(1a) and (1b); then the verbal form in (1b) should by no means be called
passive, since this form is not at all similar in its behavior to the prototypi-
cal Latin/English passive, where the Object becomes the Subject. As proto-
typical passives do, the Mam form in -at (in (1b)) also serves to ‘defocus’
the Agent, but does it in a way that is diametrically opposed to how the pro-
totypical passive works. If Shibatani’s description of the SSyntS of the sen-
tences in (1) were correct, the form in -at would be a detransitivative, see
Section 4, and not a passive.

Alternatively, we accept that the form tx’eem-at is a passive. Then we
have to reject the analysis under which TZEE7 ‘tree’ is the SSynt-Subject in
both sentences: in (1a), it must be a DirO.

(Personally, based on England’s (1988) description of the voices in
Mam, | think that the second alternative is correct: in (2a), TZEE7 ‘tree’ is
the DirO, because, as far as | can judge from the data available to me, the
Mam Subject must linearly precede all other dependents of the verb.)

2.2. Formal aspect of the definitions
From the stand of their formal aspect, | try to formulate the definitions in
such a way as to satisfy the following four general conditions (cf. Apresjan

1982: 175):

A definition should be:
(a) FORMAL: it should be applicable automatically, i.e., literally.
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(b) RIGOROUS: it should contain only concepts which either have been
defined prior to it or else are undefinable and listed as such; more pre-
cisely, it should be a definition of axiomatic type: per genus proximum
et diferentia specifica, i.e., literally, ‘by the nearest kind and specific
differences’, as formulated by Boetius (480-524 AC, minister of the Os-
trogoths’ king Theodoric the Great), who was following the ideas of Ar-
istotle).

(c) SUFFICIENT and NECESSARY: it should cover all the phenomena that
are perceived as being subsumable under the corresponding concept,
and nothing but such phenomena.

(d) UNIVERSAL: it should be applicable to any relevant phenomena of
any language.

More specifically, the construction of a linguistic concept C and of the cor-
responding definition consists of the following six steps.

Suppose we consider a class of observable linguistic phenomena P;, our
pretheoretical set of data. We think that all P;s can be subsumed under C.
How should we proceed?

(1) First of all, establish a “kernel” subclass P; of the class P; (P; C Py),
i.e., isolate such phenomena among all the P;s that we would like to have
covered by our definition under any circumstances. These P;s correspond to
the most typical particular case of C, that is, to a prototypical C, symbol-
ized as c. They constitute the empirical basis of our future definition and
are chosen quite intuitively; this choice must be taken as a postulate.

(2) Analyze c to find its CONSTITUTIVE COMPONENTS.

(3) Develop a caLcuLus of all logically possible cases of ¢, presumably
covered by C. To do so, combine the constitutive components of ¢ in all
possible ways; try to explain the impossibility of the combinations that are
banned by the language.

(4) Formulate the definition of C by GENERALIZATION of the concept c;
extract all underlying concepts vital for this definition and make sure that
these can be defined in their turn.

(5) REVIEW THE WHOLE FIELD by applying the definition of C to the
phenomena in the difference ‘P; - P;,” i.e., to less clear-cut, fuzzy or dubi-
ous items, in order to see whether all relevant phenomena have been cov-
ered.

(6) DISCARD similar but essentially different phenomena C’, delimiting
them with respect to C; sketch a definition for C’, to make sure that this can
be done in a reasonable way.
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Now the definition of C is ready. We have to make sure that it:
(i)  covers all items which are intuitively sufficiently similar to P;s
(cf. Kuipers (1975) on the importance of intuitively felt simi-
larity for linguistics);
(i)  rejects all items which are intuitively sufficiently dissimilar to
P;s;
(iii) produces results for all intermediate domains where our intui-
tion balks — results that can be supported by further arguments.
When we are finished with the concept, the problem of the choice of an
appropriate term should be dealt with: could we use one of the existing
terms associating it with the concept we have just defined or had we better
coin a new term? As mentioned above, this is a difficult question that must
be answered with delicacy and caution. What we do depends on the particu-
larities of the term under analysis. Sometimes it is better to keep the term t
as it is, i.e., apply it to the old concept and invent a new term for the new
concept; sometimes, on the contrary, it pays off to use t for the new concept
and to name the old one by t plus a modifier. Unfortunately, | do not know
of any formal criteria to guide our choice.

3. An illustration: The concept of grammatical voice

I will illustrate my point with one example: a definition of grammatical
voice as an inflectional category and a deductive calculus of possible
grammatical voices — grammemes of this category. The whole discussion is
carried out within the framework of the Meaning-Text linguistic theory,
from which | have to borrow the general approach and some crucial con-
cepts (Mel’¢uk 1974, 1981, 1988, 1997a, 2001: 4-10, Mel’¢uk and Pertsov
1987). However, | try my best to make this presentation as theory-
independent as possible.

3.1. Introductory remarks

The concept of voice is developed following the six steps sketched above.

(1) As the prototypical cases on which the definition of voice is to be
based | take the opposition ‘active ~ passive’ in Latin and English — well-
studied and relatively clear representatives of what | would like to call
voices.
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(2) The main defining feature of the Latin or English passive is that it
modifies the correspondence between the semantic roles foreseen by the
meaning of the verb and the syntactic roles of the phrases that fill in these
roles. Thus, the verb [to] EAT introduces two semantic roles: the living be-
ing who absorbs the food (= Eater), and the substance being swallowed (=
Food). In the active, the Eater phrase is the Subject and the Food phrase a
DirO (Nick ate the steak), in the passive, the Food is expressed by the Sub-
ject, while the Eater phrase becomes an Agentive Complement [= AgCo]
(The steak was eaten by Nick). It is this chassée croisée of seman-
tic/syntactic roles that is taken to be the very foundation of the concept of
voice.

To proceed, | have to formalize first the pretheoretical notion ‘corre-
spondence between semantic and syntactic roles;’ to do this, I introduce the
concepts of Semantic/Deep-Syntactic Actants and then that of diathesis, see
3.2. These are the constitutive components of the concept of voice.

(3) A complete calculus of all possible modifications of the basic dia-
thesis of a verb is developed; a formally marked modification of the diathe-
sis is called a voice.

(4) The definition of voice as an inflectional category of the verb is then
formulated.

(5) The relevant data known to me are checked in order to draw subtler
distinctions between genuine voices and voice-like phenomena.

(6) Some phenomena close to voice but nevertheless different from it
are analyzed and separated from voice (I give an example of such a phe-
nomenon: detransitivative, 4). In this way, the borders of the concept of
voice become sharper.

3.2. Auxiliary concepts

The concepts of Semantic Actant [= SemA], Deep-Syntactic Actant [=
DSyntA] and diathesis are crucial for the definition of voice, so that | need
to introduce them. On the other hand, they are fundamental for linguistic
theory in general and very complex, so that | cannot introduce them in an
appropriate way — this would require too much space. Therefore, | have to
compromise and limit myself to a very sketchy characterization, hoping
that the goodwill of the readers and the examples will prove sufficient (see,
however, Mel’cuk 2004a, b).



Calculus of possibilities 181

Semantic actants

A SemA L~ of a lexical unit L is an argument of the predicate which repre-
sents L’s meaning, so that if L” semantically depends on L, this means that
L denotes a predicate and L™ is one of its arguments: if L"<-sem-L, then
‘L(...; L"; ...)", and vice versa. A SemA is represented by a variable in the
lexicographic definition of L; for instance:

(2) XrentsY fromZfor WforT
‘X obtains from Z, who owns Y, the right to use Y during time T for money
W that X pays to Z.

Simplifying the real picture, | can say that SemAs possess two important
properties:

(@) If a SemA of L is “subtracted” from the meaning ‘L’, what remains
cannot be called L anymore. Thus, if we subtract ‘money W’ from the
meaning in (2), we obtain ‘[to] borrow’ rather than ‘[to] rent’; by subtract-
ing ‘time T’ we get ‘[to] buy’.

(b) A SemA of L can, generally speaking, be expressed in the sentence
alongside L — as a clause element syntactically linked to L, not necessarily
directly.

Deep-Syntactic actants

DSyntAs are introduced as a convenient ‘interface’ between SemAs and
Surface-Syntactic Actants [= SSyntAs].6 A DSyntA is a generalization for a
set of such SSyntAs that can correspond to the same SemA (I mention here
only verbal DSyntAs). Roughly speaking:
DSyntA 1 corresponds to what is on the surface a SSynt-Subject (and to
all its ‘transforms’7):
John—I-sleeps, John’s<Il-sleep, John’s«—I-arrival, her—I-love
DSyntA Il corresponds to what is on the surface:
 a DirO (and all its ‘transforms’): [She] loves—11—John,
[her] love-I1—for John
« the most important Indirect Object [= IndirO] of L—if there is no
DirO (and all its ‘trans—forms’): belong-I1—to John,
John’s—II-belongings
DSyntA 111 corresponds to what is on the surface an IndirO/Oblique Ob-
ject (in case there is a DirO as well):
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sends—I11—John a letter, [a letter] sent-111—to John,

[He] punched [John]-111—o0n the nose
DSyntAs IV to VI correspond to what are on the surface even more
Obligue Obijects:

rented-1vV—for $300, rented-V—for two weeks

The following three conventions also affect the numbering system in our
representations. In the Government Pattern [= GP] of a lexical unit L in a
given morphological form, L’s DSyntAs must be numbered as follows:
1. Consecutively (= without gaps): I, I, 111, etc.; the GPs with
such numberings as *1, 111 or *1, I, IV are disallowed.’
2. Beginning with I or Il—or having no DSyntAs at all; the GPs
with such numberings as *111, IV are disallowed.’
3. Without repetitions: the GPs with such numberings as *I, I or
*1, 11, 11 are disallowed.

Let it be emphasized that the above requirements concern the numbering
itself, not the linear order in which L’s DSyntAs appear in its GP or in the
sentence.

Respecting these conventions may have interesting consequences. Thus,
consider the sentence Nick«I-ate—l1—the steak; its passive counterpart is
The steak«I-was.eaten—I1—by Nick. As we see, the Agentive Comple-
ment [= AgCo] is represented as the DSyntA I, since gaps in numbering of
DSyntAs are disallowed. This formal result seems substantially quite natu-
ral: even if a DirO and an AgCo differ largely by their SSynt-properties,
they are related: each one of them is the closest DSyntA of the verb after its
DSyntA 1.

Diathesis

The diathesis of a lexical unit is the correspondence between its SemAs and
its DSyntAs. For instance, the English verb [to] LIKE and the French verb
PLAIRE ‘[to] like’ have the same meaning (roughly, “X has pleasant feel-
ings whenever X is experiencing Y”) and therefore the same SemAs. But
they have different diatheses, as shown below.

(3a) I [1] like him [I1].
(3b) [1]1] me [11] plait.
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[to] LIKE PLAIRE

X 1Y X 1Y
| 1 1 |

3.3. Voice and voice grammemes

The definition of voice is based on the concept of inflectional category and
its grammemes. These two important concepts cannot be introduced here,
so that the reader has to be satisfied with examples. Thus, an important in-
flectional category of the English noun is number, with grammemes
‘sINGULAR” ~ ‘PLURAL’; the Russian noun has two inflectional categories:
number (also with the grammemes ‘sincuLar’ ~ ‘PLurAL’) and case (with the
grammemes ‘NOMINATIVE’ ~ ‘GENITIVE’ ~ ‘DATIVE’, etc.). An inflectional cate-
gory is a set of mutually opposed grammemes, each of which has its set of
markers.
Now voice can be readily defined: "’

Voice is an inflectional category whose grammemes specify such modifica-
tions of the diathesis of a verb that do not affect its propositional meaning.

This definition draws a line between voice and such phenomena as the fol-
lowing three:

(@) the causative (adds to the propositional meaning ‘L(X)’ of the verb

the component “Z causes [that L(X)]’);

(b) the applicative (adds to the meaning ‘L(X)’ the component ‘[L(X)]

involving Z°);

(c) and the decausative (subtracts from the meaning ‘L(X)’, which is

of the form “X causes that P(Y)’, the component “X causes’).

A modification of a given diathesis is obtainable by the following three
operations: (1) permutation of DSyntAs (with respect to SemAs); (2) sup-
pression of DSyntAs; and (3) referential identification of SemAs. Note that
suppression means the impossibility of expressing the suppressed DSyntA
(optional omissibility of a DSyntA in the text is not suppression); and ref-
erential identification of SemAs presupposes suppression of at least one
DSyntA.

When used separately, permutation produces, roughly speaking, pas-
sives, suppression suppressives, and identification reflexives.” These opera-
tions can also be combined.
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Let there be a bi-actantial verb, such as, for instance, [to] dress or [to]
shave, with a basic, or lexicographic, diathesis as follows:

X1Y
|11

For such a binary diathesis, there are 11 possible modifications (= derived
variants) plus a zero one. Here are all logically possible binary diatheses
obtained by mechanical application of the three above operations to the
basic diathesis of a bi-actantial verb plus this basic diathesis itself (patterns
1-4 are formed by possible permutations of two DSyntAs; patterns 5-16, by
suppressing first the expression of Y, then the expression of X, and then the
expressions of both Y and X; patterns 17-20 represent referential identifica-
tion of X and Y with the suppression of one or both of their expressions):

LI X]Y 2. XY 3 X 1Y 4.1 X Y
| 1 1 | 11 1 1 11

5. X 1Y 6. XY | * [ X |Y 8. X | Y
111 — 1 —

9./ X | Y| 10.| X |Y | 11| X Y [*12.| X Y
— | u — 1 — [ — [ m

13. | X

<

M4 XY |15 X | Y | 16

X
<

17.] X=Y | 18.| X=Y [*19.] X=Y 20.
|

X
| [n
<

The shadowed variants are ‘illegitimate:’ they either violate numbering
conventions for DSyntAs (the asterisked ones) or else they coincide with
some other variant, already on the list. (It is of course irrelevant which of
the two repeats is retained; | simply take the first one.) The subtraction of
illegitimate variants gives us 12 logically possible binary diatheses: the
starting one (which is associated with the basic, or lexicographic, form of
the verb) and 11 “derived’ ones; this means 12 diathesis modifications, in-
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cluding a zero modification. As a result, ideally, 12 grammemes of voice
for a binary diathesis are possible and will be considered in what follows.

To refer to particular voice grammemes, | propose the following termi-
nology. For the passive:

(@) Full [= bilateral], if the passive affects both DSyntAs (I = Il and

simultaneously 11 = 1).
(b) Partial [= unilateral], if the passive affects only one DSyntA

(e.g., I = 111, while Il remains in place and no DSyntA becomes
1.

(c) Promotional, if the passive promotes the DSyntA 11 to I, automa-
tically demoting the former DSyntA I. (‘Promoting’ means giving
a DSyntA a smaller number, ‘demoting’ being the opposite.)

(d) Demotional, if the passive simply demotes the DSyntA involved,
without promoting anything.

(e) Agentless, if the passive does not allow for the expression of the
Agent, i.e., it does not admit the AgCo. (The other name, current
in the literature, is truncated, or short, passive.)

(f) Patientless, if the passive does not allow for the expression of the
Patient.

For the suppressive and the reflexive | propose the following terminol-
ogy.

(9) Subjectless, if the suppressive/the reflexive cannot have the Sub-
ject (= DSyntA 1).

(h) Objectless, if the suppressive/the reflexive cannot have the Object
(= DSyntA 11).

(i) Absolute, if the suppressive blocks the expression of both DSyn-
tAs.

For instance, the objectless reflexive denotes a reflexive form which
admits the expression of the Agent as the Subject only (Fr. Il se rase ‘He
shaves himself’), while with the subjectless reflexive, the Agent is ex-
pressed as a DirO or an AgCo (see below, 3.3.11, example (13)).

In the examples, the name of the voice and the corresponding marker
are boldfaced. The subsection number corresponds to the numbered cell in
the voice paradigm above, for example 3.3.1 will exemplify cell 1. of the
paradigm.
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3.3.1 ‘ACTIVE’: zero modification of the basic diathesis.

A Latin example is:

(4)  Xenophrh-@ agricultur-am lauda-ba-t-@.
Xenophon-SG.NOM agriculture-SG.ACC praise-IMPF-3SG-ACT
lit. <Xenophon [1, Subj, NOM] [the] agriculture [11, DirO, ACC] prai-
sed [ACT].’

3.3.2 ‘FULL PROMOTIONAL PASSIVE’: bilateral permutation of DSyntAs.

X1Y = X 1Y
| 1 1 |

An example, again from Latin:

(5) A Xenophlnt-e agricultur-a lauda-ba-t-ur.
by Xenophon-SG.ABL agriculture-SG.NOM praise-IMPF-3SG-PASS
lit. ‘By Xenophon [I1, AgCo] [the] agriculture [I, Subject, NOM] was-
praised[FULL.PR.PASS]’.

3.3.3 ‘PARTIAL DEMOTIONAL PASSIVE’: pure demotion of the DSyntA |
(to I1I), with the DSyntA 11 retained in place (‘[It]is-shaving Alan by-
John”).

X1Y = X 1Y
| 1 | 1l

This type can be illustrated from Ukrainian:
(6) Mn-oju bu-l-0 splafe-no
[-INSTR be-PAST-SG.NEU pay-PART.DEM.PASS

c-ju sum-u.
this-FEM.SG.NOM  sum-SG.ACC

“This sum was paid by me.’, lit. ‘By-me [l1l, AgCo, INSTR] [it] was
paid [PART.DEM.PASS] this sum [II, DirO, ACC]’.
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3.3.4 ‘FULL DEMOTIONAL PASSIVE’: pure demotion of both the DSyntAs
I and Il (‘[There] is-shaving by-John at-Alan’).

X Y = X Y
| 1 1 1l

I have not found actual examples of this voice. It might be due simply to
the insufficiency of my data — or to the unwarranted psychological com-
plexity of double demotion. This is a good example of the situation where
an uninstantiated cell in the calculus raises challenging questions.

3.3.5 ‘SUBJECTLESS SUPPRESSIVE’: suppression of the DSyntA 1, i.e., of
what should become the Subject (‘ There-is-shaving Alan”).

X Y = X Y
| 1 — 1

Estonian offers an example of this type:

(7)  Ehita-ta-kse sild-a.
build-SBJL.SUPPR-PRES  bridge-SG.PART

‘A bridge is being built.”, lit. ‘Be-building [SUBJLESS.SUPPR] bridge [I1,
DirO, PART]".

3.3.6 “‘OBJECTLESS SUPPRESSIVE’: suppression of the DSyntA 11, i.e., of
what should become the DirO (‘John is-shaving [somebody]’).

X Y = X Y
| 1 | —

Apapantilla Totonac illustrates this type, in which no object is possible:

(8) a. g-gp-tamawé pancin. b. g-tamawa-nan.
3SG.SUBJ-30BJ-buy bread 3SG.SUBJ-buy-OBJ.SUPP
‘[He] buys bread.’ ‘[He] buys [OBJLESS.SUPPR].’
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3.3.7 “ABSOLUTE SUPPRESSIVE’: suppression of both DSyntAs | and 11
(‘There-is-combing”).

X Y = X Y
| 1 — —

This type occurs in German:

(9)  Hier wird viel ge-les-en.
here becomes much PAST.PTCP-read-PAST.PTCP
‘(People) read a lot here.’, lit. ‘Here becomes much read.’

3.3.8 ‘“AGENTLESS PROMOTIONAL PASSIVE’: permutation of DSyntAs,
with suppression of the ‘new’ DSyntA Il — the one which should corre-
spond to X (‘Alan is-being-shaved’).

X Y = X Y
| 1 — |

This type is illustrated by the following Arabic example, in which no AgCo
is possible.

(10) Al -disr-u j-u-bn-a-f-u
DEF-bridge-NOM  3SG-PASS-build-PASS-build-3SG.MASC
“The bridge is being built.’

3.3.9 ‘PATIENTLESS DEMOTIONAL PASSIVE’ : permutation of DSyntAs,
with suppression of the ‘new’ DSyntA | — the one which should correspond
to Y (‘[It] is-being-shaved by-John’).

X Y = X Y
| 1 1 —

German illustrates this type:

(11) Von Politiker-n wird hier geg-ess-en.
by politician -PL.DAT becomes here PAST.PTCP-eat-PAST.PTCP
‘Politicians eat here.’, lit. “‘By politicians [I1, AgCo] becomes here
eaten.’
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3.3.10 ‘OBJECTLESS REFLEXIVE’: referential identification of the Se-
mAs, with suppression of the DSyntA 11 (‘John is-self-shaving’).

X Y = X=Y
| 1 |

This type can be illustrated by Russian:

(12) Otec-o pri‘ésyva-g-et-sja.
father-SG.NOM comb-PRES-3SG-REFL
“Father is combing his hair.’, lit. ‘Father is-combing-self.’

3.3.11 ‘SUBJECTLESS REFLEXIVE’: referential identification of the Se-
mAs, with suppression of the DSyntA | (‘By-John [it] is-self-shaving’).

X Y = X=Y
| 1 1

Lithuanian can illustrate:
(13) Jon-o su-si-sukuo-t-a.
Jonas-SG.GEN comb-REFL-comb-PASS.PART-NEU.SG

‘Jonas has combed his hair.’, lit. ‘By-Jonas [11, AgCo, GEN] been-self-
combed [SUBJLESS.REFL].’

3.3.12 ‘ABSOLUTE REFLEXIVE’: identification of the SemAs, with sup-
pression of both the DSyntAs | and Il (‘There-is-self-shaving®).

X Y = X=Y
| 1 —

This type is found in Polish:

(14) Uczesa-no sig.
comb-SBJL.SUPPR REFL
‘Some people have combed their hair.’, lit. ‘Has-self-combed”.

This inventory of possible voice grammemes constitutes a convenient
background for a study of particular voice systems. It is a general schema
against which particular voices of particular languages can be checked and
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in terms of which they can be characterized. Of course this inventory does
not eliminate all the difficulties; on the contrary: due to the fine-grained
analysis it introduces, more unresolved problems become visible. I’ll men-
tion three of the most serious ones.

Firstly, in some languages some voice grammemes can combine within
one word-form — which argues for several distinct voice categories. Thus,
in (13), the passive participle marker -t- combines with the reflexive marker
-si-; together they express the subjectless reflexive. If one is to follow a
strictly logical approach, then passives, suppressives and reflexives have to
be distinguished as different inflectional categories, such that the term voice
should apply to the opposition “active ~ passive’ only. But since combina-
tions such as those in Lithuanian are not widespread, maybe it is worth try-
ing to keep all the grammemes described in one ideal inflectional category,
using it as a ‘measuring stick’ for specific descriptions? Thus, in French or
Russian, it does not make sense to distinguish ‘active’ ~ ‘passive’ and “Non-
REFLEXIVE’ ~ ‘REFLEXIVE’ Oppositions as two different inflectional categories,
since the passive and the reflexive cannot be combined in one wordform.
However, in German the passive and the reflexive do combine: Es wird
sich um eine Lésung bemuht, lit. ‘It is self trouble-taken for a solution’ =
‘Much trouble was taken in order to find a solution’ or Hier wird sich jeden
Tag rasiert, lit. ‘“Here is self shaved every day’ = “Here, one shaves every
day’. Therefore, for this language, one has to postulate the category of
voice and a separate category of reflexivity.

Secondly, our requirement that voice should not affect the propositional
meaning of the verb is of course too rigid. Thus, clear-cut cases of passives
that imply ‘human activity’, ‘absence of control’, or else ‘adverse effects’
are well-known. We need a more flexible formulation that bans major
changes of propositional meaning, supplied with a definition of what con-
stitutes a major change — as opposed to a minor change (admissible for
voice).

Thirdly, the above calculus has been developed for binary diatheses
only, while voice in principle can apply, on the one hand, to monovalent
verbs (i.e., to intransitives: the demotion | = 11 and the suppression | = -)
and on the other, to plurivalent verbs with ternary and even more complex
diatheses (thus, in 5.2 we find a French voice — the indirect reflexive — that
is possible for a ternary diathesis only). Therefore, a richer version of the
calculus is needed.

In order to show how the proposed concepts help the researcher solve
some practical problems in morphological description, | will now present
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two case studies. First, | consider a phenomenon that is similar to voice and
is often treated as such, while according to my definition of voice it is not (I
mean the so-called ‘antipassive’). Second, | sketch the system of voices in
French.

4. A voice-like inflectional category: Detransitivation (a.k.a.
‘antipassive’)

Let me start with an example, borrowed from the Chukotka-Kamtchatkan
language Chukchee (Kozinsky et al. (1988); parentheses indicate optional
clause elements):

(15) a. I'>m-nan to-ret-arkon-g
I-INSTR 1SG.SUB-transport-PRES-3SG.OBJ
kimit-an (tomy-eta).

load-SG.NOM friend-SG/PL.DAT
‘I [= 1] transport a-load [= 1] (to-friend(s) [= I11])’: I actually do this.

b.sm-g  t-ine-ret-arkan
I-NOM  1SG.SUB-‘antipassive’-transport-PRES

(kimit-e) (tomy-eta).
load-SG.INSTR friend-SG/PL.DAT

‘I [= 1] transport (a-load [= 11]) (to-friend(s) [= I11])’: | am a transporter
(this is my occupation).

(15a) shows an ergative construction, obligatory in Chukchee for an active
transitive verb: the Subject ‘I’ is in the instrumental, and the DirO ‘load’, in
the nominative. (NB: In current descriptions of Chukchee, my nominative is
often called absolutive, and my instrumental, ergative.) (15b) manifests a
nominative construction, which is possible only for intransitive verbs: the
Subject, which remains ‘I’, is in the nominative; the DirO ‘[a] load’ of
(15a) has become an Obl(ique)O in the instrumental, thus losing its sali-
ence; the two objects here are optional. The change in the valence of the
verb is marked by the prefix ina-/ine-, which is currently called ‘antipas-
sive’ (the notion and the term go back to Silverstein (1972)). This name is
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due to the belief that the modification marked by ina-/ine- is the inverse of
the passive: while the passive demotes the Subject, the ‘antipassive’ de-
motes the DirO; at the same time, both the passive and the ‘antipassive’
turn a transitive verb into intransitive. As a result, the ‘antipassive’ is taken
to be a voice. However, if the data in (15b) are checked against our defini-
tion of voice, one sees that the ‘antipassive’ is not a voice at all: it does not
change the diathesis of the verb. In (15b), the DSyntA 1 still corresponds to
X — the semantic Actor, and the DSyntA 11 to Y — the Object Moved, as in
(15a). What the ‘antipassive’ does is change 1) the surface-syntactic reali-
zation of the DSyntA 11 (instead of a very prominent DirO, it is imple-
mented by a non-prominent OblO) and 2) the morphological form of the
Subject (instead of the instrumental, it is marked by the nominative). As a
result, we have to accept that the “antipassive’ is a grammeme of an inflec-
tional category other than wvoice. It could be called, e.g.,
DETRANSITIVATION, with two grammemes: {‘TRANSITIVATIVE’,
‘DETRANSITIVATIVE’}. The ‘antipassive’ is then a detransitivative (cf. a
presumed case of detransitivative in Mam, 2.1, (1b)). The term antipassive
is better abandoned, since it entails unnecessary confusion, for the follow-
ing three reasons.

Firstly, the ‘antipassive’ is not the functional inverse of the passive:
even for those who defend the term, the passive necessarily demotes the
Subject, and the ‘antipassive’ also demotes — the DirO; both the passive and
the ‘antipassive’ being demoters, the term ANTIpassive seems unwarranted.

Secondly, the terms passive and antipassive do not have the same exten-
sion: the passive can also apply to intransitive verbs, while for the ‘antipas-
sive’ this is impossible by definition (the ‘antipassive’ demotes the DirO,
and an intransitive verb does not have a DirO).

Thirdly, the passive applies at the DSynt-level, while the ‘antipassive’
applies at the Surface-Syntactic one.

For more clarity, let me quote another example of detransitivative, this
time from the Daghestanian language Dargwa.

(16) a. Nes-li gazet-g b-u¢“uli
mother-SG.ERG  newspaper-SG.NOM OBJ.SG.NON.HUM-read-GER

sa-ri
be-SUB.SG.FEM
‘Mother is reading [a] newspaper.’



Calculus of possibilities 193

b. Nes-g (gazet-li) r-u¢ -uli
mother-SG.NOM newspaper-SG.ERG SUB.SG.FEM-read-GER

sa-ri
be-SUB.SG.FEM
‘Mother is reading (a newspaper).’

Here the verb is transitive, the Subject ‘mother’ is in the ergative and the
DirO ‘newspaper’, in the nominative. The verb agrees — in nominal class —
with both the Subject (via its auxiliary part, i.e. the suffix -r(i) on the cop-
ula) and the DirO (via its lexical part, i.e. the prefix b- on the gerund); the
DirO cannot be omitted. This is a typical ergative construction, the only
one available in Dargwa for a transitive verb with a DirO.

In (16b), the verb is intransitive, the Subject (again, ‘mother’) is in the
nominative, while ‘newspaper’, which became an OblO (but still is a
DSyntA 11), is in the ergative. The verb agrees only with the Subject, now
via both its parts (the suffix -r(i) on the copula and the prefix r- on the ger-
und); the ObIO is optional. This is a nominative construction; verbs that
appear in it are intransitive. (The sentence *Nesli ruc¢ uli sari ‘Mother is
reading’ is ungrammatical. The sentence Nesli buc uli sari means ‘Mother
is reading it’: its syntactic structure contains an object pronoun, which, al-
though it is (quasi-)obligatorily elided on the surface — in any context
where the referent is obvious, is reflected by the objectal prefix b- on the
lexical part of the verb.)

(16b) presents another case of detransitivative: the Government Pattern
of the verb changes, but not its diathesis, so that the grammeme in question
cannot be a voice. This detransitivative, very typical of Daghestanian lan-
guages, is expressed by a morphological conversion (= a change in the
verb’s syntactics: the feature “trans” is replaced by “intrans”).

5. Voice in French
5.1. Pronominal verbs in French

To establish the set of voices in French you have first to examine French
‘pronominal’ verbs, that is, verbs accompanied by what is known as a form
of the reflexive pronoun SE — ‘oneself’. It is necessary in order to show that
a ‘pronominal’ verb is, in point of fact, a voice form rather than a verb with
a pronominal Object. Compare two French sentences in (17):
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(17) a. Je me rase.
‘I shave (myself).” lit. ‘I shave me’.

b. Jean me rase
‘John shaves me.’

In (17a) and (17b) we see two different wordforms me, which are both pro-
nominal clitics of the 1st person singular, but belong to two different lexe-
mes:

In (17a), me is a lex of the lexeme SE, which (although it is commonly
called reflexive pronoun) is not a pronoun in the strict sense of the term, see
immediately below;

In (17b), me is a lex of the lexeme MOI ‘I’ — a real personal pronoun. In
(17b), me is a DirO of the verb; in (17a) this is not the case. Here, me is but
a marker of an inflectional form of RASER ‘[to] shave’ — namely, the re-
flexive voice; it is n