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Preface

The history of word class research is characterised by two extreme positions. Up to
the 19th century it was believed that word classes were invariably of the Latin or
Greek type and universal. In contrast to that, in the 20th century the view prevailed
that every language had its own specific and unique word class system. In the last
decades, however, it has become apparent that despite the large number of word
classes and word-class systems there are typological restrictions with regard to the
conceptualisation of semantic features and morphosyntactic structures.

This book approaches word classes and their categorial manifestations from the
perspective of typology and language universals research. The authors in this vol-
ume discuss word class categorisation in general (Part I) as well as word classes and
word class systems of individual languages (Part II) from a typological-universal
viewpoint and from diachronic and cross-linguistic perspectives.

Part I, General studies, contains articles by Jan Anward on part-of-speech differ-
entiation and flexibility, D.N.S. Bhat on sentential functions and lexicalisation, Wil-
liam Croft on parts of speech as language universals, Nicholas Evans on kinship
verbs, David Gil on syntactic categories and eurocentricity, Jan Rijkhoff on the
question when a language can have adjectives, Petra M. Vogel on grammaticalisa-
tion and parts of speech and Anna Wierzbicka on lexical prototypes as a basis for
identification of parts of speech.

Jan Anward develops a dynamic model of part-of-speech differentiation, where
the “deep” organising factors of part-of-speech systems are motivated not by prop-
erties internal to such systems, but are factors which drive language development in
general: maximisation of meaning, and minimisation of effort. Part-of-speech sys-
tems are what “happen” as a result of processes of successive syntagmatic and para-
digmatic expansion, in which optimal use is made of lexical resources, through re-
cycling of items in several functions. But new functions of old items must be identi-
fiable. This means that each language must strike a balance between flexibility (re-
cycling) and contrast (identification). The model draws its empirical evidence
mainly from Swedish, but also from a small pilot sample of nine additional lan-
guages.

D.N.S. Bhat argues that word classes represent lexicalisations of different senten-
tial functions. The function of modifying the head noun in a noun phrase, for exam-
ple, gets lexicalised into a word class of adjectives, whereas that of referring to per-
sons, objects or entities gets lexicalised into a word class of nouns. The characteris-
tics that these word classes manifest are derivable from the sentential functions for
which they have been lexicalised, and further, the word classes manifest these char-
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acteristics maximally only when they are used in their respective sentential func-
tions. Languages which fail to have one or the other of these word classes do not
make use of the corresponding sentential functions, as they use alternative sentence
strategies for which those sentential functions are not needed.

In the paper by William Croft it is maintained that the major parts of speech (noun,
verb, adjective) are not categories of particular languages, but are language univer-
sals. Linguists have used distribution of words in constructions to justify part-of-
speech membership. But no sound theoretical basis has been provided to justify
choice of tests for membership, leading to disagreement and confusion. In fact, the
variation in the occurrence of constructions and in the distribution patterns of words
across languages and within languages demonstrates that lexical classes are lan-
guage-specific and construction-specific. A radical construction grammar model is
proposed to represent this state of affairs. The universals of parts of speech are
manifested in conceptual space, with principles such as typological markedness de-
fining prototypes in the formal expression of conceptual categories found in con-
ceptual space.

Nicholas Evans starts from the assumption that kinship relations are expressed by
verbs in a number of head-marking languages of North America and northern Aus-
tralia. Kinship verbs are interesting for word class studies because it is their rela-
tional (two-place) semantic structure, rather than the more familiar ontological con-
trast between “things” and “actions”, which motivates their lexicalisation as verbs.
This in turn skews the likelihood with which particular inflectional categories are
grammaticalised, as compared to “normal verbs”. After surveying some typical kin-
ship verb systems, he looks at how “verby” kinship verbs are, and then examines a
number of factors responsible for splits between nominal and verbal encoding, in-
cluding address vs. reference, actual vs. classificatory kin, kin type, and person
combinations between the two arguments. Overall, kinship verbs emphasise the
need to pay greater attention fo interpersonal pragmatics as a determinant of word
class membership.

David Gil proposes a theory of syntactic categories accounting for both the dif-
ferences and the similarities that may be observed to obtain between languages. The
theory takes as its starting point the autonomy of syntax and the existence of distinct
morphological, syntactic and semantic levels of representation: syntactic categories
are defined solely in terms of syntactic properties, such as distributional privileges,
and participation in syntactic relations such as binding, government and agreement.
In the spirit of categorial grammar, the theory posits a single initial category and two
category formation rules with which other categories can be derived: the familiar
“slash” rule, plus a rule derived from x-bar theory. Constraints on syntactic category
inventories distinguish between inventories that are possible and others that are im-
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possible. Finally, the traditional parts of speech such as noun, adjective and verb are
defined as syntactic categories which are prototypically associated with other, se-
mantic categories.

Jan Rijkhoff rightly maintains that not every language has a distinct class of ad-
jectives. In his article he argues that the occurrence of adjectives as a major, distinct
word class depends on a semantic (lexical) property of the nouns. A language can
only have adjectives if the nouns in that language are lexically specified for the fea-
ture [+Shape], which means that the properties that are designated by these nouns
are characterised as having a spatial boundary. The theory focuses on Hmong Njua
but also draws evidence from other languages.

Petra M. Vogel presents a model for ungrammaticalised, grammaticalised, and de-
grammaticalised parts of speech systems exemplified by Tongan, German, and Eng-
lish, respectively. This model is based on the assumptions made in Broschart 1997
that the main difference between parts of speech systems in languages like Tongan
and German is due to the distribution of the features [+/—pred] (predicability) and
(+/-ref] (reference in discourse) in lexicon and syntax. On the one hand she argues
that the “fixed” presence or absence of the feature [+pred] with regard to a lexeme
makes for a grammaticalised (German) or ungrammaticalised parts of speech system
(Tongan). On the other hand, the acquisition or loss of the feature [+pred] in the
parts of speech system of a language is called a grammaticalisation or degrammati-
calisation process, respectively. The latter process is exemplified by the case of
English.

Anna Wierzbicka proposes that it is generally agreed in modern linguistics (and
rightly so) that it makes sense to establish word-classes for any language on the ba-
sis of language-specific, formal (morphosyntactic) criteria. It is also widely agreed
that some word-classes established in this way in different languages “match” to
some extent, and that, in particular, the distinction berween “nouns” and “verbs” is
universal or near universal. But if word-classes are set up on language-internal for-
mal grounds, how can they be matched across languages? She argues that this can be
done on the basis of empirically established linguistic universals, that is, concepts
which can be found in an identifiable form in all languages, and which can also be
accepted as intuitively intelligible (non-technical) conceptual primitives. For exam-
ple, “nouns” can be matched via the universal lexical prototypes PEOPLE and
THINGS, “verbs”—via DO and HAPPEN, and “adjectives”—via BIG and SMALL.
She shows how the set of lexico-grammatical universals, which has been established
within the “NSM” (“Natural Semantic Metalanguage”) linguistic theory, can be used
as a framework for investigating linguistic typology and universal grammar.

Part II, Language-specific studies, contains articles by Werner Abraham on Ger-
man modal particles, Jiirgen Broschart on Tongan preverbials, Monika Budde on
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German pronouns, Marianne Mithun on the morphosyntax of nouns and verbs in
Iroquoian, Robin Sackmann on numeratives in Mandarin Chinese and Arfinn Muru-
vik Vonen on Polynesian multifunctionality.

Werner Abraham deals with what has been called an uncategorisable class of lexi-
cals, the modal particles (MPs). They occur characteristically, and to all appear-
ances only, in the continental West Germanic languages. The data presented here are
limited to German. The meaning of MPs is typically vague to indiscriminable, but
their illocutionary force and distributional constraints are nevertheless considerable
and sharply delineated. The main goal of the paper is to delineate more sharply this
“non-category” in distributional terms and, above all, explain the source of its spe-
cific illocutionary force and distributional behaviour.

The paper by Jiirgen Broschart discusses a special class of function words in
Tongan grammar which are called “preverbials”. The grammatical charateristics of
this class are contrasted with the behaviour of semantically similar items in order to
determine the typological status of this class relative to established means for the
expression of the notions of aspectuality, temporality, modality, and manner of ac-
tion. He addresses synchronic questions of syntactic function as well as historical
developments leading from superordinate predicates to the essentially adverbial
category in question.

Monika Budde argues that identifying the lexical words of a particular language is
one of the major tasks of the language’s grammar. Such an identification is presup-
posed in both the identification of the language’s word classes and the comparison
of classifications of different languages’ lexical items. In practice, the main problem
is to justify which entities should qualify as words. Using Integrational Linguistics
and especially Hans-Heinrich Lieb’s explication of “word paradigm”, the paper de-
velops a general method for justifying particular lexical words. First, the paradigms
and the lexical meanings of German possessive pronouns are determined in a sys-
tematic way. Then, the method used in this sample analysis is applied to other pro-
nouns of German. Finally, the results are generalised by focusing on those aspects of
the argumentation that are independent of the sample word class and the sample
language.

Marianne Mithun takes as a starting-point that certain typologies of lexical catego-
ries have pointed to the Iroquoian languages as counterexamples to the universality
of the noun-verb distinction. In fact the distinction is particularly robust in these
languages. The languages do show, however, that morphological, syntactic, and se-
mantic criteria do not always yield the same classifications of lexical items. Iro-
quoian verbs, nouns, and particles show strikingly different morphological struc-
tures. Morphological nouns function syntactically as nominals, identifying argu-
ments of clauses. They also show the semantic characteristics expected of nouns,
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denoting objects and persons. Morphological verbs typically function syntactically
as predicates. Semantically they denote events and states. But both particles and
verbs are also used syntactically and semantically as nominals. Once their morpho-
logical, syntactic, and semantic properties are distinguished, their classification is
straightforward.

Robin Sackmann attempts to determine the syntactic properties of numeratives
(classifiers and measures) in Mandarin Chinese, understood as a distinct word class.
Using Hans-Heinrich Lieb’s theory of Integrational Linguistics as a theoretical
background, the essay focuses on three topics: the syntactic structure of numerative
expressions, the position that numeratives and their subclasses occupy in the part-of-
speech system of Mandarin Chinese, and the syntactic basis of Chinese ‘noun classi-
fication’ conceived as a relationship between classifiers and certain sets of substan-
tives, so-called ‘noun classes’. A number of key concepts needed for describing any
numeral classifier language are formally defined, in particular, a concept of numeral
classifier language itself.

Arnfinn Muruvik Vonen starts from the assumption that there is a long-standing
debate concerning the distinction between nouns and verbs in Polynesian languages.
He points out that some of the apparent disagreements in this debate, and possibly in
similar debates concerning other language groups such as Wakashan, Salishan and
signed languages, may stem from differences in the ambitions of linguistic descrip-
tion rather than from real differences in understanding the data. A distinction is
made between two motivations for rejecting a noun-verb distinction on the lexical
level in Polynesian and adopting the notion of multifunctional lexical items: a prin-
cipled motivation and a methodological motivation. In the latter case, the rejection
of the distinction may be due to low descriptive ambitions.

Osnabriick/Leipzig, September 1999 Petra M. Vogel and Bernard Comrie
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A dynamic model of part-of-speech differentiation

Jan Anward

1. Introduction*

Most, if not all, natural languages organise their lexical items into a system of broad
lexical classes, whose members share unique clusters of semantic, syntactic, and
morphological properties.

Such part-of-speech systems are not of one kind, but vary from language to [an-
guage, along a number of parameters.

Curiously, however, one common feature of naturally occurring part-of-speech
systems seems to be that they are not “well-designed”, at least not qua part-of-
speech systems. It is characteristic for part-of-speech systems to be complex and
opaque. Whatever identifying criteria we use for parts of speech—meaning, syntac-
tic function, or inflection—the relationship between particular criteria and particular
parts of speech is typically many-to-many.'

The medieval modistae (Robins 1990: chapter 4; Covington 1979, 1984, Itkonen
1991: 219-252) demonstrated that part-of-speech membership cannot be predicted
from lexical meaning. A telling quadruple was devised by Boéthius Dacus to show
the nature of the problem: dolor ‘pain’, doleo ‘1 feel pain’, dolenter ‘painfully’, and
heu ‘ouch’ have very similar meanings, but belong to four different parts of speech:
noun, verb, adverb, and interjection, respectively (Covington 1984: 26).2

Conversely, most parts of speech accommodate several semantic categories. For
example, nouns are not only person or thing expressions, they also express event
notions, such as scandal and war, place notions, such as rear, way, left, and north,
temporal notions, such as day, week, and winter, and in fact most other kinds of no-
tions. Likewise, verbs are not only event expressions, but also express, for example,
place (inhabit), time (elapse), relation (resemble), and quantity (multiply).

A similar story can be told of syntactic functions and parts of speech. Nouns,
verbs, and adjectives can all be used as arguments, predicates, and modifiers as will
be shown in this article.

Not even inflection, the last resort for the weak-hearted, escapes the many-to-
many pattern. In Swedish, for example, not only nouns, but also adjectives, some
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quantifiers, and past participles take nominal inflection. Conversely, in all these
parts of speech, there are members that, for various reasons, do not inflect at all.
Thus, part-of-speech systems present us with three theoretical problems:

1.  Why do most, if not all, languages have a part-of-speech system, rather than
just a homogeneous set of lexical items?

2. Why do part-of-speech systems vary from language to language, rather than
being of one make for all languages?

3. Why are part-of-speech systems not “well-designed” one-to-one mappings of
semantic categories onto functional and formal categories (one meaning—one
function—one form)?

In this paper, [ will present a model of language structure in which these problems
can begin to be resolved. The model has two basic premises.

The first premise is that a natural language is not learnt in one fell swoop, but is
the result of a series of successive expansions of an originally very simple system.
Language acquisition is a prime example of a learning process that, in Elman’s
(1993) terms, “starts small”, in order to organise the data on which “structural cou-
plings” (Varela—Thompson—Rosch 1991) between behaviour and environment are
based in a manageable way. Otherwise, the learner is overwhelmed by evidence and
does not learn effectively. Elman, as well as Plunkett—Marchman (1993), make the
further point that starting small may be better implemented on the capacity side than
on the evidence side. An organism with a limited initial capacity must start small,
irrespective of how its environment is organised.

The second premise is that the process of expansion can be modelled as a process
of successive syntagmatic and paradigmatic expansion, driven by a need for in-
creased expressive capacity, and constrained by considerations of economy and
contrast. A particularly important economic principle is the “green” principle that
recycling of already available resources is to be preferred to introduction of new
resources (Anward—Lindblom forthcoming).

In this kind of model, the “deep” organising factors of part-of-speech systems are
not motivated by properties of such systems. They are instantiations of factors which
drive language development in general: maximisation of meaning, minimisation of
effort. Speakers do not set out to acquire part-of-speech systems, well-designed or
not. Part-of-speech systems are what “happen”, as language users engage in proc-
esses of successive syntagmatic and paradigmatic expansion.

I will start with a much simpler, but quite successful, model of part-of-speech dif-
ferentiation, which has the double attraction of being the basis of a typology and
being easily interpretable in terms of syntagmatic and paradigmatic expansion: the
Amsterdam model of part-of-speech systems, proposed by Hengeveld (1992: 47-72)
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and since elaborated by De Groot (1997) and Hengeveld—Rijkhoff—Siewierska
(1997).

After having presented the Amsterdam model and a dynamic re-interpretation of
it, I invoke the forefathers of our craft, the classical Greek and Latin grammarians,
to broaden the perspective.

After that, | develop a more complete model, using empirical evidence mainly
from Swedish, but also from a small pilot sample of nine additional languages.’

Africa Khoisan Nama
Niger-Congo Yoruba
Eurasia Indo-European Swedish
Uralic Finnish
NE Caucasian Archi
Chukchi-Kamchatkan Chukchi
[solate Ainu
Oceania Austronesian Maori
Papuan Kobon
America Macro-Ge Bororo

Figure I. Pilot sample

2. The Amsterdam typology

2.1. Parts of speech

In the Amsterdam model of part-of-speech systems, classes of lexical items are dif-
ferentiated by the syntactic functions they can serve. Functions recognised by the
model are predicate, term (subject or object), term modifier (attribute) and predicate
or modifier modifier (adverbial), and lexical items are thus categorised by means of
the following functional properties (based on the part-of-speech definitions in
Hengeveld 1992: 58):

A 1. predicate use: can, without special marking, be used as a predicate,
2. term use: can, without special marking, be used as the head of
aterm,
3. term modifier use: can, without special marking, be used as a modifier

of the head of a term,
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4. predicate modifier use: can, without special marking, be used as a modifier
of a predicate or of another modifier.

If each non-null combination of functions defines a possible part of speech, there is
a total of 15 possible parts of speech. But Hengeveld argues that only six of these
are actually attested in his empirical database, a principled sample of 40 languages.
First, all major lexical items have a predicate use. Thus, property (Al) is not dis-
criminating. Secondly, Hengeveld does not find items that have a term use and a
predicate modifier use, but not a term modifier use, or items that have a term use
and a term modifier use, but not a predicate modifier use. In other words, an item
with a term use has either both modifier uses or no modifier use.

When it comes to naming the six remaining parts of speech, Hengeveld proposes
the following: an item that has a predicate use only is a verb (V); an item that has a
term use is a noun (N); an item that has a term modifier use is an adjective (A); and
an item that has a predicate modifier use is an adverb (D). Like Whorf (1945),
Hengeveld allows items to have compound names. An item that has both modifier
uses is consequently both an adjective and an adverb (A/D).

The six parts of speech that this model makes available to natural languages are
then the following ones:

part of speech predicate use | termuse | term modifier use | predicate modifier use h
(p) ® (tm) (pm)
\" +
N + +
A + +
D + +
A/D + + +
N/A/D + + + +

Figure 2. The six parts of speech of Hengeveld (1992)

The six parts of speech of Figure 2 can be exemplified by means of the skeletal
sentences of (1). A V is an item with the distribution of run in (1), an N is an item
with the distribution of Aorse in (1), an D is an item with the distribution of around
in (1), an A is an item with the distribution of strong in (lc, f), an A/D is an item
with the distribution of strong in (lc, f, g), and an N/A/D is an item with the distri-
bution of strong in (lc, f, g, h).

(1) a. [horserun) ‘a horse runs’
b. [horse around] ‘a horse is around’
¢. [horse strong] ‘a horse is strong’
d. [horse horse] ‘a horse is a horse’
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e. [horse run around) ‘a horse runs around’
f.  [strong horse run] ‘a strong horse runs’
g. [horse run strong] ‘a horse runs strongly’
h. {strong run] ‘a strong one runs’

In addition to the parts of speech in Figure 2, Hengeveld (1992: 68—69) also rec-
ognises a part of speech V/N/A/D. However, apparently he fails to notice that such a
part of speech is incoherent, according to his own definitions. A V can not have any
other use beside predicate use. A four-use-item should be an N/A/D and nothing
else. Nevertheless, in what follows, I will conform to Hengeveld’s usage, rather than
to his definitions, and use V/N/A/D for an N/A/D which does not contrast with a V.

2.2, Part-of-speech systems

There are 63 (2° - 1) possible non-nuli combinations of the parts of speech in Figure
2. Of these, only seven are actually attested, according to Hengeveld (1992: 69-71):

p [ ¢ | em [ pm
1 V/N/A/D
2 \4 N/A/D
3 v N A/D
4 \4 N A D
5 \ N A
6 \ N
7 \J

Figure 3. Part-of-speech systems

System 4 is maximally differentiated, with separate classes of items serving the
functions of term, term modifier, and predicate modifier. Hengeveld’s example of a
language with such a system is English. This kind of system contrasts with less dif-
ferentiated systems, in two ways. In one direction (5-7), items retain their special-
ised functions, but the number of functions is reduced. In the other direction (3-1),
the number of functions is retained, but items become more polyfunctional, or flexi-
ble.

In languages of type 5, there are no predicate modifiers. Instead, dependent predi-
cations, such as serial verbs, are used. In languages of types 6 and 7, first term modi-
fiers and then also terms are absent, again with dependent predications taking over
their roles. Examples of languages of type 5, 6, and 7 are Wambon, Hausa, and Tus-
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In languages of type 3, there is a class of flexible items serving both modifier
functions. In languages of type 2, the class of flexible items also serve the function
of term. In addition, there is a class of verbs, reserved for predicate use only. In lan-
guages of type 1, even such a class of verbs is absent, and all words can be used in
all functions. Examples of languages of type 3, 2, and 1 are Dutch, Quechua, and
Tongan, respectively.

3. A dynamic interpretation of the Amsterdam typology

The Amsterdam typology of part-of-speech systems has a straightforward interpre-
tation as the outcome of a process of successive syntagmatic and paradigmatic ex-
pansion.

The process is simple enough, a successive iteration of the following moves:

— D1. Introduce a new function, F, and
- D2. Introduce a new class of items in F, or
- D3. Useanoldclass of items in F.

We start by introducing the function of predicate, or head of an independent S,
and a class of items to serve that function. Since items in that class have a predicate
use only, they are naturally called verbs. This step is common to all the seven types
of systems recognised in the typology, and has the following outcome:

p
1-7 \

Figure 4. Step 1

In the second step, the function of term is introduced. Here, there are three possible
outcomes. A language may abstain from this step, and stick with step 1, which re-
sults in a system of type 7. If a language takes the step, a new class of items, nouns,
may be introduced to serve the function of term, or the old class of verbs may be
used in that function as well. In the first case, we get systems of types 2 to 6, sys-
tems with a verb-noun split. In the second case, the old V class gets both a predicate
use and a term use, which transforms it into a V/N class. This outcome will eventu-
ally result in a system of type 1.
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T P t
! VIN V/N
2-6 N N |
7 \%

Figure 5. Step 2

In the third step, the function of term modifier is introduced, and the simple func-
tion of term is reanalysed as head of term. This step can only be taken by a language
that has taken the second step. Thus, a system of type 7 is unaffected by the third
step. A language may abstain from the third step, which gives us a system of type 6.
If the step is taken, there are three possible outcomes. Either a new class, adjectives,
is introduced, resulting in systems of types 3 to 5, or the old term class is used in
term modifier function as well, resulting in the new classes of V/N/A and N/A, and
systems of types 1 and 2.

p t tm
1 V/N/A V/N/A V/N/A
2 \ N/A N/A
3-5 \ N A |
6 \ N
7 \

Figure 6. Step 3

The Part-of-speech Hierarchy in Figure 6 constrains the process in such a way that
only the option of using the old class of nouns is available, if there is no previous
verb-noun differentiation.

B Verb > Noun > Adjective > Adverb

This hierarchy sums up a series of implicational statements, where the existence of a
part of speech in a language entails the existence in the same language of all parts of
speech to the left of it on the hierarchy. The hierarchy can also be restated as a con-
straint on successive differentiations, allowing adjectives to be differentiated from
nouns only if nouns have been differentiated from verbs, and adverbs to be differen-
tiated from adjectives only if adjectives have been differentiated from nouns.

In the fourth and final step, the function of predicate modifier is introduced. This
step can only be taken by a language that has taken the third step. Systems of types 6
and 7 are unaffected by the fourth step. A language may abstain from the fourth
step, which gives us a system of type 5. If the step is taken, there are three possible
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outcomes. Either a new class, adverbs, is introduced, resulting in systems of type 4,
or the old classes of A, N/A or V/N/A are used in predicate modifier function as
well, resulting in the new classes of A/D, N/A/D, and V/N/A/D, and systems of
types 3, 2, and 1. The hierachy can also be restated as a constraint on successive
differentiations, allowing adjectives, only if nouns have been differentiated from
verbs, and adverbs, only if adjectives have been differentiated from nouns.

p t tm pm
1 V/N/A/D V/N/A/D V/N/A/D V/N/A/D
2 \4 N/A/D N/A/D N/A/D
3 \4 N A/D A/D
4 \ N A D
5 Vv N A |
6 \ N
7 \%

Figure 7. Step 4

A priori, there is no reason why a budding system of type 1 might not abstain
from the third step or the fourth step, but apparently Hengeveld found no such sys-
tems.

4. Broadening the perspective

The Amsterdam typology constrains linguistic diversity in a powerful way. How-
ever, it is based on a very impoverished model of part-of-speech systems. Compared
to most other models of part-of-speech systems, the Amsterdam model recognises
very few parts of speech.’ Pronoun, article, preposition, conjunction, quantifier, nu-
meral, and interjection have no place in the typology. Moreover, the model does not
take into account formal differentiation of parts of speech by means of inflectional,
function-indicating, and derivational morphology. Nor does it take into account the
interaction of functional and formal differentiation with semantic differentiation.

It is useful to compare the Amsterdam model to the list of pfpo Aéyov (méroi
légou, parts of speech) posited for Classical Greek by Dionysios Thrax (Robins
1990: 39) (see Table 1) and the list of Latin partes orationis, derived from the Greek
list by Apollonios Dyscolos (Itkonen 1991: 201-216) and Priscian by omitting arti-
cle, which Latin lacks, and adding interjection (Robins 1990: 66) (see Table 2).
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onoma (noun)

rhéma (verb)
metoché (participle)
arthron (article)

antonymia (pronoun)

prothesis (preposilion)
epirrhéma (adverb)

syndesmos (conjunction)

a part of speech inllected for case, signifying a concrete or ab-
stract entity

a part of speech without case inflection, but inflected for tense,
person, and number, signifying an activity or process performed
or undergone

a part of speech sharing the features of the verb and the noun

a part of speech inflected for case, preposed or postposed to
nouns

a part of speech substitutable for a noun and marked for person

a part of speech placed before other words in composition and in
syntax

a part of speech without inflection, in modification or in addition
to a verb

a part of speech binding together the discourse and filling gaps in
its interpretation

Table 2. Partes orationis

ndomen (noun)

verbum (verb)

participium (participle)

prondomen (pronoun)

adverbium (adverb)

praepositio (preposition)

interiectié (interjection)

coniunctio (conjunction)

the property of the noun is to indicate a substance and a quality,
and it assigns a common or a particular quality to every body or
thing

the property of a verb is to indicate an action or a being acted on;
it has tense and mood forms, but is not case inflected

a class of words always derivationally referable to verbs, sharing
the categories of verbs and nouns (tenses and cases), and there-
fore distinct from both

the property of the pronoun is its substitutability for proper nouns
and its specifiability as to person (first, second, or third)

the property of the adverb is to be used in construction with a
verb, to which 1t is syniactically and semantically subordinate

the property of the preposition is to be used as a separate word
before case-inflected words, and in composition belore both case-
inflected and non-case-inf{lected words

a class of words syntactically independent of verbs, and indicat-
ing a feeling or a state of mind

the property of conjunctions is to join syntactically two or more
members of any other word class, indicating a relationship be-
tween them
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Priscian insists that his list of partes orationis presents them in their “natural or-
der” (Covington 1984: 5-6), and the order in which Dionysios’ and Priscian’s sys-
tems of parts of speech are presented is in fact quite systematic.

Robins (1990: 39) suggests that Dionysios’ and Priscian’s systems of parts of
speech are primarily based on a morphological classification of words, which is
most clearly described by Varro (Robins 1990: 58-59), who distinguishes words
inflected for case, but not for tense, words inflected for ténse, but not for case, words
inflected for both case and tense, and uninflected words. In feature notation:

[+case; —tense]
[~case; +tense]
[+case; +tense]
[—case; —tense]

S

However, if we spell out these features for the parts of speech recognised by Di-
onysios, we see that Varro’s morphological classification does not constitute the
only organising principle of the system. If it did, article and pronoun should imme-
diately follow noun in Dionysios’ list.

1. [+case; —tense] noun

2.  [-case; +tense] verb

3. [+case; +tense] participle
4. [+case; —tense] article

5. [+case; —tense] pronoun

6. [—case; —tense] preposition
7.  [-case; —tense) adverb

8. [-case; —tense] conjunction

Rather, the morphological classification is combined with and partially overridden
by a syntactic classification. The syntactic functions of nouns as subjects and verbs
(and participles) as predicates are only presupposed (for this point, see e.g. Itkonen
1991: 177-178, 186—187), but the other parts of speech are explicitly characterised
as to syntactic function. Thus, there is a progression of the following kind in Di-
onysios” list: nouns, verbs and participles, words which modify nouns or substitute
for nouns (article, pronoun), words which modify both nouns and verbs (preposi-
tion), words which modify verbs (adverb), and words which join other words to-
gether (conjunction).

Priscian’s system is a slight variation on this system, with article missing, words
which modify both nouns and verbs after words which modify only verbs, and an-
other non-modifier part of speech, interjection, added before conjunction.
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Finally, the systems are grounded in a semantic interpretation of nouns and verbs
as words which denote substance and action, respectively. This grounding justifies
the ordering of nouns, which denote a semantically and ontologically primary cate-
gory, before verbs, which denote a semantically and ontologically secondary cate-
gory—and of adnominals before adverbials. Possibly, the syntactic functions of
noun and verb are held to follow from the semantic interpretations of these parts of
speech and need not be explicitly mentioned. The complete Dionysian system 1is thus
as follows:

1 substance [+case; —tense} noun

2 action [-case; +tense] verb

3 [+case; +tense] participle
4. N modifier [+case; —tense] article

5. N substitute [+case; —tense] pronoun

6 X modifier [—case; —tense] preposition
7 V modifier [—case; —tense] adverb

8 conjoiner [-case; —tense] conjunction

In other words, in Dionysios’ and Priscian’s systems, a part of speech is individu-
ated by a characteristic combination of a syntactic function, an inflectional pattern,
and a semantic category. For example, a full characterisation of the class of nouns,
including the presupposed notion of subject, is given by the combination:

(2) Subject,
inflected for case, not for tense,
signifying person or thing.

Thus, instead of the Amsterdam model’s single dimension of differentiation—syn-
tactic function—the classical models recognise three dimensions of differentiation:
semantic category, syntactic function, and inflection. In what follows, I will show
that the higher resolution permitted by the classical models is descriptively desirable
(see also Anward-—Moravcsik—Stassen 1997).

5. An elaborated model

The dynamic model presented in section 3 is basically a stylised model of language
acquisition. However, as such, it is not entirely realistic. Syntactic functions do not
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seem to be introduced one by one in the manner suggested by steps one through
four.

Rather, the development of syntactic complexity passes through three stages of a
quite different kind. In the first stage, the one-word stage, utterances are co-
extensive with single words. In this stage, the utterances in (3a) are possible utter-
ances, but not the utterances in (3b) or (3c). In the second stage, the two-word stage,
a word can be construed with exactly one more word. THus, (3a) and (3b) are possi-
ble utterances in this stage, but not (3c). Finally, in the third stage, constructions can
be embedded within other constructions, allowing for all of (3a), (3b), and (3¢).

(3) a. Banana; Yellow; Good
b. Yellow banana; Banana good; Very good
c. The yellow banana is very good

These stages can be roughly characterised in the following way. In the first stage,
words are used as complete utterances. In the second stage, a word may also be con-
strued with a modifier or a term. In the third stage, terms and modifiers may them-
selves be construed with their own terms and/or modifiers. In what follows, I will
outline a dynamic model of this kind.

6. Step one revisited

6.1. Semantic background

Let us retrace step 1. To begin with, I make the fairly uncontroversial assumption
that words are semantically differentiated, even when used as one-word utterances
{see e.g. Schlesinger 1982). I will furthermore use the semantic landscape in (C)
(Stassen 1997: chapter 14) to structure this semantic differentiation.

C event
place
time
property
quantity
person/thing
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The landscape in (C) is based on a one-dimensional projection of the semantic land-
scape used by Stassen (1997: chapter 14) to model the varieties of intransitive predi-
cation in the languages of the world:

D event
place
property
class
entity

Stassen (1997: 578-581) argues that (D) forms “a universally valid semantic or cog-
nitive space. It is a point of departure shared by all natural languages in the encoding
of intransitive predication”.

In order to ensure a better coverage of lexical diversity, | have added the addi-
tional categories of time and quantity (cf. Anward forthcoming). I also depart from
Stassen in collapsing his two categories of class and entity into the single category
of person/thing. The distinction is important to Stassen’s investigation (and to a
more detailed model), but need not be observed in the present context.

The semantic categories in (C)—and (D)—are ordered along a rough scale of
time-stability (Givon 1984: 51-52; see also Stassen 1997: 15-16, 578-581 for a
recent assessment), from the least stable entities (event) to the most stable entities
(person and thing). In Stassen’s model, there is also an additional scale of spatio-
temporal specification, which, however, 1 will disregard here.

This means that the first step can be more precisely reformulated, as in (E).

E Introduce an expression for category K in root function, where K is event,
place, time, property, quantity, person, or thing.

An expression which by itself constitutes an independent utterance (or root sen-
tence, in the sense of Emonds 1976) is (not yet) a predicate, since it is not construed
with a term or modifier. That is why I have used root rather than predicate to desig-
nate the syntactic function of holophrastic words.

Using a few examples from the one-word utterances of the Swedish girl Embla
(Lange—Larsson 1973): oj ‘oh’, hjdlpa ‘help’, ramla ‘fall’, ddr ‘there’, nu ‘now’,
stor ‘big’, mera ‘more’, mamma ‘mummy’, and bil ‘car’, we can construct a small
concrete case of step | for Swedish:
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semantic category root function (r) N
event of
hjdlpa
ramla
.
time hu
place dar
property stor
quantity mera
person/ mamma/
_ thing bil

Figure 8. Step | in Swedish

6.2. Identification

An interesting question is whether lexical items are ever introduced more than once
at this stage, if they ever lexicalise more than one of the categories in (C). Available
evidence on early stages of language acquisition indicates that multiple lexicalisa-
tion of this kind is uncommon. There are reported cases where early items lexicalise
more than one category (reported as mistakes in part-of-speech assignment in Schle-
singer 1982: 222-223), but these are neither frequent nor systematic. Even the oft-
discussed cases of over-extension in the one-word stage typically respect semantic
category (see e.g. De Villiers—De Villiers 1979: 35-42).

We can make sense of this by means of the following—almost banal—condition
on the use of linguistic expressions:

F  Identification
An expression must be identifiable as to semantic category and syntactic func-

tion.

Syntactic function of expressions used in one-word utterances is of course no prob-
lem. Semantic category of such expressions may be determined either by contextual
priming or by previous use. Since previous use tends to block new contextual prim-
ing (Bichsel 1969), it follows that expressions used in one-word utterances tend to
get “stuck” in the semantic category they are originally placed in.
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7. Syntagmatic expansion

7.1. Terms and modifiers

Further functions are introduced through a process of syntagmatic expansion. Basi-
cally, this process involves the following two moves:

G Syntagmatic expansion
1. Construe an expression for category K in function F with a term expression.
2. Construe an expression for category K in function F with a modifier expres-
sion

The distinction between term and modifier is essentially that established already
by the modistae (Covington 1979). In modern terms, the contrast amounts to the
following: in a head—term construction, such as verb-object, the head is predicated
of the term; in a head—modifier expression, such as noun—adjective, the modifier is
predicated of the head. Thus, a head requires terms to be saturated, and can only be
construed with as many terms as can saturate it. Modifiers, on the other hand, are
not required by a head, and there can be an indefinite number of modifiers of a sin-
gle head.

When a root expression is construed with a term expression, we get a sub-
ject—predicate construction. A predicate expression can then in turn be construed
with a term expression, with a transitive predicate—object construction as result. Fi-
nally, a term expression can itself be construed with a term expression, giving rise to
possessor—head constructions.

Predicate and term expressions can then be construed with modifiers, giving rise
to predicate modifiers (adverbials) and term modifiers (attributes), and such modifi-
ers can themselves in turn be construed with terms and modifiers.

7.2. Dependent predicates

In Swedish, as in English, words such as nu, ddr, stor, mera, mamma, and bil, i.e.
adverbs, adjectives, quantifiers, and nouns, cannot be directly construed as predi-
cates:

(4) a. *Dernu ‘It now’
b. *Hon dir ‘She there’
c. *Han stor ‘He big’
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d. *Det mera ‘That more’
e. *Det bil ‘That car’

Instead, adverbs, adjectives, quantifiers, and nouns are construed as dependent
predicates, or predicatives, of another predicate, with which they “share” a term.

(5) a.  Detarnu. ‘It is now.”
b. Hon ar dar. ‘She is there.’
c. Hanar stor. ‘He is big.’
d. Detdr mera. “That is more.’
e. Detdrenbil ‘That is a car.’

A dependent predicate, such as hungry in John was hungry and Joan kept John hun-
gry, is predicated of a term of its head. The semantic operation involved is func-
tional composition (Steedman 1985: 530-533), whereby the predicates expressed by
head and dependent form a composite predicate: ‘is(x)’ and ‘hungry(y)’ become
‘is(hungry(y))’, ‘keep(x, y)’ and ‘hungry(z)’ become ‘keep(x, hungry(z))’.

There are also cases such as Joan wrote the book hungry, where a dependent ex-
presses an additional predication about the subject or object of its head. In this case,
functional composition results in a conjoined predicate: ‘wrote(x, the-book) & hun-
gry(x)’.

Obviously, then, we need a third move of syntagmatic expansion:

H  Syntagmatic expansion

Construe an expression in predicate function with a dependent predicate ex-
pression.

7.3. Functional licensing

As pointed out by Jespersen (1924), part-of-speech distinctions are licensed only by
“shallow” positions in a sentence: predicate, subject/object, adverbial, attribute in
main clauses. Thus, we would be surprised if a [anguage would use a particular class
of lexical items which, like the nonce-word meddy in (6b), can only be used as
modifiers of attributes in subordinate clauses.

(6) a. She made avery good suggestion.
b. [t is evident that she made a meddy good suggestion.
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This restriction is of course already incorporated in the Amsterdam model, where
only term, term modifier, and predicate modifier functions may trigger part-of-
speech distinctions.

There is reason though to relax the restriction slightly. It is true that different types
of terms do not seem to license distinct lexical classes. There is no known language
where one class of words is used for subjects, one class of words is used for objects,
and one class of words is used for possessors. However, in the case of pronouns,
there might be small tendencies in this direction. Thus, personal pronouns may have
suppletive forms in different term functions (e.g. /—me), reflexive pronouns cannot
be used as subjects, and logophoric pronouns are restricted to subordinate clauses.

When it comes to modifiers, it is fairly usual for predicate modifiers and term
modifiers to license distinct classes of lexical items. However, there are also items
which are licensed by other modifier functions. For example, the word ganska
‘rather’ in Swedish can be used neither as term modifier nor as predicate modifier,
but only as modifier of another modifier:

(7) a. *Hansprang ganska ‘He ran rather’
b. *Han dr en ganska lopare ‘He is a rather runner’
c. Han sprang ganska snabbt ‘He ran rather fast’
d. Han dr en ganska snabb lopare ‘A rather fast runner’

As a preliminary generalisation, we can use (I).

I A lexical item can be licensed only by its immediate syntactic function, that
function being specified as either ‘¢’ (root, predicate, term, or modifier) or
‘modifier of ¢’.

7.4. Optional functions

A further ingredient of the Amsterdam model is the notion that a language need not
use all of the syntactic functions made possible by (G) and (H). Indeed, there seem
to be languages which lack predicate modifiers, using serial or medial verbs—i.e.
verbs in dependent predicate function—instead, as predicted by the Amsterdam
model. Contrary to the predictions of the model, there also seem to be languages
which lack term modifiers, using predicate modifiers (or something equivalent) to
express term modification. Hixkaryana and other Carib languages are examples of
languages that approximate this type (Derbyshire 1979). Following Whorf (1945)
and Sasse (1988), Hengeveld (1992: 67) also proposes that there are languages
which lack terms altogether and express everything through series of predicates.
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However, proposed examples of such languages, Wakashan and Iroquoian lan-
guages, do not actually seem to fit the type (Jacobsen 1979; Mithun 1997). A possi-
ble conclusion is that the term part of (G) is the only obligatory component of syn-
tagmatic expansion.

8. Paradigmatic expansion

8.1. Introduction and recycling

Fillers for a new functional slot made available by (G) are recruited by two methods,
corresponding to D2 and D3 in section 2: a new item can be introduced as an ex-
pression for a certain category in the new function, or an expression for a certain
category in an old function can be recycled as an expression for that or another cate-
gory in the new function. However, it is not really motivated to treat these methods
as mutually exclusive alternatives, as they are in section 2. To take a simple exam-
ple, consider again the case of ganska ‘rather’ in Swedish. This is certainly an item
that is introduced as an expression for quantity in modifier of modifier function in
Swedish. However, it co-exists happily with other expressions of quantity in that
function, for example hemskt ‘terribly’, which are best seen as recycied expressions
for property in predicate modifier and/or term modifier function. Witness the sen-
tences in (8), for example.

(8) a.  Hansprang hemskt.
‘He ran in a terrible manner.’

b. Han dr en hemsk lopare.
‘He is a terrible runner.’

c. Han sprang hemskt fort.
‘He ran terribly fast.’

d. Han dr en hemskt snabb lopare.
‘He is a terribly fast runner.’
In the normal case, rather, lexical resources for a function are recruited by both

methods. This is made explicit in (J).

J Paradigmatic expansion
1. Introduce an expression for category K in function F.
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2. Use an expression for category K in function F as an expression for category
K’ in function F".
8.2. Recycling and identification

Following Hopper—Thompson (1984) and Croft (1990), we recognise certain “un-
problematic” combinations of semantic category and syntactic function:

Temantic category syntactic {unction
event predicate
time modifier
place modifier
property modifier
quantity modifier
person/thing term

Figure 9. Unproblematic category/function combinations

In this context, I will simply accept the arguments by Hopper—Thompson and
Croft that the unproblematic nature of the combinations in Figure 9 is grounded in
human experience and practice. For some further discussion, see Lyons (1977:
chapter 11.3) and Anward—Lindblom (forthcoming: section 10).

A consequence of Figure 9 is that expressions in non-root function can get their
syntactic functions determined by their semantic categories. An expression for event
in root function which is recycled in non-root function can be identified as an ex-
pression for event in predicate function. An expression for person/thing in root
function which is recycled in non-root, non-predicate function can be identified as
an expression for person/thing in term function, and so on.

Thus, simple recycling of root expressions will be streamlined by the principle of
identification in (F) into the combinations of Figure 9. Once a slot for a new func-
tion has been established in this way, new expressions can be introduced into that
function. For example, if Diagonalise this matrix is heard as an answer to the ques-
tion What should I do next?, and it is clear from the context that this matrix signifies
a thing, then the semantic category of diagonalise—event—follows from its occur-
rence in predicate function in an utterance which as a whole signifies an event.
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9. Inflectional elaboration and take-over

9.1. Inflectional elaboration

As Hopper—Thompson (1984) show, expressions for event in predicate function
and expressions for person/thing in term function are’ loci for inflectional elabora-
tion. Nominal morphology—inflection for definiteness, number, gender, case, and
possessor agreement—is maximally elaborated on expressions for person/thing in
term function, and verbal morphology—inflection for finiteness, tense, mood, as-
pect, subject agreement, and object agreement—is maximally elaborated on expres-
sions for event in predicate function.
This is made explicit in (K).

K Inflectional elaboration
1. Add verbal inflection to an expression for event in predicate function.

2. Add nominal inflection to an expression for person/thing in term function.

Inflectional elaboration is subject to considerable variation in the world’s languages.

Verb Noun Language

f SO k (d) Chukchi

f S0 P Ainu

f k Finnish

f s k Nama

f S k Archi

f s k p Bororo

f s Kobon

f k d Maori

f d Swedish
Yoruba

Figure 10. Inflectional elaboration in the pilot sample

In the languages of the pilot sample—as shown in Figure 10 above—nouns in argu-
ment function are maximally inflected for case (k), determiner categories (d), such
as number and definiteness, and possessor agreement (p), while verbs in predicate
function are maximally inflected for finiteness (f), subject agreement (s), and object
agreement (0).
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However, none of these inflections is obligatory. Judging just from the data in
Figure 10—which of course are very limited—we can see some further tendencies at
work. To begin with, nominal inflection implies verbal inflection. There are lan-
guages, such as Yoruba, which completely lack inflections, there are languages,
such as Kobon, which have only verbal inflection, and there are languages that have
both nominal and verbal inflection. Secondly, on verbs, object agreement implies
subject agreement, and subject agreement implies finiteness inflection. Finally, as
demonstrated by Allen (1964) and Seiler (1983), possessor agreement may be iden-
tical to either subject agreement or object agreement. In the pilot sample, possessor
agreement is identical to subject agreement in Ainu and Bororo, and subject agree-
ment in Nama is identical to determiner inflection.

9.2. Inflectional take-over

Through a process of take-over (Stassen 1997), inflections are recycled in contexts
which are not subject to inflectional elaboration. The simplest cases of take-over are
“vertical” and “horizontal” take-over. Vertical take-over, which is described in great
cross-lingustic detail by Stassen (1997) for intransitive predication, is a process
whereby the inflection on expressions for K in function F is recycled on expressions
for K’ in function F. In Bororo, for example, verbal inflection is recycled on nouns
in predicate function; in Swedish, nominal inflection on nouns in dependent predi-
cate function is recycled on adjectives in dependent predicate function. Horizontal
take-over is a process whereby the inflection on expressions for category K in func-
tion F is recycled on expressions for category K in function F’. For example, all of
the languages in the pilot sample have the same inflection on nouns in term function
and nouns in dependent predicate function.

L Inflectional take-over
Use the inflection on expressions for category K in function F
on expressions for category K’ in function F
and/or expressions for category K in function F’.

10. Swedish, for example

Syntagmatic expansion—(G) and (H)—introduces predicates, terms, modifiers, and
dependent predicates, and construes them with terms and modifiers. Paradigmatic
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expansion—(E) and (J)—introduces root and predicate expressions and recycles
them as term expressions and modifier expressions. Inflectional eiaboration and
take-over—(K) and (L)}—introduce and recycle inflections.

items functions
P dp t _pm tm mm
event o]
hjdlpa f f
ramla f f
time nu - - -
ofta - - -
place dar - - -
property stor d d d
quantity mera d d d d
Sju — - - d
person/ mamma d d
thing bil d d

Figure 11. Part-of-speech differentiation in Swedish

Together, these processes split the Swedish words discussed earlier, oj ‘oh’, Ajdlpa
‘help’, ramla ‘fall’, dar ‘there’, nu ‘now’, stor ‘big’, mera ‘more’, mamma ‘mum-
my’, and bil ‘car’ into several groups. This is shown in Figure 11, where I have also
included the words offa ‘often’ and sju ‘seven’, to better approximate the true diver-
sity of Swedish words.

First, interjections such as o/, are differentiated from all other kinds of expres-
sions. Interjections are expressions that only have a root function (r). They are not
construed with subjects, and cannot be used as terms.

There are normally at least four subclasses of interjections (Ameka 1992): expres-
sive interjections (‘ouch’, ‘oh’, ‘wow’, ‘aha’), directive interjections (‘hush’, ‘psst’,
‘hey’), phatic interjections (‘mhm’, ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘huh’), and descriptive interjections
(‘wham’, ‘thud’, ‘bang’), also called ideophones or expressives. Expressive, direc-
tive, and phatic interjections index aspects of the speech event, while ideophones
signify topical events in an essentially iconic way.

In Anward (1986), I propose that expressive, directive, and phatic interjections are
pragmatically saturated, i.e. predicated of speaker and/or hearer, and that this is what
keeps them from being construed with terms or recycled as dependent expressions.
Ideophones, on the other hand, can be recycled as dependent expressions in some
languages.
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Secondly, predicate use (p) differentiates verbs from other non-interjections. Only
the verbal kind of event expressions, such as #jdlpa and ramla, can, without formal
modification, be used as predicate expressions. As shown in (4) and (5), other ex-
pressions can only be used in dependent predicate function (dp).

Note that verbs too can appear in dependent predicative function. Some languages
such as Kobon and Yoruba, and to some extent Nama, in the pilot sample, have
regular serial verb constructions, as in (9), from Baker (1989: 516).

(9) Yoruba
Adjé  gbé aso wo.
Aje took  dress wear
’Aje put on a dress.’

In a serial verb construction, either all verbs have the same inflection, or only one
verb has inflection, while the other verbs are uninflected (Foley—OIlson 1985).

In Swedish, there is a much more restricted construction, with pseudo-coordinated
complements of verbs of location and motion, which shares the constraint that all
verbs must have the same inflection (Anward 1988):

(10) Swedish

a. Han ar och hjdlper  henne.
he is and helps her
‘He is away to help her.’

b. Han gick och ramlade.
he went and fell
‘He accidentally fell down.’

In English, there is a peculiar version of this construction, subject to the constraint
that all verbs in it must be uninflected (Perlmutter 1971). Thus, (11a) is grammati-
cal, but not (11b).

(11) a. Go kiss a duck!
b. *He went kissed a duck.

Verbs are also differentiated from all other words by finiteness inflection in predi-
cate function, which also spreads horizontally to verbs in dependent predicate func-

tion.
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Thirdly, term use (t) differentiates nouns, quantifiers, and numerals from other non-
interjections. Only quantity expressions, such as mera and sju, and person/thing ex-
pressions, such as mamma and bil, can, without formal modification, be used as term
expressions. Contrast, for example, the term use of mera and 3/7 in (12a) and (12b)
with the impossibility of using an adjective as sfark ‘strong’ in the same way, as
shown by (12¢).

(12) a. Enligt Bataille dr mer inte nog.
according Bataille is more not enough
‘According to Bataille, more is not enough.’

b. Enligt Chlebnikov dar 317 nyckeln till vdrldshistorien.
according  Chlebnikov is 317 key of  world history
‘According to Chlebnikov, 317 is the key of world history.’

c. *Enligt Nietzsche dar stark  nodvandigt
according Nietzsche is strong  necessary

‘According to Nietzsche, strong is necessary’

Nouns and some quantifiers are also differentiated by nominal determiner inflec-
tion in term function, which also spreads, first horizontally to nouns and quantifiers
in dependent predicate function, then vertically to adjectives in dependent predicate
function, and then horizontally again to adjectives and (some) quantifiers in modi-
fier functions.

Finally, the class of non-interjections, non-verbs, and non-nouns can, without
formal modification, be used as modifier expressions. In Figure 11, we see four
patterns of use in modifier functions. Words such as mera can be used as predicate
modifier (pm), term modifier (tm), and modifier of another modifier (mm); words
such as nu, ddr, and stor can be used as predicate modifier and term modifier; words
such as offa can be used as predicate modifier and modifier of another modifier; and
words such as sju can be used as term modifier only. This is exemplified in (13).

(13) a. Vikommer nu. ‘We are coming now.’
b.  Vidricker ofta kaffe. ‘We often have coffee.’
c. Visjongdar. ‘We were singing there.’
d. Vi forlorade stort. ‘We lost big=We lost in a big way.’
e. Viarbetar mera. ‘We work more.’
f. *Vihar varit i Rom sju. ‘We have been to Rome seven’
a’. Modet nu dr ganska konstigt. “The fashion now is fairly strange.’
b’. *De ofta kaffepauserna dr trevliga  ‘The often coffee breaks are nice’

*Kaffepauserna ofta dr trevliga

‘The coffee breaks often are nice’
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¢’. Sederna ddr dr behagliga. ‘The customs there are nice.’

d’. De stora fragorna diskuterades. ‘The big questions were discussed.’
e’. Sedan behiovde vi mera dl. ‘Then we needed more beer.’

f. Vi kopte sju flaskor. ‘We bought seven bottles.’

a”. *En nuviktig fraga ‘A now important question’

b”. Den ofta viktiga fragan. ‘The often important question.’

c”. *Enddr viktig fraga ‘A there important question’

d”. *Enstort viktig fraga ‘A bigly important question’

€. En mera viktig fraga. ‘A more important question.’

. *En sju viktig fraga ‘A seven important question’

11. Spread patterns and further introduction

After syntagmatic expansion, paradigmatic expansion, inflectional elaboration, and
inflectional take-over, lexical items thus become associated with characteristic
spread patterns: sets of Dionysian contexts, each context specifying a semantic cate-
gory, a syntactic function, and a pattern of inflection.

Spread patterns, such as those in Figure 11, serve as attractors for further para-
digmatic expansion. For example, when expressions for other categories than event
are introduced in predicate function and expressions for other categories than person
or thing are introduced in term function, these assimilate to the pattern for verbs and
nouns, respectively.

In this way, in Swedish, Figure 11 is expanded to Figure 12. We thus get verbs
which express time, place, property, and quantity, such as forflyta ‘elapse’, bebo
‘inhabit’, leva ‘live’, and foérdkas ‘grow in number’, respectively, and nouns which
express event, time, place, property, and quantity, such as olycka ‘accident’, vecka
‘week’, botten ‘bottom’, mod ‘courage’, and dussin ‘dozen’, respectively.

The assimilation of “problematic” combinations of category and function to ex-
isting spread patterns makes sense in the light of the principle of identification, (F).
Given that the term function of, say, olycka, cannot be predicted from its semantic
category, identification of its term function is only possible if olycka is taken over
by the nominal inflection and position of concrete nouns.

Assimilation of expressions to established spread patterns concerns not only form
and range of functions, but also semantic category, in a subtle way. Following basi-
cally the medieval modistic theory of parts of speech, where each lexical item
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functions
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Figure 12. Part-of-speech differentiation in Swedish (2)

combines a lexical content, its individual meaning, with a mode of signification, a
meaning ascribed to it through a particular part-of-speech membership, we can say
that forflyta ‘elapse’ signifies an interval viewed as an event or process, while vecka
‘week’ signifies an interval viewed as a thing or entity (for a similar analysis, see

Langacker 1987).

12. Steps two to four, take two

Let us now return to what would correspond to steps two, three, and four in the pre-
sent model. As we have seen, in the case of Swedish, there are two means of lexical
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differentiation involved, inflectional elaboration and recycling, and spread over a
range of functions.

12.1. Dependent predicates

In the pilot sample, distribution over the functions of predicate and dependent predi-
cate and inflectional elaboration of predicates and dependent predicates will distin-
guish at most three parts of speech.

As shown in extensive detail by Stassen (1997), inflection in predicate function
can be described as an alignment of the three options of verbal inflection (v), no
inflection (-), and nominal inflection (n) with the semantic landscape in (D), in such
a way that “v”, “—” and “n” form a sequence <v—n>, each inflection covers a con-
tinuous stretch of the landscape, and the leftimost inflection in the sequence is al-
ways linked to event.

The names of differentiated parts of speech in predicate function are best based on

semantic category, as in Figure 13.

semantic category part of speech
event verb
time adverb, adposition
place adverb, adposition
property adjective
quantity quantifier, numeral
person/thing noun

Figure 13. Part-of-speech names

The principle of naming is that a class of items that includes expressions for cate-
gory K in predicate function gets the name associated with K. In addition, we need
something very similar to Hengeveld’s Part-of-Speech Hierarchy (repeated below)
as a preference ordering for naming.

M Verb > Noun > Adjective > Adverb

Thus, a class which includes expressions for both event and person/thing in predi-

cate function would be called verb.
In the pilot sample, there are four attested combinations of verbal inflection (v), no

inflection (—), and nominal inflection (n) in predicate position:
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1 v inp: Bororo, Swedish, Finnish, Ainu
2. vand-inp: Archi, Chukchi, Nama, Kobon
3. —inp: Yoruba

4. vandninp: Maori

In dependent predicate function, the same inflections are available. However, only
no inflection and nominal inflection are distinctive. They may either be used to in-
troduce items in dependent predicate function, which cannot be used in predicate
function, or to differentiate items which can be used in predicate function. In Swed-
ish, no inflection and nominal inflection differentiate prepositions and nouns, none
of which can be used as predicates. In Nama, nominal inflection in dependent predi-
cate function differentiates nouns and adjectives. Nouns occur with no inflection in
predicate function and with nominal inflection in dependent predicate function. Ad-
jectives occur with no inflection in predicate function, and do not appear in depend-
ent predicate function. The differentiations appearing in the sample are shown in
Figure 14.°

12.2. Flexibility reconsidered

Turning now to recycling of lexical items, we learn from the Amsterdam model that
there is a sharp contrast between languages with and languages without a verb-noun
distinction. However, when facts are reconsidered with the higher resolution pro-
vided by full Dionysian contexts, this picture is changed in an interesting way.

A first point is that what appear to be cases of verb-noun neutralisation in the low
resolution description of the Amsterdam model might turn out to be not quite that
when looked at with the higher resolution provided by full Dionysian contexts.®

In Maori, for example, which in a low-resolution description looks like a language
where both nouns and verbs can be used as both terms and predicates, apparently
nouns cannot be used as expressions for event. There seem to be no basic nouns
which refer to events, and a basic noun which refers to person or thing cannot be
recycled as an expression for event in predicate function, but must preserve its se-
mantic category in predicate function. Moreover, there is a fairly sharp distinction
between verbal and nominal sentences in Maori, and although verbs can appear in
both nominal and verbal sentences, nouns cannot appear in verbal sentences. Thus,
the verb-noun contrast in predicate and term functions in Maori takes the form as
shown in Figure 15 (“v” and “n” stand for verbal and nominal infiection, respec-
tively).
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language predicate dependent predicate
Bororo Verb
Archi Verb
Noun
Chukcht Verb
Num
Noun Noun n
Finnish Verb
Adposition -
Noun n
Swedish Verb Verb v
Adposition -
Noun n
Nama Verb Verb -
Adjective
Noun Noun n
Kobon Verb Verb
Adjective -
Noun Noun n
Yoruba Verb Verb -
Adjective
Noun -
Ainu Verb
Noun -
Maori Verb
Noun

Figure 14. Step 2, first part. in the pilot sample

infl predicate term
event v Verb
n Verb
person/ v
thing n Verb Verb
Noun Noun
Figure 15. Maori
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A second point is that apparently rigid languages may be more flexible than the
Amsterdam model would lead us to believe. Consider the situation in Swedish,
which has a traditional verb-noun contrast. As we have seen, there is a class of basic
abstract nouns in Swedish, but they are clearly too few to secure even a modest ex-
pressivity for the combination of event and term. Rather, what is being used in
Swedish to secure such expressivity is what we might call marked recycling:’ de-
verbal action nouns, derived by means of the suffix -dnde. Likewise, the counter-
parts in Swedish to recycled verbs with nominal inflection as expressions for per-
son/thing are deverbal agentive nouns, derived by means of the suffix -are. The
Swedish system is summarised in Figure 16 (“Noun(ii)” indicates basic abstract
nouns, and the distinction between true predicate and dependent predicate is ig-
nored).

infl | predicate term
event v Verb
n Verb-ande
Noun(ii)
person/ v
thing n Verb-are Verb-are
Noun Noun

Figure 16. Swedish

What is significant about Figure 15 and Figure 16 is that Maori, a flexible language
in the narrow sense, and Swedish, a language with a more tradittonal verb-noun dis-
tinction, both manage to provide expressions for all four possible combinations of
semantic category and syntactic function. Both languages, one by simple recycling,
the other by marked recycling, thus manage to achieve full expressibility for the
combinations of event, person/thing, predicate, and term.

In fact, as De Groot (1997) has shown, this kind of balance of simple and marked
recycling is common. When simple recycling cannot land an expression in a new
function, often marked recycling will do the trick.> And this means that part-of-
speech flexibility, in a looser sense than Hengeveld’s, might be a much more com-
mon situation than the Amsterdam typology would lead us to think.
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12.3. Recycling re-analysed

The information available in full Dionysian contexts also allows for a sharper de-
scription of what actually happens in lexical recycling. Suppose we start with the
following contexts in (N) and look at what happens when verbs are recycled as term

expressions.

N 1. Verb
Expression for event in predicate function.
Construed with subject in predicate function.
Verbal inflection in predicate function.

2. Noun
Expression for person/thing in term function.
Construed with possessor in term function.
Nominal inflection in term function.

The simple generalisation, due to Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993), is that the verb ac-
quires a new context, which is a combination of the contexts in (N1) and (N2). This
new context ranges from a completely verbal context, a balancing subordinate
clause, where the verb is construed with a subject and takes main clause verbal in-
flection in term function, to a completely nominal context, a complete nominalisa-
tion, where the verb is construed with a possessor and takes nominal inflection in
term function. An interesting intermediate case is where a subordinate clause takes
nominal inflection as an external inflection, but keeps verbal inflection and govern-
ment in its internal structure. For example, in the Salish language Lushootseed (Van
Eijk—Hess 1986: 324), a main clause, such as (14a), can also, construed with an
article, be used as term expression, as in (14b).

(14) a. KaxWa-c
help:3SG-TRANSITIVE. 1SG
‘(s)he helps me’

b. MaxWa-c
ART help:3SG-TRANSITIVE.1SG
’the one who helps me’

Example (14b) also illustrates the general point that a verb in term function, even
though fairly verbal in its trimmings, may also assimilate to the dominant semantic
category of the part of speech typically associated with that function, namely the
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category of nouns. Compare also the two meanings, activity and resulting thing, of
the English deverbal nouns painting and invention.

In general, an expression for semantic category K, which is recycled in function F,
will either retain its category or be taken over by the category that is typical of ex-
pressions in F. Given the requirement on identification of semantic category, these
are in fact the only possible outcomes of recycling, unless the recycled expression is
explicitly marked. ’

The fate of an expression in a new function can then be described as any combi-
nation of the following submoves:

O 1. The recycled expression loses its original inflection.
2. The recycled expression is taken over by the dominant inflection of the new
function.
3. The recycled expression is taken over by the dominant semantic category of
the new function.
4. The new function and/or category is marked on the recycled expression.

12.4. Terms

If we now add term function to Figure 14, we get Figure 17.°

In all 10 languages of the pilot sample, both verb and noun occur in both (depend-
ent) predicate function and term function. The generalisation proposed in section
12.2—that part-of-speech flexibility, in a less narrow sense than Hengeveld’s, might
be the normal situation—is thus heavily supported for nouns and verbs in predicate
and term functions. Thus, term function is in fact not very differentiating. There is
only a small increase of part-of-speech distinctions from Figure 14, with 15 distinc-
tions, to Figure 17, with 18 distinctions.

There is a further interesting generalisation in Figure 17. If we compare the
markings (inflection and function-indicating marking (n)) of verbs in predicate
function and verbs in term function, we note that they are different in 8 out of 10
cases. The markings of nouns in predicate function and term function are different in
7 out of 8 cases.

Moreover, we note that in Maori, where nouns are not differentiated in predicate
and term functions, there is an invariant predicate position which serves to differen-
tiatiate nouns in predicate function and nouns in term function. Indeed, Hengeveld—
Rijkhoff-—Siewierska (1997) have argued that flexibility in the narrow sense is
strongly correlated with easily identifiable predicate positions.
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language predicate dependent predicate term
Bororo Verb v Verb (n)S
Noun v Noun n
Archi Verb v Verb nuS
Num -
Noun - Noun n
Chukchi Verb v Verb nu
Num -
Noun v Noun n Noun n
Finnish Verb v Verb (nm) u(S)
Adposition (n)
Noun n Noun n
Swedish Verb v Verb v Verb (m) u (S)
Adposition -
Num - Num -
Noun n Noun n
Nama Verb v Verb - Verb (n) n(S)
Adjective -
Noun - Noun n Noun n
Kobon Verb v Verb Verb u(s)
Adjective —u -
Noun - Noun - Noun -
Yoruba Verb - Verb - Verb (S)
Adjective -
Noun — Noun -
Ainu Verb v Verb ((S)
Noun - Noun —
Maori Verb v Verb n (S)
Noun n Noun n

Figure 17. Step 2, second part, in the pilot sample

In other words, judging from the pilot sample, we come very close to the conclu-
sion that noun-verb flexibility in predicate and term functions is all-pervasive, al-
though its form is constrained by the principle of identification, (F). If simple recy-
cling is sufficient for identification of non-typical functions of nouns and verbs,

simple recycling is used. If not, marked recycling is used.
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12.5. Modifiers

Finally, if we add predicate modifier function and term modifier function to Figure
17, as in Figure 18,'® we see that differentiation is much increased.

language d t pm tm

Bororo \Y v \Y% (n)S Vv n
Adv -

A v A -
N N n N n

Archi \Y V |{nuS| V n \% nu

p (n) P ny

[A] -

Num - Num | -p | Num -

N - N n N n N ny

Chukchi \' v \Y ny Vv n \Y ny
Adv -
[P] n

A v A np

language p d t m tm
Finnish |V | v \% (n) 1 (S) \Y (m)u(S) V | (n)u(S)
Adv -
P (n) P (n)
A n A -l A n
Num | n | Num n Num n
N n N n N n N ny
Swedish [ V| v \Y v \Y% (n) u(S) \Y (n)p (S) V | (n)u(S)
Adv -
P - P - P -
A n A - A n
Num | - | Num -
N n N n N n
time
Nama Viv \% - V [ (n)p(S) Vv nusS
P -
Al - A (n)
Num -
N |- N n N n N n
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language p dp t pm tm
Kobon \Y v \Y% \Y T Y _T
Adv -u Adv - Adv | -pu
p -
A -u - A —
Num
N -H N -u N - N - N -H
place
Yoruba v - v - Vo u(s) Vo (S)
[P] -
A - A - A ~
| Nl - [N - | N || N|-p
Ainu \Y v A% u(S) \Y - A% -
state
P -
N ~ N - N -
quant
Maori \" v \% n(S) \" -S \" -S
N N N n N -
place !

As we can see, the picture that emerges from (43) is fairly different from that of the
Amsterdam model .

First, as we have already seen, a distinct class of nouns does not exclude verbs
from term function. All languages in the sample use verbs in term function.

Secondly, there is no general tendency for languages which use specialised classes
of lexical items in modifier functions to exclude nouns and verbs in modifier func-
tions. Rather, there seems to be a tendency to use nouns and verbs as flexibly as
possible. Of the 10 languages in the sample, 8 can use both nouns and verbs as
modifers. Verbs seem to be easier than nouns to recycle, though. In all 10 languages,
verbs can be used as modifiers, but there are 2 languages where nouns cannot be so
used.

This is all the more impressive when we take into account the fact that typical
nouns and verbs need to change category, from event or person/thing to place, time,
property or quantity, in order to serve as modifiers. That this might be something
that actually tends to block recycling is shown by cases where only atypical nouns
and verbs, such as do not need to change category, can be recycled. Such cases in
the sample are place nouns in Kobon and Maori, and temporal nouns in Swedish,
which unlike other nouns can be recycled in predicate modifier function, quantita-
tive nouns in Ainu, which unlike other nouns can be recycled in term modifier func-
tion, and stative verbs in Ainu, which unlike other verbs can be recycled in predicate
modifier function.
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[n predicate modifier function, it appears, though, that recycling requires a fairly
transparent functional identification, which also identifies the new semantic cate-
gory of the recycled items. Typically, this is done by means of case on nouns, and
sometimes on verbs. If case-marking is not available in predicate modifier function,
recycling is more limited, and there tends to be a more extensive use of adpositions
and/or verbs in dependent predicate function (serial verbs). Term modifier function,
on the other hand, does not seem to require any distinctive kind of functional identi-
fication, even though there are languages in the sample, such as Archi and Chukchi,
which have a general way of indicating term modifier function. Thus, it might be the
case that it is in some way easier to recycle items in term modifier function than in
predicate modifier function.

Finally, we can note that the languages in the sample which use adjectives in
predicate modifier function also have adverbs and/or adpositions. Thus, we do not
see, contrary to the predictions of the Amsterdam mode! , any complementarity be-
tween recycled adjectives and adverbs in predicate modifier function.

There is one fairly robust limitation on modifier categories (adverb, adposition,
adjective, numeral) in the sample, though. Except for quantifiers and numerals (and
certain classes of adjectives, such as colour adjectives), modifier categories are not
used in term function. Partly, this result may be an effect of my naming strategy.
Thus, stative verbs in Ainu might just as well have been called adjectives, and
quantitative nouns in the same language might have been called quantifiers (or nu-
merals). However, there is a fair number of well-discriminated modifier categories
in the sample and they typically do not appear in term function.

13. Conclusion

Returning to the three questions | posed in the introduction, I would like to propose
answers along the following lines. As we have seen, languages tend to make optimal
use of their lexical resources. Instead of coining distinct items for every combination
of concept and function, languages tend to recycle items in several functions. But
new functions of old items must be identifiable. This means that each language must
strike a balance between flexibility (recycling) and contrast (identification), and
such balances tend to block complete recycling of all items. Hence, languages tend
to have part-of-speech systems. Since there are several ways in which languages can
strike a balance between flexibility and contrast, languages furthermore tend to have
different part-of-speech systems. And, finally, since part-of-speech systems are the
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outcome of a particular balance of flexibility and contrast, and not of any particular
process of part-of-speech learning, questions of design are beside the point. As I said
in the introduction: speakers do not set out to acquire part-of-speech systems; part-
of-speech systems are what “happen”, as language users strive to maximise meaning
and minimise effort.

Notes

* This is a substantially revised and condensed version of a paper that was originally pre-
sented at a conference on “Functional Approaches to Grammar”, in Albuquerque, New
Mexico, July 1995, and then expanded into a longish manuscript entitled “The Dao of
Lexical Categories”. The research reported herein was partially supported by a grant
from The Swedish Research Council for the Humanities and Social Sciences (*‘Part-of-
speech systems”, 1988-1992). I am grateful to Masja Koptjevskaja-Tamm, Edith
Moravcsik, and Leon Stassen for their stimulating co-construction of much of the con-
tents of this paper. Listening to several heterodox talks by David Gil over the years has
been an invaluable source of inspiration. 1 also wish to thank Petra Vogel for much-
needed encouragement and outstanding patience. Remaining inadequacies and errors
are of course solely my responsibility.

1. It would be instructive to review ideas of what a well-designed part-of-speech system
would be like, as they have appeared in critiques of natural languages, from Ockham to
Reichenbach (see, for example, Eco 1995). I suspect that most of them include the no-
tion that the principle of one form-one meaning is basic to any well-designed part-of-
speech system.

2. More or less the same kind of examples that the modistae used were used by American
structuralists some six hundred years later, to make the same point; sce, for example,
Gleason (1961).

3. The sources for information on these languages are:

Nama: Van Bulck (1952), Westphal (1971); Yoruba: Bamgbose (1966), Rowlands
(1969); Finnish: Hakulinen—Karlsson (1979), Karlsson (1978); Archi: Kibrik (1977);
Chukchi: Bogoras (1922), Skorik (1961-1977), Comrie (1981, 240-251); Ainu: Shi-
batani (1990, 1-86), Maori: Biggs (1969), Bauer (1993); Kobon: Davies (1981);
Bororo: Huestis (1963). For Yoruba, Archi, Chukchi, and Maori, I also draw heavily on
unpublished sketches by Masja Koptjevskaja-Tamm.

4. I should point out, though, that there is a long tradition of recognising only four basic
parts of speech, starting with Varro (Robins 1990: 58-59). In the 20th century, repre-
sentatives of this tradition are Brondal (1928, 1948), Tesniére (1959), and Chomsky
(1970).
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Brondal argues forcefully that parts of speech cannot be grounded in morphological or
syntactic properties, since such properties are accidental and can change. Instead, he
advocates a return to the foundations of the Greek grammatical tradition, the Aristote-
lian categories. However, Brondal argues that only four of the categories are really
needed, that the other categories can be defined in terms of these four, which are sub-
stance (R), relation (r), quantity (D), and quality (d), or, in modern terms, thing, rela-
tion, quantity, and property. .

Tesniére (1959) regards only verb, noun, adjective, and adverb as “full words™ (mots
pleins), relegating all other words to derivational markers, or “empty words” (mots
vides).

Chomsky’s (1970) revival of Varro’s [+case; ftense] model, with N substituted for
case, and V substituted for tense, so that we get noun: [+N; —V], verb: [-N; +V], adjec-
tive: [+N; +V], and adposition: [+N; -V}, is easily the most influential of these four-
category models.

“p” indicates marked recycling (see section 12.2). “n” and “v” indicate nominal and
verbal inflection, respectively. “— means uninflected. An empty cell indicates that a
class of words is not used in the function in question.

This is not to say that there are no genuine cases of verb-noun neutralisations. See
Jelinek—Demers (1994), Gil (1994), and Broschart (1997) for some well-documented
cases.

This is what Kurytowicz (1936) calls syntactic derivation and what Croft (1990) calls
function-indicating morphology. For some further discussion, as well as a more detailed
typology of recyclings, see Anward (forthcoming: section 4.3).

I am ignoring here the argument by Vogel (1996) that flexibility and derivation (in-
cluding conversion) are not the same thing. I hope to return to this issue in another
context.

“S” indicates verbs which are recycled with full verbal government, being construed
with subjects and objects as in finite main clauses. The case where a subordinate clause
takes nominal inflection as an external inflection, but keeps verbal inflection and gov-
ernment in its internal structure, is represented as S with nominal inflection.

“[X]” means that X is a closed class.
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Word classes and sentential functions

D. N. S. Bhat

1. Introduction

There is an enormous amount of variation among languages concerning the number
and type of word classes that they possess. For example, some languages have three
distinct, open classes of nouns, verbs and adjectives, whereas some have only two,
namely nouns and verbs. Some restrict the use of their word classes to specific func-
tions, like nouns for reference, verbs for predication, and adjectives for modification
of nouns, and require the words to be modified in various ways in order to use them
in other functions (like nominalising verbs or adjectives in order to use them for
reference, verbalising nouns or adjectives in order to use them for predication, and
adjectivalising nouns or verbs in order to use them as modifiers of nouns). On the
other hand, some languages allow their words to occur freely in any of the sentential
positions without undergoing any modification whatsoever. These cross-linguistic
variations are generally considered to represent real differences between languages,
even though some linguists would like to believe that the distinctions occurring in
familiar languages can be postulated as the underlying distinctions for all languages.
The question that has generally remained unexplored is the reason why languages
show this enormous amount of variation.

I would like to argue in this paper that a functional basis can be established for
this cross-linguistic variation. We can assume that languages differ from one another
in the strategies that they use for sentence structure, and because of this, they also
differ from one another in the number and type of sentential functions that need to
be expressed, the variations that we find in the number and type of word classes that
these languages possess can then be regarded as a reflection of this variation in the
occurrence of sentential functions. For example, we may have reason to assume, in
the case of languages like Sanskrit, that the strategy used in the structuring of noun
phrases is to juxtapose two different referring words (nouns) rather than to modify a
referring word by a property word (adjective) as in the case of familiar languages like
English; the use of this alternative strategy makes it unnecessary for the former type
of languages to have a distinct class of adjectives, and that is the reason why such a
distinct class did not get lexicalised in them.
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The establishment of such correlations between the occurrence of certain specific
sentential functions and of word classes would also allow us to regard the various
characteristics that the word classes show as being derived from the sentential func-
tions for which the classes have been formed. For example, the assumption of a
correlation between the existence of adjectives as a distinct word class on the one
hand, and of the sentential strategy of modification (i.e. modifying a noun by a
property word) on the other, would allow us to regard the various characteristics that
are manifested by adjectives as being derived from the sentential function of modify-
ing a noun. Thus the tendency of adjectives to denote a single property can be re-
garded as being derived from the fact that the function of modification requires a
single property to be specified; this requirement can also be regarded as being re-
sponsible for the possibility that adjectives, but not nouns or verbs, occur with de-
gree modifiers, since there is a need to indicate a single property in order to estab-
lish degree modification.

One difficulty that we face in establishing these correlations is that there is a lot of
variation among natural languages in their manifestation of these word class distinc-
tions. The adjective-noun (or adjective-verb) distinction, for example, is sharp and
clear cut in some languages, whereas in others it is rather vague, with only a few
minor differences to separate adjectives from nouns (or verbs). The characteristics
that we assign to a given word class would not therefore be shown in their entirety
by all the languages which possess that word class. In order to overcome this prob-
lem, we might postulate two or more idealised language types which represent the
extreme positions; individual languages can then be regarded as being more or less
close to those idealised languages. For example, we can postulate an idealised lan-
guage in which adjectives are maximally distinct from both nouns as well as verbs,
and two additional ones in which adjectives are completely indistinguishable from
(a) nouns and from (b) verbs. These idealised languages would also show to the
maximum the correlatable characteristics for the word classes that they possess.

2. Adjectives as nominal modifiers

The possibility of correlating the presence (or absence) of a particular word class
with the presence (or absence) of a specific sentential function can be illustrated by
examining the occurrence (or non-occurrence) of adjectives as a distinct word class in
various languages. It is generally conceded that there do occur some languages in
which adjectives do not form a distinct word class. For example, Dixon (1982)
points out that most languages of Europe, North Africa, North Asia and Australia
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tend to treat adjectives in a similar way to nouns, whereas in a large number of lan-
guages found over most of North America, East and Southeast Asia, and also the
Pacific, adjectives are indistinguishable from verbs. There are also, of course, several
languages like English and Kannada (Dravidian) in which adjectives are distinct
from both nouns as well as verbs. These latter languages, however, differ from one
another concerning the constitution of the adjectival class, with some like English
having a large, open class of adjectives, and others having only smaller, closed
classes. For example, Sango has about sixty adjectives, Kilivila has about fifty,
Acoli has about forty, Luganda has about thirty, Bemba has about twenty, Supyire
has about ten and Igbo has only eight (see Dixon 1982).

As mentioned earlier, we can account for this cross-linguistic variation by estab-
lishing three different idealised languages, namely (a) in which there would be a
large, open class of nouns, verbs and adjectives, (b) in which there would only be
two comparable major word classes, namely nouns and verbs, with the words which
correspond to the adjectives of the first one being indistinguishable from nouns, and
(c) which is similar to the second one in having only nouns and verbs as the two
major word classes with words which correspond to the adjectives of the first ideal-
ised language being indistinguishable from verbs rather than from nouns. We may
assume further that these three idealised languages differ from one another in the
strategy that they use for constructing noun phrases. In the case of the first one, for
example, we may assume that the strategy in use is the familiar one, namely the use
of words belonging to the adjectival word class as modifiers of nouns. In the case of
the other two languages, however, the strategies would have to be different. In the
second idealised language, we may assume, as pointed out above, that the strategy
in use is juxtaposition; that is, phrases which are comparable to the adjective-noun
constructions of the first idealised language would involve two different nouns used
in juxtaposition. The third idealised language, on the other hand, can be assumed to
use presupposed predication as the strategy for the structuring of its noun phrases;
that is, it would only use verbal (relative) participles even in contexts in which the
first idealised language uses adjectives, and hence there would not be any distinction
between participles and adjectives (presupposed predication and modification) in this
third idealised language.

There do occur natural languages which appear to be very close to these three ide-
alised languages (see Bhat 1994 for details). For example, Kannada is fairly close to
the first one; it has three distinct open word classes of nouns, verbs and adjectives;
its noun phrases involve structures in which adjectives modify their head nouns;
verbal participles can occur in the position of adjectives, but they are different from
adjectives in denoting presupposed predication rather than modification as shown

below:
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(1) a. muri-d-a mane
break-PAST-PARTIC house
‘a broken house’

b. kempu  mane
red house
‘a red house’

Nouns cannot be used in juxtaposition with other nouns; they need to be changed
into their genitive form in order to be related with other nouns in this fashion.

(1) ¢. maNNin-a mane
mud-GEN house
‘a mud house’

On the other hand, we may regard Sanskrit as being very close to the second ide-
alised language mentioned above. It has only two major word classes, namely nouns
and verbs; its noun phrases involve structures with two (or more) juxtaposed nouns,
both of which take the relevant gender/number/case markers; either of them can occur
by itself (see (2c)) and further, their ordering is free (see (2d)), and hence there is no
basis for regarding either of them as the head; either of them can be moved to other
positions in the sentence (see (2¢)), since their relatedness (as parts of a constituent)
is manifested by the gender/number/case marker that they share.

() a. kRSNam sarpam apasyat
black:MASC.SG.ACC snake:MASC.SG.ACC saw:3SG
‘(he) saw a black snake’

b. mRttikam ghatam apasyat
mud:NEUT.SG.ACC POt:NEUT.SG.ACC saw:3sG
‘(he) saw an earthen pot’

c. kRSNam apasyat
black:MASC.8G.ACC saw:3sG
‘(he) saw a black object’

d. sarpam kRSNam apasyat
snake:MASC.SG.ACC black:MASC.SG.ACC saw:35G
‘(he) saw a black snake’

€.  mRttikam apasyat  ghaTam
mud:NEUT.SG.ACC saw:3SG POt:NEUT.SG.ACC
‘(he) saw an earthen pot’
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Notice that none of these possibilities are available in languages of the first type; in
Kannada, for example, modifiers can only precede the head noun; they cannot be
shifted to other positions in the sentence; and further, they cannot also be used (gen-
erally) by themselves without the support of the head noun.

Manipuri, a Tibeto-Burman language, can be regarded as being very close to the
third idealised language mentioned above. It also has only two major word classes,
namely nouns and verbs, but its noun phrases involve structures which contain ver-
bal (relative) participles in all contexts in which languages of the first type use adjec-
tives (it also has such participles occurring in contexts in which the latter use rela-
tive participles). That is, it does not differentiate between modification and presup-
posed predication; it uses only the latter strategy in the structuring of noun phrases.
Words which translate as adjectives are similar to the ones which translate as verbs
in showing all the tense, aspect and mood distinctions in these usages.

(B) a cwy a-san-ba
stick  PREFIX'-long-PARTIC
‘a long stick’

b. coy san-gom-bo
stick  long-PERF-PARTIC
‘a stick which had been long’

4 a mi o-ca-ba
man PREF -€at-PARTIC
‘a man who eats’

b. mi ca-ram-bo
man ¢at-PERF -PARTIC
‘a man who had been eating’

It is possible to regard the three idealised languages mentioned above as represent-
ing three distinct language types, and consider different languages as belonging to
one of them (or to some other language type representing some other kind of ideal-
ised language), but as more or less close to the idealised language in question. This
would allow us to take care of the enormous amount of cross-linguistic variation
that exists conceming the differentiation between the three major word classes. For
example, languages like Gujarati (Indo-Aryan) can be regarded as belonging to the
second type, but less close to the idealised language than Sanskrit, as Gujarati
nouns divide into two subgroups of which one can generally translate as adjectives
in languages of the first type. Similarly, Chemehuevi (Uto-Aztecan) can be regarded
as belonging to the third type, but less close to the idealised language than Ma-
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nipuri, as there are some characteristics which allow adjectives to form a subgroup
under the category of verbs in Chemehuevi (Press 1979).

3. Functional explanation

The postulatation of a correlation between word classes and sentential strategies has
an explanatory power in the sense that the word classes can now be regarded as hav-
ing distinct sentential functions of their own, and the characteristics that they show
while occurring in those functions can be seen as deriving from those functions. For
example, by assuming that languages in which adjectives form a distinct word class
make use of modification as a strategy in the structuring of noun phrases, we are
able to regard modification (of a noun) as the categorial function of adjectives, and
the characteristics that adjectives manifest while occurring as modifiers in a noun
phrase as deriving from that function. As I have pointed out in Bhat (1994), most of
the characteristics that adjectives show in this attributive position appear to derive
directly from the requirements of the function of modifying a head noun. These
include the following:

1. Denoting a single property.

2. Allowing degree modification and occurring as the basis of comparison and
exclamation.

Avoiding vagueness and being very general in application.

Depending upon a head noun and not showing any gender-number distinctions.
Not being affected by processes like topicalisation and focusing.

Not taking any complements of their own.

Modifying the meaning of the head noun (rather than its referent).

Denoting fairly permanent properties.

® N v s W

Notice that the characteristic of denoting a single property makes adjectives the
most apt for constraining the meaning of nouns and can therefore be regarded as
fulfilling one of the important requirements of the function of modifying a noun.
Further, the characteristic of allowing degree modification and occurring as the bases
of comparison and exclamation is crucially dependent upon the characteristic of de-
noting a single property. As pointed out by Jespersen (1924: 80), degrees of com-
parison necessarily deal with one quality at a time. Other characteristics given above
similarly derive from the modifying function of adjectives. Notice that the primary
function of a noun phrase in a sentence is the identification of one of the participants
of the event that the sentence denotes, and an adjective occurring in a noun phrase
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has the function of assisting a noun in this function by way of modifying its mean-
ing (as in a red house rather than merely a house). It therefore needs to be closely
attached to the noun and be subordinated to it. Languages in which adjectives form
a distinct word class show characteristics which derive from this requirement, such
as, for example, that the adjectives occurring in the attributive position do not show
gender-number distinction, are not topicalised or focused, and do not take any com-
plements of their own. They also tend to denote fairly permanent properties, which
is apparently required for identifying the participants which, unlike the events in
which they participate, are more permanent, and have the ability to participate in
several events.

The assumption can also account for the fact that there are some languages like
Takelma (Sapir 1922) and Tinrin (Osumi 1995) in which adjectives can occur only
in the attributive position and certain others like Kui (Winfield 1928), Turkana
(Dimmendaal 1983) and Tzutujil (Dayley 1985) in which adjectives require certain
markers, like those of aspect or agreement, to be attached to them in order to occur
in positions other than the attributive one. It can also account for the fact that in
most of the languages in which adjectives form a distinct category, they (adjectives)
show their identifying (and differentiating) characteristics mainly when used in the
attributive position; when used in other positions, like predication or reference, they
tend to lose some of these “categorial” characteristics and also tend to take on char-
acteristics of word classes to which these latter positions (or functions) categorially
belong.

For example, when used in the predicative position, adjectives tend to lose their
dependency status; they tend to take agreement markers as pointed out above, and
also complements, as in English; they also tend to denote transient rather than per-
manent properties (Bolinger 1967) and are similar to verbs on this point. If we re-
gard the use of adjectives in the predicative position as an extended (non-categorial)
use, these tendencies can be explained as resulting from their de-categorisation (as
adjectives) and also re-categorisation (as verbals) in this predicative use. Similarly,
when used in the referential function, adjectives tend to lose some of their categorial
properties like denoting a single property, allowing degree modification and being
dependent upon nouns. They also tend to take on some of the characteristics of
nouns like occurring with case markers and definiteness markers. By regarding this
usage as an extended one for adjectives, we are able to explain these tendencies as
involving de-categorisation (as adjectives) and re-categorisation (as nominals).

In the case of languages in which adjectives do not form a distinct word class, on
the other hand, the absence of many differentiating characteristics that can be as-
signed to a word class of adjectives can now be explained as resulting from the fact
that the corresponding categorial function of modification is absent in those lan-
guages. In Sanskrit, for example, we assume that the strategy used in the structuring
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of the noun phrases is one of juxtaposition and not modification; this strategy in-
volves the use of two different nouns (or rather noun phrases) both of which are ref-
erential, and hence the function of modification does not find any place in the struc-
turing of noun phrases in this language. Similarly, in the case of languages like
Manipuri, we assume that the strategy used is one of presupposed predication and
hence there is no place for the function of modification. We can therefore claim that
this absence of modification as a sentential strategy.is responsible for the non-
occurrence of adjectives as a distinct word class in these languages.

It is interesting to note, in this connection, that some of the generalisations that
we establish about grammatical elements or processes get constrained by the type of
language in which the elements or processes occur. For example, there is a possible
generalisation that only the word class of nouns typically manifests the process of
compounding (see Bhat 1994: 31). This claim is based upon the fact that the typical
characteristic of compounds, namely the establishment of a compact word whose
meaning need not necessarily depend upon its constituent elements (i.e. compound-
ing crucially involves meaning particularisation—see Meys 1975), is ideally suited
for the word class of nouns. This is because, most importantly, the function of
nouns is to name persons, things and such other entities. However, this generalisa-
tion does not hold good in the case of some of the languages of the second type in
which adjectives, though forming a distinct category, are more like a subgroup of
nouns. They would show a greater number of nominal characteristics, and these
might include the occurrence of compounding as well. The generalisation is exem-
plified most convincingly by languages in which nouns are sharply differentiated
from verbs and other word classes as | will point out in the following section 4.

4. Noun-verb distinction

Linguists are generally rather reluctant to concede that there can be languages in
which even the noun-verb distinction is absent. Unlike other word class distinctions
like adjective-noun or adjective-verb, the noun-verb distinction is considered to be
of crucial importance to the functioning of language, a distinction which is “impera-
tively required for the life of language” (Sapir 1921: 121); hence, it is argued, that
no language would wholly fail to distinguish between noun and verb. It is generally
conceded, however, that there is a gradation among languages, with some showing a
sharp and clear-cut distinction between nouns and verbs, some showing practically
no distinction whatsoever, and others falling in-between these two extremes. There
is clearly a need to account for this cross-linguistic variation.
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Consider, for example, the case of Manipuri, a Tibeto-Burman language; there is a
sharp and clear-cut distinction between nouns and verbs in this language; verbs are
used to denote actions, processes or states, whereas nouns are used for denoting per-
sons, objects and other types of entities which participate in actions or processes, or
are characterised by states. This functional distinction between nouns and verbs gets
reflected in the fact that the formation of nominal bases involves primarily the proc-
ess of compounding as a derivational process whereas that of verbal bases involves
no derivational process as such. Further, there are two distinct sets of inflectional
affixes which are associated, rather exclusively, with these two lexical categories.
Nouns take case suffixes, and also other suffixes like plural, possessive, conjunc-
tion’ and demonstrative (proximate, remote); verbs, on the other hand, take a dis-
tinct set of directional and deictic affixes, adverbial affixes, valency changing affixes
like causative, reflexive, reciprocal and benefactive, and also tense, aspect and mood
affixes. The following sets of sentences exemplify this contrast between nouns and
verbs:

(5) a. mohak oja ni
he teacher is
‘he is a teacher’

b. oja-ns cel-li
teacher-NOM run-NON.FUT
‘the teacher ran’
c. -no oja-bu cen-ba yerrni
[-NOM teacher-ACC run-NOMINALIS look-NON.FUT
‘I watched the teacher run’

(6) yum-sin-du yol-1i
house-PL-that sell-DUR
‘those houses are being sold’

@) -na trok-1o layrik hap-kat-1i
I-NOM truck-LOC book put-up-NON.FUT
‘I put the book(s) in the truck’

It is possible for the verbal bases of this language to occur with some of the
nominal inflections, but they need to be nominalised for this purpose; nominal
bases, on the other hand, cannot occur with any of the verbal inflections, as there is
no comparable process of verbalisation in the language.
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8 a~na  laphoy  ca-bo-bu yam-na haw-wi
I-NoM  banana eat-NOMINALIS-ACC much-ADVL  taste-NON.FUT
‘I find the eating of banana very tasty’

Verbal bases can also occur as modifiers of nouns, but they need to be changed
into participles for this purpose; these participles, which can be regarded as “nomi-
nal” or “relative” (they are distinct from nominalised verbs, even though both take
the suffix 49), contrast with adverbial participles which can be regarded as “verbal”
(see Bhat—Ningomba 1997, for details).

9 a. layrik pa-bs mi
book read-PARTIC man
‘the man who reads the book’

b. mohak layrik  pa-no Uy
he book read-ADVL see-NON.F UT
‘he appears to have read the book’

We may contrast this situation with that of Mundari, an Austro-Asiatic (Munda)
language; in this language, there is practically no distinction whatsoever between
nouns and verbs. Any given word (including the ones which translate as common
nouns, proper names, pronouns, numerals, etc.) can be used as a predicate, and can
directly take verbal inflections like tense and aspect markers, agreement markers and
voice markers (examples Hoffmann 1903):

(10) a. dal-ked-ko-a-e
strike-PAST-DIROBJ:3PL-PRED-SUBJ:3SG
‘he struck them’

b. sim-ked-ko-a-le
fowl-PAST-DIROBJ:3PL-PRED-SUBIJ: 1PL
‘we (acquired) some fowls’

(11) a. dal-6-tan-a-ing
strike-PASSIVE-PRES-PRED-SUBJ: 1SG
‘[ am being beaten’

b. duRa-6-tan-a-ing
dust-PASSIVE-PRES-PRED-SUBJ: 1SG
‘I am being (covered) with dust’

(12) mid-jan-ge-a-le
One-INDEF .PAST-EMPH-PRED-SUBJ: [ PL
‘we are equal (in game)’
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One can also use any given word (including the ones which translate as verbs or
adjectives) as arguments, and use case markers like the locative or instrumental
without nominalising them or making any other changes in them.

(13) a. ranchi-td mena-i-a
Ranchi-at be-DIROBJ:3SG-PRED
‘he is at Ranchi’

b. daru md-td mena-i-a
tree cut-at  be-DIROBJ:35G-PRED
‘he is at (the place where they) cut the tree’

Thus, the notion of “deriving” nouns from verbs or verbs from nouns does not
have any place in the grammar of this language. Further, the familiar distinction in
the semantic prototype that can be associated with nouns and verbs (namely denot-
ing things or objects versus denoting actions or processes respectively) cannot be
associated with a word class distinction in this language, as any word can be used
freely either for denoting a thing or an event as shown below:

(14) bury ‘a mountain, to heap up’
gapa ‘tomorrow, to procrastinate’
haTing ‘a part, to divide’
kumRu ‘a thief, to steal’
kali ‘a language, to speak’
lutur “ear, to listen’

The point to be noted here is that the distinction between a thing and an event
appears to be absent in this language; it is only the translation which manifests that
distinction; there is no basis to claim that it is an aspect of the language itself (see
Hoffmann 1903).

The two languages mentioned above form the two extreme ends of a gradation,
with some like the Salishan, Wakashan and Chimakuan languages of North America
being closer to Mundari, and some like English and other familiar languages being
closer to Manipuri on this point. Other languages fall in-between these two sets of
languages. The question that interests us here is whether there can be an explanation
for this cross-linguistic variation. | would like to suggest that the variation reflects a
distinction in the strategy that these languages use for the structuring of sentences.
That is, we can postulate another idealised language for representing one of the ex-
treme ends of this gradation (namely the one occupied by languages like Mundari)
and assume that it makes use of a strategy of sentence structure which is quite differ-
ent from the one that is used by familiar languages like English. We can assume
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that this idealised language restricts the function of reference to personal affixes that
occur in the predicate such that the main participants of events like agent, patient,
experiencer and beneficiary are indicated primarily and obligatorily by those affixes.
Words or phrases other than the predicate, which translate as arguments (subjects or
objects) in familiar languages, are only embedded (presupposed) predicates which
provide additional information about these participants. The possibility of such a
sentence strategy occurring in natural languages has been suggested by several schol-
ars like Hoffinann (1903: 1), Boas (1911: 673), Kinkade (1983: 32) and Van Valin
(1985: 398).

The advantage of making such an assumption is that it provides an explanation
for the absence of the noun-verb distinction in languages like Mundari. Since the
function of reference is carried out by personal affixes occurring in the predicate itself
in these languages, there is no need to have a word class of nouns which is distinct
from that of verbs; one only needs a single word class of predicates (or verbs) which
occurs both in the position of main predicates as well as that of “arguments” (em-
bedded predicates). This strategy is clearly exemplified by the Mundari sentences
given above, in which the predicate represents a whole sentence by itself, by indicat-
ing the major participants with the help of personal affixes that occur after it. It
would apparently be necessary, in the case of such languages, to have a complex
system of personal affixes; Mundari exemplifies the existence of such a complex
system, showing distinctions of person (three-fold), number (also three-
fold—singular, dual and plural), and gender (two-fold—animate, inanimate), with
additional complexity created by the occurrence of an inclusive-exclusive distinction
in the dual and plural forms of the first person; there is also a distinction between
subject and object marking, and between direct and indirect object marking.

5. Correlatable characteristics

The characteristics that the classes of nouns and verbs show in familiar Janguages are
clearly derivable from the two functions that we can assign to them, namely refer-
ence and predication respectively. For example, nouns prototypically denote fairly
permanent entities like persons, objects or locations—entities that can be referred to
again and again, whereas verbs denote transient events in which the entities that the
nouns denote can function as participants. Further, verbs are inherently relational in
nature, whereas nouns are non-relational; the entities that nouns denote are related
together as different types of participants (like agents, patients, experiencers, recipi-
ents, etc.) by the events that verbs denote. These distinguishing characteristics of
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pouns and verbs are clearly derivable from the two categorial functions that can be
assigned to them, namely reference and predication respectively.

What is interesting in this context is that in the case of languages in which the
noun-verb distinction is absent (or is rather vague and not very clear-cut), it is the
nominal rather than the verbal characteristics which appear to be missing. In
Mundari, for example, all words can function as predicates, can be intransitive or
transitive (i.e. can occur with a personal marker which denotes the direct or indirect
object), can take tense or aspect suffixes, and can have a transient connotation. Fur-
ther, the language does not manifest the typical nominal characteristics like the for-
mation of compound words or other derivational processes, and the use of case
markers for denoting the primary relations like agent, patient or recipient. As | have
suggested earlier, a possible explanation for this state of affairs is that the language
does not use the familiar strategy of sentence structure for which referring words need
to be distinct from predicating words. Instead, it uses a strategy in which the func-
tion of reference is restricted to certain personal affixes occurring in the predicates.
Expressions which correspond to the referring words or other complex constructions
(noun phrases) of other languages are only truncated predicates which are devoid of
the predication marker and the subject marker.

6. Other functional correlations

It would be possible, I believe, to postulate similar correlations between other word
classes like adverbs, pronouns, numerals, prepositions, etc. which need to be estab-
lished in some languages but not in others. Their characteristics would be derivable
from the functions for which they have been lexicalised as forming a distinct word
class, and they would manifest those characteristics maximally only when used in
those functions. Further, languages in which they do not form a distinct lexical
category or word class would use an alternative strategy for which the relevant sen-
tential function would not be needed.

Consider, for example, the case of the adverbial word class. As | have pointed out
in Bhat (1994), the categorial function of adverbs is the modification of verbs (the
so-called adverbs which modify adjectives or other adverbs (degree modifiers) are
quite different from these verbal modifiers) and the characteristics which differentiate
them from other word classes are clearly derivable from that function. They resemble
adjectives in some respects as both of them share the function of modification, but
the two also differ from one another, and these differences derive from the fact that
adverbs modify verbs whereas adjectives modify nouns. Both adverbs as well as ad-
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jectives share the characteristic of denoting a single property and both allow degree
modification; both can occur in comparative constructions and be the bases of ex-
clamations. These shared characteristics derive from the function of modification that
they share, as I have pointed out earlier. Adverbs differ from adjectives in their de-
pendency status; they are less dependent upon verbs than are adjectives on their head
nouns; they can be more easily shifted to other positions in the sentence as com-
pared to adjectives. This difference is apparently due t6 the fact that adjectives are
more crucially involved in the function of nouns (namely the identification of a ref-
erent) than are adverbs in the function of verbs; the latter only provide additional
information about the event that the verb denotes. The two also differ in their se-
mantic prototypes; the prototypical concepts that are associated with adverbs are
time, speed, manner and directionality, whereas the concepts connected with the
adjectival category are primarily those of dimension, value, age and colour. The
former are clearly transient whereas the latter are fairly permanent. This distinction
in the semantic prototype of adverbs and adjectives derives from the type of words
that they need to modify, namely verbs which denote transient events and nouns
which denote, typically, entities that have a more permanent status respectively.

We also find the other type of functional correlation, namely the occurrence of an
alternative sentential strategy for which the function of verbal modification would
not be needed as a “lexical” function in the case of languages in which adverbs do
not form a distinct word class. For example, Boro, a Tibeto-Burman language,
makes use of a large class of verbal suffixes for expressing adverbial notions like
manner, frequency and directionality; that is, it uses a suffixal strategy for verbal
modification and hence it has no basis for lexicalising a word class of adverbs (ex-
amples Bhat 1968):

(15) masa ‘to dance’ vs. masaglo  ‘to dance quickly’
zd ‘to eat’ vs.  zaglo ‘to eat quickly’
bay ‘to purchase’ vs.  baykma ‘to purchase secretly’
zd ‘to eat’ vs.  zakmad ‘to eat secretly’
kam  ‘to burn’ vs.  kamklay  ‘to burn from top to bottom’
zd ‘to eat’ vs.  zakldy ‘to eat from top to bottom’

Some of the Australian languages like Yidiny, on the other hand, use the sentence
strategy of apposition, instead of modification, in the case of both nouns as well as
verbs, and hence the concepts which translate as adjectives get included in the word
class of nouns, and ones which translate as adverbs get included in that of verbs (see
Dixon 1977: 122, 252). What is interesting here is that the lexicalisation of a word
class once again appears to be determined by the sentence strategy that is in use and
the sentential function that the strategy uses.



Word classes and sentential functions 61

7. Two conflicting approaches to typology

There is a conflict between two different approaches to typology that we can call
“Universalistic” and “Differentiating”; the former emphasises the similarities that
occur among the languages of the world, whereas the latter emphasises the differ-
ences. For example, the claims about grammatical relations like Subject and Direct
Object, or about hierarchies of different kinds like the accessibility hierarchy of noun
phrases for reflexivisation or relativisation can be regarded as Universalistic; lin-
guists who postulate them believe that they are applicable to all natural languages.
In contrast to these, there are generalisations which depend upon a typological sub-
grouping of languages. For example, word order based division of languages into
SOV, SVO and VSO has made it possible to establish several generalisations which
are restricted to one or to the other of these three language types. The division of
languages into configurational and non-configurational has also allowed us to estab-
lish generalisations which are restricted to only one of them.

These two types of studies conflict in the sense that the generalisations that the
Universalistic approach establishes are questioned and disconfirmed by the Differen-
tiating approach. For example, some of the Universalistic claims about the sentence
structure of natural languages like Subjacency and Movement have been discon-
firmed by the Differentiating approach which divided languages into configurational
and non-configurational types and showed the claims to be true of configurational
languages only. Similarly, the Universalistic claims about the centrality of transitiv-
ity and the universality of grammatical relations like Subject and Direct Object have
been disconfirmed by the Differentiating approach which divided languages into
active and non-active (accusative or ergative) and showed the claims to be true of
non-active languages only. The conflict between the two, however, is only an appar-
ent one; actually, the two complement one another in the sense that the Universalis-
tic approach provides the foundation upon which the Differentiating approach builds
its typology.

The claims about the universality of word class distinctions (like the one between
nouns and verbs) are based upon a Universalistic approach which, I think, is now
rightly being questioned by a Differentiating approach. The point to be decided is
whether the latter has sufficient grounds to establish its typology such that the
claims of the Universalist can be restricted to only some types of languages. I be-
lieve that the postulation of distinctions in the sentence strategies that are in use,
and the sentential functions which result (or do not result) from them, provide suffi-
cient basis for making such a Differentiating claim regarding word classes.
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Notes

1. The prefix o- is attached to verbs (including adjectivals) when they are used in rela-
tive clauses; however, it is used only when the verbs occur in their root form, i.c.
without any inflectional markers other than the suffix -bo attached to them, and
without any arguments (NPs) accompanying them. Traditionally, it is considered to
be an adjective-forming prefix, but as can be seen in (4a) it can occur with any type

of verb.

2.  lamreferring here to the use of the genitive suffix for denoting the meaning ‘and’.
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Parts of speech as language universals and
as language-particular categories

William Croft

1. Introduction

There appears to be a widely accepted view, among typologists and also many other
syntacticians, that the two assertions in (A1-2) about parts of speech—the major
syntactic categories noun, verb and adjective—should be part of syntactic theory:

A 1. Noun, verb and adjective are categories of particular languages.
2. But noun, verb and adjective are not language universals—that is, they are
not found in some languages.

In this paper, as in previous work (Croft 1984, 1986, 1991), I argue that the diamet-
rically opposed assertions in (B1-2) should be part of syntactic theory:

B 1. Noun, verb and adjective are not categories of particular languages.
2. But noun, verb and adjective are language universals—that is, there are typo-
logical prototypes (Croft 1990a: chapter 6) which should be called noun, verb
and adjective.

To set the stage for the problem, [ will begin with the analysis of parts of speech
in traditional grammar, note its obvious inadequacies, and then turn to the short-
comings of more recent attempts to deal with the question, before presenting the
alternative view outlined in (B1-2).

The traditional, so-called notional analysis of parts of speech is given in (C1-3):

C 1. Nouns denote persons, places or things.
2. Adjectives denote properties/qualities.
3. Verbs denote actions/events.

It has long been noted that the notional definition is inadequate because it is based
on the semantic class of lexical items rather than their morphosyntactic behaviour
(cf. for example Radford 1988: 57). In fact, words of any of the semantic classes in
(C1-3) can be found as nouns (la), adjectives (1b), or predicates (1c—they can be
outright verbs in other languages, as seen below in example (21) from Makah):
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movement, eruption, kiss, strength, whiteness, size

b. waste (incinerator), electrical (appliance), sleeping (child), broken (mir-
ror)

c. (be) happy. (be a) doctor

o

M

For this reason, the notional analysis has been rejected. But in many cases, noth-
ing has really been put in its place. It is merely assumed that morphosyntactic be-
haviour of some sort will establish parts of speech in a particular language, and in
many if not all languages we may label those parts of speech with the terms Noun,
Verb and Adjective. (From here onwards, | follow the convention found in Comrie
(1976) and Bybee (1985) (inter alia) of indicating a language-particular grammatical
category by capitalisation and a universal conceptual category of the same name by
lower case.) As Langacker (1987a: 2) notes: “Every linguist relies on these concepts
but few if any are prepared to define them in an adequate, explicit, and revealing
way”.

For example, most generative and related syntactic theories posit two binary fea-
tures, [N, £V], to define Noun, Verb, Adjective and Preposition. The features are
intended to capture similarities and differences in syntactic behaviour among these
four parts of speech; but they do not tell us what behaviour should be used to de-
termine those four parts of speech in the first place. In fact, most of the effort in X-
bar theory in generative syntax has been employed to demonstrate the identity of
syntactic patterning of the major parts of speech, and more recently minor parts of
speech and even inflectional affixes. No guidelines are given as to how to differen-
tiate parts of speech in a particular language; it is merely assumed that the inventory
of parts of speech are universal because the features [+N, V] are innately given.

The lack of interest in determining parts of speech in generative theory is illus-
trated by the lack of coverage in standard textbooks. Haegeman (1994: 36-37) sim-
ply assumes that words belong to syntactic categories such as Noun and Verb, and
gives no criteria for establishing parts of speech. Radford (1988: 57—63) assumes
that morphosyntactic behaviour can be used to identify categories, and discusses a
number of examples, but nothing more specific is said about what sort of morpho-
syntactic behaviour can serve the purpose. It appears that there is simply no theoreti-
cally motivated set of criteria for establishing parts of speech in generative theory.

The situation worsens when we turn to cross-linguistic studies. How do we know
that a syntactic category established in an exotic language X corresponds to the cate-
gory Noun, Verb, both, or neither in our better-known European languages (Croft
1991: 3, 1990a: 11-18)? In his survey of parts-of-speech systems, Schachter (1985:
3) argues that grammatical criteria must be employed; but in labelling such catego-
ries, he proposes a semantic heuristic based on the notional definition in (C1-3)



Parts of speech as language universals and as language-particular categories 67

above (Schachter 1985: 4). But heuristic definitions are no substitute for a sound
methodology and theory.

Stassen (1997: 32) expresses his frustration at the absence of any criteria for parts
of speech by noting how in Sundanese, two different linguists arrive at the opposite
conclusion as to whether the language has adjectives. Stassen (1997: 32) concludes,
“different grammarians may propose different practical solutions, but all of these
solutions will inevitably suffer from a certain degree of arbitrariness”. In the next
two sections, we will observe the same problem at a much more general level. That
is, in the absence of theoretically motivated criteria for parts of speech, some lin-
guists—the “lumpers”—argue for the absence of major parts of speech or more pre-
cisely their conflation into one or two categories, while other linguists—the “split-
ters”—argue for the presence of the major parts of speech, and many minor ones as
well. In section 2, I will discuss perhaps the most sophisticated “lumping” ap-
proach, that of Hengeveld (1992), and argue that lumping is possible only by ignor-
ing important facts about the languages analysed. In section 3, [ will discuss “split-
ting”, and show that once one accepts splitting (as one must do, empirically), there
is in principle no end to the splitting that one could do. In fact, the real problem is
that parts of speech are not grammatical categories of particular languages (see (B1)
above). Once one accepts that, the analytic problems go away, and one can turn to
the proper domain for a theory of parts of speech, typological patterns (section 4). |
conclude in section 5 by briefly comparing the typological and cognitive theories of
parts of speech.

2. The alleged absence of parts of speech in particular languages

Many linguists claim that there are languages that lack Adjectives or even lack the
Noun-Verb distinction. The alleged absence of Adjectives is particularly widespread:
words denoting qualities are described as (Stative) Verbs or as Nouns, depending on
their morphosyntactic properties. Some languages, notably Nootkan languages, Iro-
quoian languages and Polynesian languages, are said to lack even the Noun-Verb
distinction. These assertions are commonly found in reference grammars of lan-
guages, most of which are written with no particular theoretical syntactic approach
in mind. However, some recent typological research has begun to analyse parts of
speech according to a “lumping” approach.

The most detailed and systematic exploration of a “lumping” approach to the ty-
pology of parts-of-speech systems is found in Hengeveld (1992). Hengeveld (1992:
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58) uses a functional grammar approach to define four parts of speech—Verb (V),
Noun (N), Adjective (A), and Adverb (Adv):

A verbal predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being taken,
has a predicative use only.

A nominal predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being taken,
can be used as the head of a term [referring expression—WAC].

An adjectival predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being
taken, can be used as a modifier of a nominal head.

An adverbial predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being
taken, can be used as a modifier of a non-nominal head.

What Hengeveld means by “without further measures being taken” is the obliga-
tory presence of additional morphemes in order to use the lexical item in a particular
function (predicative, term head, modifier). Hengeveld compares the term modifier
in the intelligent detective to those in the singing detective, the detective who is
singing and the detective from London. The modifiers sing and London require
further measures (indicated by boldface in the examples), while intelligent does not.
Hence, intelligent is an Adjective, while sing and London are not (Hengeveld 1992:
58-59). These further measures are what [ have called function-indicating morpho-
syntax (Croft 1991: 58).

Hengeveld uses these criteria to determine what parts of speech a language has. In
many instances according to him, languages lack part-of-speech distinctions, that is,
further measures need not be taken to use lexical items in certain functions.
Hengeveld argues that such languages fall into two types.

In the first type, which Hengeveld calls flexible, there simply is no overt function-
indicating morphosyntax for two or more basic fiunctions. Hengeveld gives Quechua
as an example of a flexible language with respect to the Noun-Adjective domain
(Hengeveld 1992: 63, from Schachter 1985: 17, neither source indicates the variety
of Quechua cited):

(2) a. rikaSka: alkalde-ta b.  rikaska: hatun-ta
see:PAST.ISG  mayor-ACC See:PAST.1SG  big-ACC
‘I saw the mayor.’ ‘I saw the big one.’

(3) a chay alkalde runa b. chay  hatun runa
that mayor mayor that big man
‘that man who is mayor’ ‘that big man’

Hengeveld labels the lumped category N/A, since for him there is no priority of one
label over another in a flexible language.
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In the second type, which Hengeveld calls rigid, there is overt function-indicating
morphosyntax, but the same morphosyntax is used for two or more basic semantic
classes (objects, properties, actions, to use the traditional notional labels).
Hengeveld gives Mandarin Chinese as an example of a rigid type with respect to
Adjectives (more precisely, property words) and Verbs (action words). Action words
and property words both lack function-indicating morphosyntax predicatively but
require a relativiser when modifying a term (Hengeveld 1992: 63, from Schachter
1985: 18; tones are not indicated in either source):

@ a. neige  nihaizi liaojie
that girl understand
‘That girl understands.’

b. neige nithaizi piaolang
that girl beautiful
“That girl is beautiful.’

(5) a. liaogjie de niihaizi
understand REL  girl
‘a girl who understands’

b. piaolang de niithaizi
beautiful  REL girl
‘a beautiful girl’

Hengeveld describes the lumped category as V, since there is no term modifier type
without function-indicating morphosyntax that could be called A.

Hengeveld’s analysis has a clear theoretical basis, but it is applied haphazardly
and succeeds only by ignoring important empirical facts and distinctions within
particular languages. The most fundamental problem is that Hengeveld ignores what
happens to a lexical root’s meaning when used in more than one function. (This is a
particularly disturbing feature for a theory couched in terms of essentially semantic-
pragmatic concepts.)

For example, in the Quechua examples above, the lexical item hatun denotes a
property (‘bigness’) in its modifying function in (3b), but denotes an object pos-
sessing that property (‘a big one’) in its term or referring function in (2b). This is a
big semantic difference. More importantly, it is a language-particular semantic dif-
ference: English big does not have both meanings, only the property meaning. Yet
Hengeveld (1992: 64) writes: “Quechua combines the functions of adjectival and
nominal predicates in one part of speech”.

Instead, Aatun should be analysed either as polysemous, with hatun (Noun) ‘a/the
big one’ zero-derived from hatun (Adjective) ‘big’; or the phrase in (2b) should be



70 William Croft

analysed as what is traditionally called a headless, absolute or independent Adjec-
tive. In fact, with the same facts in Spanish, Hengeveld makes this very argument:
“Yet it would be incorrect to consider moderna ‘modern’ a noun, since the absolute
use of adjectives, as illustrated in [6], is limited to those contexts in which a head
noun is understood from the context” (Hengeveld 1992: 61-62):

6) prefiero es-a modern-a-
prefer:1SG.PRES that-FEM.SG modern-FEM.SG
‘I prefer that modern (one).’ [e.g., house)

Hengeveld is applying his own criteria inconsistently from one language to another.

The ignoring of semantic differences is more extreme with languages claimed to
be extremely flexible or rigid. Hengeveld describes Tongan as “an extremely flexi-
ble language” based on the following data (Hengeveld 1992: 66; examples from
Tchekhoff 1981: 4):

’

@) na'e  si'i ae ako
PAST small  ABS school:DEF
‘The school was small.’

¢))] i ‘ene si’i
in 35G.POSS childhood:DEF
‘in his/her childhood’

€) na'e ako ‘ae  tamasi’i si’i iate au
PAST study ABS  child little roc 1IsG
‘The little child studied at my house.’

The absence of function-indicating morphosyntax for the various uses of si i and ako
in (7-9) is supposed to indicate that Tongan has one category, N/V/A.

Hengeveld describes Tuscarora as “an extremely rigid language”, based on the fol-
lowing data (Hengeveld 1992: 66—67; examples from Williams 1976: 32, 234, 256,
as glossed and translated in Hengeveld 1992):

(10) ra-kwa:tihs
MASC.SUBJ-young

— ¢

“he is young” = ‘boy’

an ka-téskr-ahs
NEUT.SUBJ-stink-IMPERF
“it stinks” = ‘goat’



Parts of speech as language universals and as language-particular categories 71

12) ra-kwd:tihs wa-hr-0-atkdhto-? ka-téskr-ahs
MASC.SUBJ-young PAST-MASC.SUBJ-OBJ-look.at-PUNCT  NEUT.SUBJ-stink-IMP
“he is young, he looked at it, it stinks” = ‘the boy looked at the goat’

The fact that kwd:tihs and téskr take the same, allegedly predicative function-
indicating morphosyntax in all of their uses is supposed to indicate that Tuscarora
has a single part of speech V (for a critique of the alleged identity of the morpho-
logical affixes in all functions in Iroquoian languages, see Mithun, this volume).

The problem with this argument is that there are language-specific semantic differ-
ences in the meanings of the lexical items used in each function. A comparison of
Tongan and English illustrates this clearly:

(13) a. The school was small. [=7]
b. We schooled him in proper manners. (#9]
(14) a. The little child studied at my house. [=9]
b. [ retired to my study. [#7]
(15) a. The school was small. =7
b. the small child [=9]
c. There are a lot of smalls at this fair. [= 8]

English school used predicatively does not mean the same thing as Tongan ako
used predicatively, namely ‘study’. Going in the opposite direction, English study
used referentially does not mean the same thing as Tongan ako used referentially,
namely ‘school’. Finally, English small used referentially does not mean the same
thing as Tongan si'/ ‘childhood’ used referentially. In (15c), small refers to small
antiques (not furniture); it can also be used to mean ‘underwear’ in laundry, at least
in British English (Carolyn Cook, personal communication). And in Tuscarora, the
phrase supposedly literally translated as (16a) that means (16b) presumably cannot
mean that some other type of young male looked at some other type of stinking
object, such as in (16b°):

(16) a. ‘he is young, he looks at it, it stinks’
b. The boy looked at the goat. [=12]
b’. *The lamb looked at the dirty blanket. (#12]

All of these language-specific semantic differences imply that, as in English, Ton-
gan and Tuscarora lexical items have multiple conventional meanings, each of
which happens to fall into different parts of speech of the usual sort (Noun, Verb,
Adjective).
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A further problem with Hengeveld’s model is that not only does he ignore con-
ventional lexical semantic differences in classifying lexical items into parts of
speech, he also ignores whole small syntactic categories. Hengeveld (1992: 67)
notes that “Tuscarora has a reduced number of true nouns” and writes (Hengeveld
1992: 69):

Note that languages at best show a strong tendency towards one of the types. It
is on the basis of these tendencies that 1 have assigned them a particular posi-
tion in this classification. For instance, the rigid language Wambon is listed as
a language without manner adverbs, but it has at least one. Mandarin, another
rigid language, is listed as a language without adjectives but has in fact an ex-
tremely limited set of adjectival predicates. The situation is even more compli-
cated in flexible languages ... .

But there is no justification for ignoring the “true nouns” of Tuscarora or the “at
least one adverb” of Wambon or the “extremely limited set of adjectives” of Manda-
rin, when counting the parts of speech of these languages. Conversely, Hengeveld
(1992: 69: Figure 20) considers English as having the full set of four parts of
speech. But if we ignore semantics like Hengeveld does in his analysis of Tongan
for example, then there is no justification for ignoring the flexible lexical items of
English such as in examples (13—15)—of which there are very many. And if we
ignore semantic differences as Hengeveld does for Quechua, then the Spanish head-
less adjectives—which, like the Quechua construction, is completely produc-
tive—should also be analysed as belonging to a lumped flexible N/A category in
Hengeveld’s theory. But in fact, this ignoring of grammatical and semantic data is
simply empirically unacceptable.

3. From lumping to splitting

3.1. Distributional analysis and the analysis of parts of speech

Hengeveld’s recognition that many “lumping” languages indeed have parts of
speech indicates that claims that some languages lack certain parts of speech are ex-
aggerated. A more far-ranging criticism of Hengeveld’s and other lumpers’ analysis
of parts of speech in various languages is that other relevant morphosyntactic evi-
dence is ignored. Function-indicating morphosyntax represents only one or two
pieces of evidence for parts of speech such as Noun, Verb and Adjective. Distribu-
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ticnal analysis, the standard method of syntactic analysis, often reveals covert cate-
gories, that is, categories not obligatorily flagged by some piece of function-
indicating morphosyntax. For example, one can distinguish two different classes of
predicates indicating transfer of possession, which both have the same form (as Eng-
lish Verbs), according to whether they occur in the ditransitive or double-object con-
struction:

(17) a. Ellen gave/sent the books to Laura.
b. Ellen donated/contributed $500 to the Save-the-Redwoods League.

(18) Ellen gave/sent Laura the books.
(19) *Ellen donated/contributed the Save-the-Redwoods League 3500.

The fundamental fact that is overlooked in much typological syntactic research is
that difference of form entails difference in categorisation, but identity of form does
not entail identity of categorisation. Distributional differences such as those illus-
trated in examples (18-19) reveal covert grammatical and/or semantic categories of a
language.

A clear illustration of this lesson can be found in Jacobsen’s (1979) excellent cri-
tique of claims that Makah and other Nootkan languages lack any major parts-of-
speech distinctions. Such claims are based on one distributional context, predica-
tion, as illustrated in the following examples (Jacobsen 1979: 110-111):

(20) k 'upsil baras fuyug
point:MOM.INDIC.3 house OBJ
‘He’s pointing at the house.’

2n babaidis
white.man:INDIC.1SG
‘I’m a white man.’

22) PP xW P
big:INDIC.3
‘He’s big.’
(23) hu- Paxis ha?uk® ap

still:INDIC.1SG eat:CAUS
‘I'm still feeding him.’

In all of these examples, the predicated word occurs in the same, initial, syntactic
position and takes the “verbal” inflections. Nevertheless, when one looks at other
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distributional contexts in Makah, not only can Noun, Verb and Adjective be identi-
fied, but so can Adverb and Auxiliary. It is worth reviewing the arguments of this
difficult-to-find paper in some detail.

Nouns (generally object words) have some distinctive behaviour even as predi-
cates. Predicated nouns can occur without change of meaning in the (zero-marked)
durative aspect only (Jacobsen 1979: 114; see example (21) above). Although Jacob-
sen does not explicitly note this fact, the use of Nouns in momentaneous aspect
involves a change of meaning to inchoative process or associated action in all the
examples given in the paper (Jacobsen 1979: 114):

(24) fa-xukstal
man:MOM:now:INDIC.3
‘He’s gotten to be a man.’ (cf. fa-xuk ‘man’)

(25) patqéil
baggage:MOM.INDIC.3
‘He’s packing.’ (cf. p’atuq ‘baggage’)

When used as referring expressions (terms), Nouns occur in what appear to be
the—zero-marked—"durative aspect”. However, Jacobsen (1979: 114) points out
that “in the absence of a contrast it is misleading to speak of nouns as being in the
durative aspect”. That is, there is no reason to assume that the zero form of Nouns
as referring expressions is the durative aspect found in predicates (see section 4.3 for
the interpretation of zero-marking in referring expressions in the theory advocated
here).

As modifiers, Nouns require possessive suffixes or the suffix -i-c ‘belonging to’
(Jacobsen 1979: 139; example from Jacobsen 1979: 136):

(26) quraci-c t'asi
human:BELONGING.TO trail
‘human trails’

Verbs (generally action words) occur as predicates in both durative and momenta-
neous aspect. Verbs can function as subject referring expressions only when suffixed
with -°ig, unlike Nouns (which may occur without it). Even then, the -°ig form
refers to a person/place/thing associated with the action, not the action itself:

27 da-s?its t'ig% asiq
see:PASS.INDIC.2SG sit:on.ground:ART
‘The one sitting on the ground sees me.’
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Moreover, the -°ig forms take a restricted range of demonstratives (Jacobsen 1979:
122). When Verbs are used as modifiers, they require the -°%g form, or a prefix (Ja-
cobsen 1979: 123):

(28) t'iag" 'asiq Xicux¥adi
sit:on.ground:ART  person
‘the person who is sitting on the ground’

Adjectives (generally property words) occur as modifiers without additional mor-
phology (Jacobsen 1979: 136):

29 Pusubas 7ir7ixY  bafas
REF :need:INDIC. 1SG big house
‘I need a big house.’

Adjectives require -°ig when functioning as referring expressions, and moreover refer
to a thing possessing the property, not the property itself, just as in Quechua and
Spanish (Jacobsen 1979: 138):

(30) waha ?al 7i- 7 x¥ Pig
£0:NnOW:INDIC.3SG big:ART
‘A large one goes.’

Certain minor parts of speech can also be identified on distributional grounds. For
example, Auxiliaries only occur in a construction with a following verb in the abso-
lutive form (Jacobsen 1979: 133):

(€3))] wiki-s hazuk
not:INDIC.1SG eat
‘I'm not eating.’

Auxiliaries do not occur as modifiers of other predicates (Jacobsen 1979: 134). And
Adverbs can occur following predicates as modifiers (Jacobsen 1979: 131), and never
take the object affixes when predicated (Jacobsen 1979: 132).

In discussing his arguments for parts of speech in Makah, Jacobsen (1979: 107)
makes the following observation: “In saying that there are these parts of speech,
however, I am not excluding cases of multiple class membership, of sporadic occur-
rence in atypical roles, and especially, of lexicalization (internally verbal formations
used as nouns), all of which seem to occur”. In fact, English is not that much differ-
ent. In English, there are many cases of multiple class membership, of sporadic oc-
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currences in atypical roles, and even of verbal lexicalisation—compare for example
forget-me-not and heaven knows what.

Distributional analysis provides the complete picture of the grammatical pattern-
ing of a language. “Lumping” analyses of parts of speech succeed only by ignoring
distributional patterns. Even language families claimed to lack a Noun-Verb distinc-
tion, such as Nootkan, Salishan (Kuipers 1968; Kinkade 1983) and Iroquoian (Sasse
1988, 1991), have the usual parts of speech under careful distributional analysis (in
addition to Jacobsen 1979 for Nootkan, see Van Eijk—Hess 1986 and Croft 1991:
4245 for Salishan, and Mithun in this volume for Iroquoian).

3.2. Splitting: where does one stop?

The empirical facts seem to point to success for the “splitters”. But the “splitters”
have their own problem. There is no way to stop splitting. For example, the Makah
data do not allow us to distinguish between the major parts of speech (Noun, Verb
and Adjective) and the minor ones (Auxiliary, Adverb, Preposition). Worse, careful
distributional analysis demonstrates that even the traditional parts of speech should
be split. (It is presumably the desire not to split parts of speech that led Hengeveld
to ignore small parts-of-speech classes, as noted at the end of section 2.)

A simple, cross-linguistically common example, is the existence of more than one
class of Adjectives (property words) in Lango (Noonan 1992). Again, I will go into
this example in some detail, since it will be used to illustrate the universal typo-
logical theory of parts of speech in section 4.3. Distributionally, Lango has two
classes of property words and one class of action words. The first class of property
words have distinct singular and plural stem forms, all of which are listed under (32)
(Noonan 1992: 105):

32) SG PL
dit dito ‘big, old, important’
awén  dop ‘large, old’
rac raci ‘bad’
ber béco ‘good’
cek cegu ‘short’
tidr tino ‘small’
bor boco ‘long, high, far away’

In modification, this class normally uses only the attributive particle, and uses ei-
ther the singular or plural stem forms in agreement with the head noun, whether the
latter inflects for number or not (Noonan 1992: 155). These forms are interpreted by
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Noonan as being relative clauses in the third singular (¢-) habitual aspect (-J)y—but
recall Jacobsen’s waming above about interpreting non-contrastive zeroes:

(33) a. gwékk a ber
dog:SG  ATIR (35G:)good:SG(.HAB)
‘the good dog’
b. gwdggi a béco
dog:PL  ATTR (35G:)good:PL(.HAB)
‘the good dogs’

When predicated, the first property class inflects with subject agreement prefixes.
However, they inflect only in habitual aspect (Noonan 1992: 104). The copula can
be used with words of this class to indicate past time reference with perfective form
and combined with the uninflected (singular) stem (Noonan 1992; 146):

(B4) a. an ardc b. dn abédo rdc
I 1sG:bad:HAB I 1sG:stay:PERF  bad
‘l am bad.’ ‘I was bad.’

The first property class has independent tone in habitual inflections other than the
gerund. This class also requires the copula to form infinitives and subjunctives, but
doesn’t trigger the plural stem in these contexts (Noonan 1992: 105):

35) omiItd k> ber
1PL:want:PROGR become:INFIN good:SG
‘We want to be good.’

The second property word class lacks distinct singular and plural stem forms, un-
like the first class. Otherwise its behaviour is identical to that of the first property
word class. When predicated, the second property word class inflects with subject
agreement prefixes. The second class inflects only in habitual aspect, using the cop-
ula for non-present tenses and for infinitives and subjunctives. The second class has
independent tone in non-gerund habitual inflections. In modification, the second
class normally uses the attributive particle only (Noonan 1992: 103):

(36) kull a Jwé
warthog ATTR (35G:)smelly(:HAB)
‘a smelly warthog (= ‘a warthog that’s smelly’)’

The third class of words are mostly action words. Like both the property word
classes, in predication the action word class inflects with subject agreement prefixes.
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Like the second property word class, the action word class lacks distinct singular
and plural stem forms. Unlike either property word class, the action word class in-
flects in perfective, progressive and habitual aspects: agfko/agikd/agikko
{1SG:stop:PERF/HAB/PROGR] ‘I stopped/stop/am stopping something’ (Noonan
1992: 92). The action word class never requires a copula. The action word class has
habitual tone in non-gerund habitual inflection (H HL for disyllables, HL for mono-
syllables; Noonan 1992: 91, 97):

37 néné
35G:see:HAB
‘he sees it’

The action word class forms infinitives and subjunctives directly (Noonan 1992:
213), and uses plural subjunctive inflectional forms (unlike the first property word
class; Noonan 1992: 92-93):

(38) adag kwénno bukkr
1sG:refuse:HAB read:INFIN book:this
‘I refuse to read this book.’

In modification, the action word class occurs in relative clauses, inflectable in any
tense/aspect, with either the attributive particle + relative pronoun, the attributive
particle, or even zero (Noonan 1992: 217-218):

39) gwokk  amé&/d/O o120
dog ATTR.REL/ATTR/Q 35G:die:PERF
‘the dog that died’

These three options are possible with the two property word classes as well, but the
particle + relative pronoun with attributive property concept words is less normal for
the property classes, but preferred for the action word class (Noonan, personal com-
munication).

All linguists would call the action word class Verb; but what about the two prop-
erty word classes? If the second, larger property word class is called Adjective, what
is the first class to be called? One could say there are two subclasses of the class
Adjective. But the only justification for doing so is the semantic heuristic—property
word classes should be called Adjectives—not a theoretically motivated principle.
(One might argue that the main difference between the two property word classes in
Lango is morphological; but morphological properties are often used to define parts
of speech, and other languages, such as Japanese described below, anyway distin-
guish property word classes by syntactic means.)
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Even standard FEuropean languages have the same problems. Property
words—Adjectives—in English can be defined in part by their occurrence in the
simple, comparative and superlative degree. But degree is expressed in three differ-
ent ways in English, defining three difference classes of property words:

Table 1. Degree in English property words

Class I:  Suppletive degree forms good/better/best, bad/worse/worst
Class II:  Inflectional degree forms tall/taller/tallest, small/smaller/smallest

Class IIl: Periphrastic degree forms  loquacious/more loquacious/most loquacious

(The distinction between Class II and III is not phonological, incidentally—cf.
ill/*iller/*illest, whole/*wholler/*whollest. Class Il has been shrinking over the
history of English; many more property words fell into Class Il in Shakespeare’s
time.) Again, distributional analysis does not tell us whether to treat these as three
parts of speech or as three subclasses of one part of speech. Only the semantic heu-
ristic suggests they are subclasses of Adjective, and this heuristic has long been
discredited.

3.3. Further problems with distributional analysis and parts of speech

The splitting into multiple classes of what seems to be a single major part of speech
is a serious theoretical problem. But the problems with establishing parts of speech
in the grammar of a single language do not end there.

Traditional Japanese grammarians long ago decided that Japanese has not three
but four major parts of speech: Nouns, Verbs, Adjectives and Nominal Adjectives.
This is another manifestation of the problem described in the preceding section.
However, the application of the usual distribution criteria for establishing the catego-
ries of Noun, Adjective and Nominal Adjective in Japanese demonstrates that there
are more categories than just those three.

Nouns are characterised by a copular construction in predication and a construction
with the genitive particle no in modification (Uehara 1998: 64, 56):

(40) Hon da.

book  cop
‘It is a book.’

41 Ainu-go no kenkyuu
Ainu-language GEN research

‘(the) study of the Ainu language’
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Nominal Adjectives also use the copular construction in predication but use a
linking particle na in modification (Uehara 1998: 88):

(42) a. Kirei da. b.  kirei  na hon
pretty  Cop pretty  LINK book
‘It is pretty.’ ‘a pretty book’

Adjectives use an adjectival inflection in predication and in modification (Uehara
1998: 88):

(43) a. Yasu-i b.  yasu-i hon
cheap-INFL cheap-INFL book
‘It is cheap.’ ‘a cheap book’

But there are other classes defined by different distributional patterns. A class that
I will call Type I Nominal Adjective/Adjective occurs with either the adjectival in-
flection or the copular construction in predication, and either the adjectival inflection
or the linking particle construction in modification (Uehara 1998: 89):

(44) a. Atataka-i. | Atataka da.

warm-INFL /  warm cop
‘It is warm.’

b. atataka-i hi | atataka na hi
warm-INF L day / warm LINK day

‘a warm day’
Another class, which I will call Type II Nominal Adjective/Adjective occurs only
with the adjectival inflection in predication but with either the adjectival inflection

or the linking particle construction in modification (Uehara 1998: 89):

(45) a. Tiisa-i. !/ *Tiisa  da.

small-INFL / small cop
‘It is small.’

b. tiisa-i hon | liisa na hon
small-INFL book / small LINK book

‘a small book’

Finally, there is a class which alternates between Nominal Adjective and Noun
(Uehara 1998: 106):
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46) a. heiwa na kuni
peace(ful) LINK country
‘a peaceful country’

b. heiwa no  sisya
pcace GEN messenger
‘a messenger of peace’

(47) a.  kenkoo na hito
health(y) LINK person
‘a healthy person’

b. kenkoo no zyootai
health GEN condition
‘health condition’

The corresponding English translations of (46) and (47) use the same lexical root
but in different syntactic category forms—in both of the examples here, a base Noun
and a derived Adjective form. However, the Japanese lexical forms are identical ex-
cept for their syntactic occurrence, which is ambivalent between Noun and Nominal
Adjective behaviour, corresponding to the English Nominal-Adjectival formal dif-
ference.

It has been suggested by one reviewer that one could argue that there are in fact
only the three traditionally named word classes, Noun, Nominal Adjective and Ad-
jective, and the three additional classes described above represent multiple class
membership. But distributional analysis cannot tell us whether to describe the latter
three classes as examples of multiple membership or simply as three classes with
different distribution patterns.

If this were not enough, speakers vary as to which words have which distribu-
tions, and words fit into different constructions with varying degrees of
(un)grammaticality (Uehara 1998: 98-99, 103-115). Hence category membership is
not clear-cut even for individual lexical items. Distributional analysis not only re-
veals a myriad of syntactic classes, but also reveals sometimes fuzzy category behav-
iour at the boundaries of those classes.

We may summarise the fundamental problem of the standard approach to parts of
speech, in fact to grammatical categories in general as follows. Distributional analy-
sis is the basic method for determining what categories exist in a language. It is
assumed that distributional analysis will reveal parts of speech, in fact, it will reveal
grammatical categories which we can take as the primitive atomic elements that syn-
tactic theories use to describe grammars. But distributional analysis does nothing of
the sort.
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First, distributional analysis reveals a myriad of classes, and gives us no method
for deciding between parts of speech and minor syntactic categories. This fact was
noted by Schachter (1985) as well as in Croft (1991):

Such subclasses are not ordinarily identified as distinct parts of speech, since
there are in fact properties common to the members of the different subclasses,
and since the label parts of speech is ... traditionally reserved for ‘major
classes’... . It must be acknowledged, however, that there is not always a clear
basis for deciding whether two distinguishable open classes of words that occur
in a language should be identified as different parts of speech or as subclasses of
a single part of speech ... . What this means is that there may in some cases be
considerable arbitrariness in the identification of two open word classes as dis-
tinct parts of speech rather than subclasses of a single part of speech. (Schachter
1985: 5-6)

Finding grammatical behaviour that distinguishes the putative syntactic catego-
ries is not the real problem in identifying “nouns” and “verbs”... . The real
problem is deciding what kind of grammatical evidence justifies distinguishing
the major categories “noun” and “verb”, as Jacobsen argues, and what kind of
evidence would merely support, say, the existence of two subclasses of a major
category “predicate”. (Croft 1991: 45-46)

That is to say, there is no a priori way to choose a separate class analysis vs. a sub-
class analysis on the basis of the distributional method alone. All that distributional
analysis can give us is categories of words (or syntactic subunits) defined by their
occurrence in certain roles in various constructions, as in Table 2;

Table 2. Separate word classes or subclasses or one word class?

Construction A Construction B
Word Class 1 ) N
Word Class 2 * V

The distributional method does not tell us whether occurrence in Construction B in

Table 2 is necessary and sufficient for defining membership in a word class.
Likewise, there is no a priori way to choose a distinct class analysis over a multi-

ple class membership analysis on the basis of the distributional method alone.

The distributional method simply gives us the pattern in Table 3:
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Table 3. A third word class or multiple word class membership?

Construction A Construction B
Word Class | y vV
Word Class 2 * v
Word Class 3 v ¥

The distributional method does not tell us whether occurrence in each of Construc-
tions A and B is necessary and sufficient for defining membership in distinct word
classes. In both cases, it is asking too much of distributional analysis to give us
more than the distributional patterns of the types illustrated in Table 2 and 3, or any
other distributional pattern.

Second, the systematic application of distributional analysis does not yield a
small number of parts of speech with sharp boundaries (leaving aside fixes such as
subclasses and multiple class membership, which must be motivated by other
means). This latter fact suggests that the categories which distributional analysis
defines are not only not the traditional parts of speech, but that they aren’t the sort
of atomic primitives that we would like to use as the building blocks of our syntac-
tic models. Is there a way out of this dilemma?

4. A universal-typological theory of parts of speech

A proper theory of parts of speech that applies to all languages must satisfy the fol-
lowing three conditions in order to be successful. First, there must be a criterion for
distinguishing parts of speech from other morphosyntactically defined subclasses.
Second, there must be a cross-linguistically valid and uniform set of formal gram-
matical criteria for evaluating the universality of the parts-of-speech distinctions.
Third, there must be a clear distinction between language universals and particular
language facts.

It should be clear from the discussion at the end of section 3 that the first condi-
tion is lacking in the theories of parts of speech that have been discussed here. The
second condition is closely tied to the first. It has not really been addressed in any
of the aforementioned theories except Hengeveld’s, which 1 will argue is too lim-
ited. It may not be obvious to many readers that the third condition is important or
relevant to a theory of parts of speech. But I believe that the failure to satisfy the
first two conditions follows directly from not recognising the importance of distin-
guishing language universals from language-particular facts. So I will first address
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the third condition in section 4.1, before turning to the other two conditions in sec-
tion 4.2. In the process, a radical new view of the nature of syntax will be outlined,
albeit one firmly based in typological practice.

4.1. Radical construction grammar: separating the universal from the
language particular :

There are two common responses to the paradoxes presented in section 3. The first
is to say that there are no parts of speech in syntactic theory, and that “languages
could differ from each other without limit and in unpredictable ways”, in Joos’
(1957: 96) famous passage. This is in effect a denial of the existence of language
universals in the description of particular languages.

The other response is to essentially abandon distributional analysis. Haegeman
appears to do this, as noted in section 1; that is, she assumes that category member-
ship determines distribution, not the other way round. In practice, Haegeman and
most others are merely economical with the truth, using only the distributional facts
they find useful for their theoretical hypotheses. They ignore some distributional
patterns, focusing on a small subset of constructions (or even just one, like predica-
tion), and using those to construct a syntactic theory with parts of speech and other
atomic syntactic primitives. This strategy tends to lead to a “lumping” approach.
For example, looking only at the presence/absence of function-indicating morpho-
syntax in predication leads to the idea that there is only one part of speech in Makah
and other such languages. Hengeveld’s model looks at referring expressions and
adnominal and adverbial modifiers as well as predications, but still examines only
function-indicating morphosyntax. Together with the ignoring of semantic differ-
ences, it still leads to a broadly “lumping” approach. The “lumping” approach is
expressed in hypothesis (A2) at the beginning of this paper: parts of speech are not
found in all languages.

There is a third way, which combines the positive features of both of the earlier
responses. To reach this third way, however, we must abandon the negative features
of both of the earlier responses. The aim of the selective abandonment of distribu-
tional analysis is to preserve hypothesis (A1): that parts of speech which we label
Noun, Verb, Adjective etc. are categories of particular languages. But we do not
need to preserve it. In fact, distributional analysis tells us that we must abandon it.
That is the positive feature of the Joos interpretation of American structuralism (pace
Anward—Moravcsik——Stassen 1997: 168). Categories in a particular language are
defined by the constructions of the language. Moreover, the constructions are the
primitive elements of syntactic representation; categories are derived from construc-
tions.
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The reasoning for this view, which 1 call radical construction grammar (see Croft
forthcoming, in preparation), is simple. Constructions define grammatical catego-
ries. But all contemporary syntactic models insist on taking these categories as
atomic syntactic primitives, and defining constructions as being made up of these
atomic primitives. Yet those syntactic “primitives” are defined by constructions.
This approach is circular. The circularity can be broken by abandoning the notion
that categories are atomic syntactic primitives. Syntactic categories, including those
commonly labelled as parts of speech, are derivative from the constructions that
define them.

Radical construction grammar offers a solution to the problem of representing syn-
tactic categories, relations and constructions for particular languages without com-
promising empirical accuracy and completeness. Radical construction grammar takes
the Joos view seriously. But in radical construction grammar, parts of speech cannot
be categories of particular languages. We could choose to label certain English syn-
tactic categories defined by certain English constructions as Noun, Verb and Adjec-
tive. But we would then have no theoretical motivation to label the categories de-
fined by constructions in any other language with the same labels. We have only the
discredited semantic heuristic, or terminological convenience (cf. Dryer 1997, who
makes this argument for grammatical relations such as Subject and Object). And
anyway, the constructions of English would still define many more classes than the
three major parts of speech, or even the dozen or so usually found in traditional
grammars.

Here we must discard the main negative feature of the Joos approach (and much of
the generative grammar that followed American structuralism). This is the narrow
view that universals of language are only categories and structures which are found
in all languages, or almost all languages. That is, we must discard the view that
universals of language are only what typologists call absolute universals, properties
true of all languages. In this narrow view, Universal Grammar is just a template of
pre-given syntactic categories and structures which particular languages are fit into,
or which particular language grammars choose from (the “smorgasbord” approach to
Universal Grammar; see Croft forthcoming). This view of Universal Grammar is not
only too narrow, but radical construction grammar shows that it is simply unten-
able. Grammatical categories of particular languages are irreducibly language particu-
lar; in fact, they are also construction-specific.

Instead, Universal Grammar is revealed through cross-linguistic patterns of varia-
tion of the sort discovered by typology. In particular, there is a cross-linguistic pat-
tern of variation which I believe can appropriately be described as a universal theory
of the parts of speech, that is, the pattern captures the intuition underlying the tradi-
tional use of the terms noun, verb and adjective:
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The evidence presented in this section [chapter 2 of Croft 1991—WAC] demon-
strates the existence of the syntactic categories “noun”, “verb” and “adjective”
as typological universals. That is, the evidence presented here represents sys-
tematic cross-linguistic patterns of variation ... . The typological universals do
not predict the exact behaviour of individual languages; rather, they predict that
a language will fit somewhere in the pattern of variation allowed by typological
marking theory. (Croft 1991: 93-94; emphasis added) -

Syntactic categories are language particular and defined by constructions, and lan-
guage universals are not a tempiate of grammatical structure but systematic patterns
of variation (and ultimately, change; see section 4.3). In this way, we can separate
the language particular from the language universal. We may now turn to how the
language-particular facts give evidence for the language universals which they repre-
sent.

4.2. The distributional method, propositional acts, and the typological
theory of markedness: the criteria for parts of speech

Let us go back to the positive features of the selective use of the distributional
method, which I had criticised above. Following Jacobsen, | criticised those lin-
guists who used only the predication construction to define parts of speech, and so
for example argued that Makah had no parts of speech (or just one, Verb). But what
is wrong with those linguists’ analyses is not what they discovered about Makah
and other languages. What is wrong with their analyses is that they believed that
their discoveries were about parts of speech. They were not. What they discovered
was a typological pattern about the predication construction, or more precisely, the
family of inflectional constructions they used to define predication (subject and/or
object agreement, tense-aspect-mood inflection, etc.). More specifically, they discov-
ered typological patterns about the relationship between the predication construction
and the semantic classes of lexical items that fit into the predication construction.

All of that is legitimate, valid and interesting empirical and theoretical linguistic
research. Just how interesting it can be is found in ’s massive and brilliant study of
the predication of various semantic classes (actions, properties, objects and loca-
tions)y—appropriately titled Intransitive predication (Stassen 1997, see also Wetzer
1996). (Unfortunately, Stassen and Wetzer still refer to the semantic classes by syn-
tactic category labels and use potentially misleading terms like ‘“nouny” and
“verby”.) But no reference to parts of speech is necessary to do such research, or to
appreciate it.
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Hengeveld’s (1992) study is broader in scope, in that he examines not just predi-
cation but also reference (terms in his terminology) and modification. My objection
to his work (besides the empirical, methodological and semantic problems I raised
in section 2) is his claim that it is about parts of speech. It is in fact about function-
indicating constructions—copular and non-copular constructions, relativising or
other attributive constructions, and nominalisation constructions. Nevertheless,
Hengeveld’s model (properly carried out) does survey the interaction between a fam-
ily of constructions and a family of semantic classes of lexical items (predicates in
his terminology).

However, the universal-typological theory I presented in earlier work (Croft 1984,
1986, 1991), and which finds an antecedent in Dixon’s (1977) seminal study of
adjectives, is still more general. In fact, it is a theory which I believe is general
enough to be thought of as a theory of parts of speech as language universals. It is
broader than Stassen’s (1997) or Hengeveld’'s (1992) models, although it is
sketched out in somewhat less detail and tested on a much smaller sample. (Never-
theless, the results of Stassen’s and Hengeveld’s studies do not contradict the the-
ory in Croft (1991).) It is broader in that the typological interactions among a much
wider family of constructions are analysed. It is more general in that it is couched in
terms of independently motivated typological principles (see below), which allows
us to compare the results to other typological patterns.

The range of constructions in the universal-typological theory of parts of speech
covers constructions for predication, reference and modification, as with Hengeveld’s
model. Most important, it explicitly recognises that predication, reference and modi-
fication are pragmatic (communicative) functions, or as Searle described them, pro-
positional acts (see Searle 1969: 23-24; Croft 1990b, 1991: 109-111). Predicative,
nominal (term) and attributive constructions encode the pragmatic functions. The
three pragmatic functions are in fact the foundation for the three-way distinction of
the traditional major parts of speech. This is the first step towards satisfying the first
condition, a means of identifying the major parts of speech as opposed to other,
“lesser”, categories (either language universal or language particular).

The universal-typological theory of parts of speech embraces constructions with
and without function-indicating morphosyntax. Function-indicating morphosyntax
overtly encodes the functions of reference, predication and modification for various
classes of lexical items. As such, function-indicating morphosyntax falls under the
structural coding criterion of the theory of typological markedness. The theory of
typological markedness (see Greenberg 1966; Croft 1990a) is a general theory of the
relationship between form and meaning across languages. It is often misunderstood
because of important differences between it and the Prague School theory of marked-
ness (see Croft 1996 for historical discussion). The theory of typological marked-
ness (along with the distributional method) satisfies the second condition given
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above: it provides valid cross-linguistic grammatical criteria for testing the univer-
sality of the three parts of speech across individual languages.

Typological markedness has two important characteristics that differentiate it from
Prague School markedness. First, typological markedness is a universal property of
a conceptual category, not a (language-particular) grammatical category as it is in
Prague School markedness. When it is argued that singular is typologically un-
marked, a hypothesis is being put forward about the conceptual category singular as
it is encoded in the world’s languages, not the grammatical category Singular found
in English or any other particular language.

In the case of parts of speech, [ argue that there are unmarked combinations of
pragmatic function and lexical semantic class (Croft 1984, 1986, 1991):

—  noun = reference to an object
— adjective = modification by a property
- verb =  predication of an action

Any other combination of pragmatic function and semantic class is marked. These
unmarked and marked combinations are conceptual categories. The assertion that the
combinations above are unmarked and other combinations are marked refers to a
hypothesis about a pattern of variation with respect to how those conceptual catego-
ries are encoded across languages. I believe that it is appropriate to describe these
unmarked combinations of pragmatic function and semantic class with the names of
the parts of speech. This view is not without precedent; Sapir (1921: 119) expressed
the same view over three quarters of a century ago:

There must be something to talk about and something must be said about this
subject of discourse once it is selected. This distinction is of such fundamental
importance that the vast majority of languages have emphasised it by creating
some sort of formal barrier between the two terms of the proposition. The sub-
ject of discourse is a noun. As the most common subject of discourse is either a
person or a thing, the noun clusters about concrete concepts of that order. As the
thing predicated of a subject is generally an activity in the widest sense of the
word, a passage from one moment of existence to another, the form which has
been set aside for the business of predicating, in other words, the verb, clusters
about concepts of activity. No language wholly fails to distinguish noun and
verb, though in particular cases the nature of the distinction may be an elusive
one.

The relevant patterns of variation are described by the formal criteria of typologica!
markedness. The first is the structural coding criterion, manifested by function-
indicating morphosyntax as discussed above. The proper definition of the structural
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coding criterion reveals the second significant difference between typological mark-
edness and Prague School markedness. In Prague School markedness, an unmarked
category is expressed by zero, and a marked category is expressed by an overt mor-
pheme. If this were a typological universal claim, it would amount to an absolute
universal. This condition is untenable cross-linguistically. Instead, the structural
coding criterion specifies only that the marked member is encoded by at least as
many morphemes as the unmarked member (Croft 1990a: 73)—an implicational
universal. This formulation allows for overt marking of both unmarked and marked
members in a language, and for zero marking of both—for example, in languages
such as Makah that allow predication of properties and object classes without overt
derivation and without a copula. The only excluded type is where the unmarked
member is expressed by more morphemes than the marked member—if, for exam-
ple, a language required a “copula” or auxiliary for the predication of actions but had
zero marking of the predication of properties and/or object classes.

The distribution of function-indicating morphosyntax conforms to the structural
coding criterion of typological markedness. The traditional names for the function-
indicating morphosyntax used to overtly mark the marked combinations of prag-
matic function and semantic class are given in Figure 1 (from Croft 1991: 67):

F REF ERENCE MODIF ICATION PREDICATION

OBJECTS unmarked nouns genitive, predicate nominals,
adjectivalisations, copulas
PPs on nouns

PROPERTIES | deadjectival nouns unmarked adjectives predicate adjectives,

copulas
ACTIONS action nominals, participles, unmarked verbs
complements, relative clauses

infinitives, gerunds

Figure 1. The conceptual space for the parts of speech

At this point, I have utilised only the same constructions as Hengeveld (1992) has
in his theory, although I have interpreted the cross-linguistic patterns very differ-
ently. However, the typological theory of markedness also integrates another class of
constructions through the behavioural potential criterion. The additional construc-
tions are those that indicate cross-cutting conceptual categories, such as the inflec-
tional categories of number, gender and case for nouns; gender/number agreement
and degree for adjectives; and person agreement and tense-aspect-mood for verbs. (I
use the parts of speech in their universal-typological theoretical sense from here on-
wards.) The behavioural potential criterion specifies that the unmarked member dis-
plays at least as wide a range of grammatical behaviour as the marked member.
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The behavioural potential criterion is again formulated as an implicational universal.
[t allows for the possibility of marked members (say, predicated properties) to have
the same inflectional possibilities as unmarked members (predicated actions) in
some language. It excludes the possibility of marked members having more inflec-
tional possibilities than unmarked members.

The behavioural potential criterion also allows for the limited or “defective” be-
haviour of the marked member of a category—e.g. no tense/aspect marking of predi-
cated property words, restricted range of demonstratives with action words in refer-
ence, etc.—without having to commit to the marked member being “in” or “not in”
the category in a universal-typological sense. Consider for example the Lango predi-
cated properties illustrated in section 3.2, which lack certain verbal inflections (such
as the generic habitual tone), but possess other verbal inflections, and yet require a
copula in certain tense/mood forms. Are they verbs or adjectives? This question
simply makes no sense in language-particular terms. The different inflections repre-
sent different constructions; the Lango property words simply have a different dis-
tribution from the Lango action words, and hence belong to a different language-
particular grammatical category (in fact two different categories) than action words.

Moreover, the terms verb and adjective do not describe language-particular gram-
matical categories anyway. They describe cross-linguistic patterns of variation. In
particular they describe a prototype. A prototype describes the core of a category; it
does not say anything about the boundary of a category (cf. Cruse 1992;
Croft—Cruse 1996). In fact, the universal typological theory of parts of speech de-
fines only prototypes for the parts of speech; it does not define boundaries. Bounda-
ries are features of language-particular categories. The category defined by the pres-
ence vs. absence of habitual tone in Lango predications has a sharp boundary, at
least according to the available description. Other categories in other languages may
not have sharp boundaries. For example, the boundary between the language-
particular Japanese categories of Adjective and Nominal Adjective appears to be
fuzzy, as noted in section 3.3 (see Uehara 1998 and references cited therein). The
status of boundaries of language-particular grammatical categories is a matter of em-
pirical linguistic and psycholinguistic investigation of the speakers of that language.
It is not a matter to be decided by a universal theory of parts of speech.

4.3. Conceptual space and the dynamicisation of syntax

The universal-typological theory of parts of speech allows us to relate functional
categories identifiable across languages—pragmatic function and semantic class—to
their syntactic expression within particular languages—the constructions used to
express the pragmatic functions of various semantic classes, and the constructions
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used to express cross-cutting conceptual distinctions for those classes. The theory
defines universal prototypes for the three major parts of speech, but does not define
boundaries for these categories. Boundaries are aspects of language-particular gram-
matical categories, determined by distributional analysis. Boundaries may be sharp
or fuzzy depending on the distributional patterns found with words in the language.
In fact, I would like to propose the following general hypothesis, following a more
general proposal in Croft—Cruse (1996):

D  Grammatical Category Structure Hypothesis

The internal category structure (e.g. prototype and extensions) of a grammatical
category is provided by the universal theory of grammar, while its boundaries
are provided by the particular language grammar.

The theory of parts of speech advocated here is not simply a cluster of functional
properties defining a prototype. The functional properties define a conceptual space,
also known as a mental map, cognitive map or semantic space. The conceptual
space for parts of speech (in simplified form) is represented by Figure 1. The concep-
tual space approach to cross-linguistic research has increased in importance in recent
work (see for example Anderson 1974, 1982, 1986, 1987, Croft—Shyldkrot—Kem-
mer 1987, Kemmer 1993; Haspelmath 1997; Stassen 1997, Van der Auwera—
Plungian 1998). The hypothesis behind a conceptual space approach to syntax is
that language-particular grammatical categories occupy a connected region in concep-
tual space. This hypothesis should work for languages in general, that is, there is a
single conceptual space and the categories of particular languages can be mapped in
that space. Of course, I have just argued that language-particular grammatical catego-
ries are defined by constructions (radical construction grammar). Hence the concep-
tual space hypothesis is really that the distribution of elements of a construction or
set of constructions occupies a connected region in conceptual space. Moreover, the
conceptual space has a certain “topography”. In the case of parts of speech, that to-
pography is a privileged status of the prototypes for noun, verb and adjective.

We may illustrate the conceptual space/radical construction grammar approach to
syntax with the categories of Lango described in section 3.2. The radical construc-
tion grammar model of particular language grammars simply specifies that the lan-
guage-particular categories of Lango property and action words are defined by the
constructions that they occur in. Those constructions define three Lango categories:
two property word categories (called core properties and peripheral properties below)
and one action word category. The distributional patterns of the three categories are
described in Table 4:
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Table 4. Distribution of Lango property/action words

l 11 111 v V1 VII
Core properties vV v ¥ V * * *
Peripheral properties * ) v v * * *
Actions * * v ™) v v v

I: singular/plural stems

[I:  non-habitual copula

III:  subject agreement

1V:  attributive particle (attributive particle + relative pronoun preferred)
V:  habitual tone in non-gerund habitual forms

VI: inflections for non-habitual forms

VII: possess inf initive, subjunctive {orms

The distributional pattern given in Table 4 appears to be what Lango speakers know
about this subset of lexical classes and constructions in their language. But there is
nothing universal about this distributional pattern. As such, it is actually an inade-
quate description of what Lango speakers know about their language. Universals of
parts of speech are brought into the picture by examining not just the constructions
and lexical items but also their semantic/pragmatic functions as represented in the
conceptual space found in Figure 1. That is, we can map the distributional pattern of
lexical classes and constructions onto the two-dimensional conceptual space of Fig-
ure 1, as in Figure 2:

Modification Predication
re--TTTTTTTETEE T ':
1
Core properties 1 : distinct SG/PL stems : copula in non-habitual
: 1 inflections
)
| |
! ]
Peripheral : '
properties ! .
!
I
I po==-—=-—-——=——- - PERF/PROGR inflections
: : relative pronoun preferred : ' INFIN/SUBJ forms
Actions jSTTT T T non-gerund habitual tone
1
}
1
: attributive particle : subject agreement
L}

reorcoeeosereeen. . unmarked adjective construction
—————————— marked adjective construction

— unmarked verb construction
marked verb construction

Figure 2. Map of Lango property/action categories in conceptual space
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The distribution of semantic classes across constructions in Lango conforms to the
general hypothesis regarding conceptual spaces and language-particular facts: the
distributional patterns for each construction occupy a connected region of the concep-
tual space. But that is not all. The typological theory of markedness, combined
with the theory of parts of speech as typological prototypes, allows us to classify the
constructions in a cross-linguistically valid way, as indicated by the various shad-
ings of the rectangles in Figure 2. Unmarked adjective constructions are construc-
tions indicating behavioural unmarkedness, that is, cross-cutting adjectival inflec-
tions such as (suppletive) number agreement. Marked adjective constructions are
overt function-indicating morphosyntax for modification, such as the attributive
particle and relative pronoun. Unmarked verb constructions include cross-cutting
verbal inflections, such as subject agreement, infinitive and subjunctive inflections,
perfective and progressive inflections, and the non-gerund habitual tone pattern.
Marked verb constructions are function-indicating morphosyntax for predication,
such as the copula.

The distribution patterns defined by the constructions of Lango also conform to
the typological-universal theory of parts of speech. Unmarked adjective constructions
include core properties as modifiers (the upper left cell in Figure 1); marked adjec-
tive constructions include classes other than core properties as modifiers. Unmarked
verb constructions include actions as predicates (the lower right cell in Figure 1);
marked verb constructions include classes other than actions as predicates. It is true
that core properties as modifiers also require the attributive particle, and core proper-
ties as predicates also have subject agreement. But these possibilities are not ex-
cluded by the proper formulation of typological markedness (see section 4.2). If the
attributive particle or subject agreement were found on core properties but not on
actions, that would violate the typological-universal theory of parts of speech.

Most important, the combination of the conceptual space approach to typological
universals with radical construction grammar allows us to dynamicise the theory of
parts of speech advocated here, following the general principles of the dynamicisa-
tion of markedness patterns (Croft 1990a: 214). An overt function-indicating con-
struction (such as modification or predication) will arise in a marked context first
and spread to an unmarked context later; or it will be lost from an unmarked context
first and from a marked context last. One of these scenarios is what is hypothesised
to have happened with the attributive particle in Lango. It appears that the relative
pronoun is now spreading to property words: it is a possible but less preferred con-
struction for that semantic class. Likewise, the copula is currently developing with
predicated property words, though it has yet to spread to all tenses of Lango; or
(less likely) it may be that the copular constructions are retreating.

Likewise, a construction expressing a cross-cutting distinction will arise in the
unmarked context first, then spread to marked contexts later; or it will be lost from
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marked contexts first and from the unmarked context last. One of these scenarios is
presumably what has happened with subject agreement and suppletive number
agreement in Lango. Suppletive number agreement is used in only a limited fashion
in predication—it is not found in the subjunctive, for instance—which suggests
either that it is just now spreading to the marked predication function, or is retreat-
ing from it. Either way, we would expect to find suppletive number agreement
among core property words as modifiers in Lango if it is found in any predicated
property word contexts.

The conceptual space for parts of speech in Figure | is more complex than a mere
core/prototype-periphery semantic pattern implies. For example, it includes the hy-
pothesis that properties are intermediate between objects and actions, and modifica-
tion is intermediate between reference and predication. There is some evidence sup-
porting both of those hypotheses. It appears that overt expression of predica-
tion—copulas or an auxiliary (as it is called when it accompanies action word predi-
cations}—conforms to the hierarchy object < property < action (Croft 1991: 130;
Stassen 1997: 127). Stassen also proposes a more detailed hierarchy of properties:
object < material, gender < value, age, form < dimension, colour < physical prop-
erties < human propensity < action (Stassen 1997. 168-169). Stassen’s research
demonstrates that detailed cross-linguistic research—his sample consists of 410 lan-
guages—reveals further fine-grained detail of the topography of conceptual space that
could not be discovered otherwise.

[t also appears that overt expression of pragmatic function with ac-
tions—nominalisation—conforms to the hierarchy reference < modification
< predication. That is, if nominalised forms are found in modification of actions,
then they are also found in reference to actions; further research is necessary to con-
firm this speculation. Also, participial (modifying) derivation appears to be depend-
ent on the existence of nominalisation (Croft 1991: 131), further suggesting the
intermediate status of modification. Finally, there is a plausible functional explana-
tion for the intermediate status of properties and of modification. Properties are rela-
tional (like actions) but stative and permanent (like objects; Croft 1991: 131-132).
Maodification both helps to enrich reference (cf. Wierzbicka 1986) and to give a sec-
ondary assertion about the referent (Croft 1991: 131).

The two-dimensional conceptual space defined by Figure 1 is of course a gross
oversimplification of the actual relationships among semantic classes and pragmatic
functions. There are many other semantic classes, and they will not necessarily line
up in a single dimension with respect to the pragmatic functions. Stassen’s account
of intransitive predication (Stassen 1997), which incidentally supports the universal-
typological theory of parts of speech presented here, includes the category of predica-
tion of location, and it represents a “branch” linked to the predication of properties
but not directly linked to the predication of actions or objects. In earlier work, |
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argued that properties and modification are not only intermediate in their dimen-
sions, but that adjectives are also less prominent as a typological prototype than
nouns and verbs (Croft 1991: 130-133). The exact grammatical status of other sorts
of modification—quantification, enumeration, deixis, anaphoric reference, selection
from a set—with respect to property modification remains an interesting and open
question. Hence the universal-typological theory of parts of speech outlined here is
only the first step in a more comprehensive mapping of conceptual space and the
dynamic patterns of the syntactic constructions that occupy that space.

4.4. Summary of the theory

Radical construction grammar argues that one is not going to find universals of
grammar in the syntactic patterns of individual languages taken by themselves.
Grammatical categories in particular languages are defined by the patterns of distri-
bution of grammatical constructions, which themselves are language particular. But
this is not to say that there are no universals of grammar. Although grammatical
constructions are language particular, they possess formal properties which can be
compared across languages, such as the properties grouped in the theory of typologi-
cal markedness. And the constructions of particular languages can be compared to
each other by relating them to their semantic/pragmatic function, in time-honoured
typological fashion (see Croft 1990a: 11-18 and references cited therein). Universals
of grammar are found in the relationship between cross-linguistically comparable
formal properties of constructions and the categories they define on the one hand,
and the functions that they express on the other. Those functions in turn are struc-
tured, namely in a conceptual space and its topography, which is revealed by the
cross-linguistic formal patterns. Certain functions in the topography of conceptual
space are appropriately described as the universal parts of speech, in keeping with
the intuitions of traditional grammarians and of earlier linguists such as Sapir.

This theory is essentially that advocated in the earlier work cited above (Croft
1984, 1986, 1991). However, that work focused mainly on the typological univer-
sals of parts of speech. It did not make fully explicit the theories of syntactic and
semantic representation that follow naturally from the typological approach to lan-
guage. | had not pursued the question of the syntactic representation of particular
language grammars to its logical conclusion—radical construction grammar—at that
point (but compare Croft 1990a: 100-101, 150-154; Croft 1991: chapter 1). Nor
had I explicitly stated that the two-dimensional chart in Figure 1 is intended to be
interpreted as a conceptual space (but compare the analysis of participant roles in
Croft 1991: 184-185). The explication in this section is intended to remedy this
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shortcoming, at least in outline form; the theory will be treated in greater detail in
Croft (in preparation).

5. Categorisation and construal

In sections 2 and 3, 1 argued that those analyses that ignored significant semantic
differences in nominal and verbal usage of a lexical stem, or nominal and adjectival
uses of a lexical stem, misrepresent the facts of the languages in question, namely
the conventional, language-particular semantic derivation process involved in a
change in category. From the perspective of the universal-typological theory of parts
of speech, these facts can be re-interpreted as a conventional, language-particular (and
sometimes word specific) semantic shift when used in constructions expressing dif-
ferent pragmatic functions. I excluded such cases from the theory described in sec-
tion 4. For example, the Quechua form hatun-ta ‘the big one [ACCUSATIVE]" in
example (2b) in section 2 does not tell us anything about how reference to properties
is expressed in Quechua, since harun-ta denotes an object, not a property.

Nevertheless, it is quite common cross-linguistically to find a lexical item used in
more than one pragmatic function without overt derivation but with a significant and
often systematic semantic shift (cf. the discussion of “conversion” in Tokelau and
Russian in Vonen 1997). The relevant cross-linguistic universal is that these shifts
are always towards the semantic class prototypically associated with the pragmatic
function. The following patterns are particularly common cross-linguistically. Prop-
erty words used as referring expressions shift meaning to an object (person or thing)
which possesses the property, as with Quechua hatun-ta in example (2b). Action
words used in referring expressions shift meaning to a person, place or thing which
is a typical salient participant in the action in its semantic frame (in the sense of
Fillmore 1982), as may be the case with Tongan ako in example (7). Conversely, an
object word used in a predication construction shifts meaning to an action typically
or saliently associated with the object in its semantic frame, as with Makah example
(25) (see Clark—Clark 1979 for this process in English). Or it shifts meaning to the
inchoative process “become an Object”, as in Makah example (24). Finally, it is
quite common for property words used in predication constructions to shift meaning
to the inchoative process “become Property” (Stassen 1997: 163-164).

Even where there is no major semantic shift, there is usually a subtle semantic
shift towards the semantic class prototypical for the pragmatic function. For in-
stance, predicate nominals do not denote an object in itself, but rather a relation.
The norm is taken to be the relation of membership in the object class (as it was in
Croft 1991; Stassen 1997), but there is also the relationship of identity and a variety
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of other relations (see Croft 1991: 69-71; Hengeveld 1992: 75-91; Stassen 1997:
100-106). Object words as modifiers must also be construed as relational, and be-
come less object-like the more modifier-like their syntax (Croft 1991: 103-104; cf.
Uehara 1998: 121-130). For example, the Turkish izafet construction with the geni-
tive suffix (function-indicating morphosyntax for the marked modifier class of ob-
jects) has a more specific, object meaning, whereas the izafet construction without
the genitive treats the modifier more as a property (Lewis 1967: 42-43):

(48) a. dniversite-nin profesorler-i
university-GEN professors-35G.POSS
‘the professors of the university’

b. aniversite profesorler-i
university professors-3SG.POSS
‘university professors’

The same is true of the English glosses of the Turkish sentences: the zero marked
prenominal compound noun in (48b) is more property-like than the postposed geni-
tive NP in (48a).

Likewise, the more predicate-like the syntax of object words and property words
in predication, the more transitory and less inherent is the property asserted (Wierz-
bicka 1986; Bolinger 1967, 1980; Croft 1991: 105-106). Bolinger (1980b: 79) pro-
vides a nice example of a scalar increase in inherence from Jill fusses to Jill is fussy
to Jill is a fussbudget. Finally, Langacker (1987a: 207-208) argues that even action
nominalisations represent an alternative conceptualisation or construal of the action
as a static whole.

Langacker has proposed a conceptual analysis of parts of speech (Langacker 1987a,
1987b). A noun is conceptually a thing, that is, a concept construed as non-
relational and summarily scanned (roughly, conceived statically and holistically). A
verb is a process, that is a concept construed as relational but summarily scanned
(roughly, mentally viewed across time). Modifiers, including adjectives, are con-
cepts construed as relational but summarily scanned.

The semantic shifts we have described in this section conform with Langacker’s
conceptual analysis. However, it must be pointed out that the construals of particu-
lar concepts are conventionally established for a particular language, and often for
particular lexical items. For example, the construal of the Makah word for ‘baggage’
as the process of packing is language particular; English does not use baggage but
instead the object word pack to describe this process. And as noted in section 3,
some languages (such as English) do not allow the general construal of a property
word to indicate an object possessing that property.
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Nevertheless, there is no inherent conflict between these two theories of parts of
speech. The solution is to recognise that the language-particular categories which
linguists prefer to call Noun, Verb and Adjective are what Lakoff (1987a, 1987b)
calls radial categories. Radial categories are categories with internal structure, typi-
cally with a prototype with extensions that are conceptually motivated but linguisti-
cally conventional. These extensions themselves involve a degree of conceptualisa-
tion, which sometimes manifests itself as a fairly dramatic semantic shift.

The difference between the cognitive and typological theories of parts of speech is
chiefly a matter of emphasis. The cognitive theory emphasises the uniformity of the
semantic construals found over and over again across languages with respect to con-
structions expressing the pragmatic functions. The typological theory focuses on the
variation found in the distributional patterns of constructions and lexical classes
within and across languages, and the varied topography of the conceptual space that
underlies the typological universals.
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Kinship verbs

Nicholas Evans

1. Introduction*

The difference between nouns and verbs is generally held to be the most fundamental
word class distinction, in the sense that if a language has just two open classes,
these will normally correspond to the noun and verb classes of other languages;
other classes, such as adjectives, will then be assimilated to subclasses of one of
these two.'

This makes the question of how lexical items are assigned to one of these two
classes a fundamental one, and there have been many attempts to discover which
ontological properties are crucial. Four main types of external motivation have been
sought: (2) properties of entities in the world, such as their time-stability (Givén
1979: 320-322, 1984: 51-56), (b) properties of how people manage discussion of
those entities in discourse, e.g. by treating them as “reported events” vs. “dis-
course-manipulable participants” (Thompson 1988), (c) properties of how humans
construe and categorise these entities, with nouns construed as “a region in some
domain” and verbs as the profiling of a process (Langacker 1987), (d) properties of
ontological types in logic, such as entities, events, situations and properties, with
nouns expressing predicates of entities and verbs expressing predicates of events or
situations (Bach et al. 1995: 7).

It is not the place to evaluate these different approaches here, or to seek a synthesis
among them. Rather, I wish to expand the empirical base on which such theorising
is built by considering a lexical domain that has not yet been seriously considered
in such research: that of kinship expressions, which are variously realised by nouns
and verbs cross-linguistically. Consider the translation of the English noun phrase
‘my father’ into the Australian language Ilgar’ as panimaryarwun. This word is
built up by prefixing the verbal root maryarwu ‘be father to’ with the subject/object
prefix gani- ‘he <SUBJ>/me <OBJ>‘ and suffixing it with non-past -»; cf. the use
of the more “normal” transitive verb wun ‘hits’ in pganiwun ‘he is hitting me’. In
languages with fully-fledged systems of kinship verbs, such as Ilgar, these verbs can
be used both as main predicates, as in (1), and as referring expressions, via interpre-
tation as headless relative clauses, as in (2). They may also be inflectable for
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tense/aspect/mood, as in (1), where the past tense is used to stress that the kinship
relationship no longer holds due to the death of the son.’

(1) a. ip-anad ip-i-maga-n
FEM-3$G 3SG.FEM.ABS-38G.MASC.ERG-bc.husband.to-NON.PAST
‘She is his wife.” (literally: “she (is the one), whom he is husband to”,
or “she, he is husband to her™)

b. Jaga anad if-i-maga-n

DEM 356.MASC*  35G.FEM.ABS-3SG.MASC.ERG-be husband.to-NON.PAST
‘He is her husband.’ (literally: “it (is) he, who is such that he is husband
to her”, or “he, he is husband to her”)

2) Jagabasa  yi-wu-wu-n
that 35G.MASC.ABS-3PL.ERG-kill-PAST

pabi  a-magyarwu-n

1sG 1sG/3mAsC-be father.to-PAST
agmun-manargbu-n .laga5 ar-argbi
2sG/3pPL-clean.out-NON.PAST DEM REDUP-person

[A father is summoning up a cloud of poisonous gas to avenge his son’s death:]
‘Because they killed my son (i.e. the one whom 1 was father to), you
clean out those people.’

Kinship verbs such as those in [lgar are interesting for word class studies because
they illustrate another dimension relevant to the categorisation into noun or verb.
Rather than the “thing” vs. “action” dichotomy that underlies traditional European
grammatical approaches since the Greeks, or the “time-stability” dimension more
recently introduced by Givon (1984: 51-56), the salient difference with kinship
verbs is the number of arguments: as relational terms, taking two arguments,’ their
argument structure most closely resembles that of transitive verbs in many languages
(see Vogel 1996: 232 on the correlation between the “absolute vs. relational” oppo-
sition and that of nominal vs. verbal encoding). In other words, the exploitation of
verbs to encode kinship relations in many languages appears to use their relational
semantics rather than “dynamic” vs. “static” semantics as the basis for assigning
kin terms to this class, although we shall see later (section 5.4) that interpersonal
pragmatics, usually ignored as a factor in influencing nominal vs. verbal encoding,
also play a role.

The relevance of relationality has been well put by Kay (1975: 206):

[TThe apparent uncertainty {in Oneida—NE] whether to treat kinterms as verbs
or nouns is perhaps not to be treated as a random vagary of superficial structure
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but rather may have something to do with the semantic/pragmatic fact that kin-
terms (and other relational nouns) are in fact used both to assert that certain rela-
tions hold between given individuais and to identify individuals.

Recognition that kinship relations can be expressed by verbs in some languages
came relatively late. Tarascan material representing the phenomenon was recorded in
1558 by Gilberti and in 1574 by De Lagunas but was apparently not analysed as
kinship verbs (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b: 542). The first published mention of
kinship verbs was by Sapir (1917: 88) who, after insightfully discussing the seman-
tic differences between human relationships and other types of possession, and not-
ing that the ‘my’ and ‘thy”’ prefixes on ‘mother’ and ‘father’ in Wishram “are evi-
dently closely related to the verbal pronominal prefixes”, turned to

... the Iroquois usage of expressing many such relations as transitive verbs;
thus, one cannot say MY GRANDFATHER or MY GRANDSON in Iroquois,
but uses formal transitives which may be respectively translated as HE
GRANDFATHERS ME or I GRANDFATHER HIM.

Subsequently, Jakobson ([1971]: 360) saw that kinship nouns have a special status
as two-place predicates: ““... kinship is treated in Russian as performing a kind of a
function; cf. obe prixodjatsja emu [D] vnuchkami [I) [both are granddaughters (I) of
his (D)]”, though he was discussing this not in the context of word class studies,
but in the context of nouns assigning cases to their arguments. To my knowledge,
the first thorough discussion of kinship verbs in a particular language was by Abra-
ham Halpern (Halpern 1942: 425), who showed that Yuma kinship terms can “occur
as verbs and nouns, but not as interjections”, and gave a usefully detailed discussion
of the morphology and semantics of the difference (see section 3.3). According to
Langdon (1997: xvii), Halpern “attributed to Sapir the insight that, in [Yuma), kin-
ship terms are verbs, a revolutionary proposal at the time”.

In the following decades discussions of isolated languages with the phenomenon
followed. Most of these were from North America: Bloomfield (1946) on compara-
tive Algonquian, Chafe (1967) on Seneca, Williams (1976: 221-224) on Tuscarora,
Kay (1975) re-analysing Lounsbury’s Seneca data, Langdon (1978) on Yuman,
Seiler (1977, 1980, 1982a, 1982b, 1983) on Cahuilla, Sasse (1993) on Cayuga and
Mithun (1996) on Mohawk. However, Pym—Larrimore (1979) describe a couple of
kinship verbs in the Australian language Iwaidja.

To date the only cross-linguistic survey of the phenomenon is an important pair of
recent papers by Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a, 1994b). These contain a wealth of
new empirical material on Oapan Nahuatl and other Uto-Aztecan languages, impor-
tant generalisations about the phenomenon and transitional cases on the noun-verb
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continuum, and an innovative discussion of the role of pragmatics in selecting verbal
vs. nominal encodings through the differential implicatures they generate. However,
these articles do not consider non-North American data, which reflects rather different
factors in the noun-verb split to those they consider, fail to consider two major pre-
vious works on North American kinship verbs (Halpem 1942 and Kay 1975), ignore
the issue of how kinship verbs can have two quite different types of meaning (the ‘be
a K® to’ meaning found in Iroquoian, and the ‘call/have as a K’ meaning found in
Yuman and Uto-Aztecan), and do not examine the interaction of these two meaning
types with the structure of the kinship lexicon.

The structure of the present article is as follows. In section 2 I define exactly what
counts as a kinship verb, distinguishing pure kinship verbs, whose semantics only
includes the assertion of a particular kinship relation K, from various other types of
kinship verb which include additional elements, such as ‘call K’, ‘have as a K’, ‘do
something to create kinship relationship K’, and ‘act like 2 K’. Many languages,
including English, have verbs to express some of these predicate types, but express
kinship relations proper by nouns. In section 3 I begin with a detailed consideration
of two closely related languages, Ilgar and Iwaidja, to give an overview of how such
a system works as well as to make data available on a non-Amerindian language
with kinship verbs; I go on to examine several other language families more briefly
in order to fill out the grid of typological properties of kinship-verb systems, look-
ing at Iroquoian, Yuman, Uto-Aztecan and Gunwinyguan. In section 4 | look at the
question of how “verby” kinship verbs are, in comparison with verbs proper. In
section 5 I examine the factors responsible for splits between nominal and verbal
encoding, breaking these into five types: address vs. reference, actual vs. classifica-
tory kin, kin type, the nature of any extra semantics, and the person value of the
arguments. Finally, in section 6, I outline some issues calling for further typological
research, including the interaction between nominal vs. verbal encoding and the
structure of the kinship lexicon, and the predictability of nominal vs. verbal encod-
ing from other typological characteristics of the language.

2. Delimiting the phenomenon: What counts as a kinship verb?

To qualify as a kinship verb on the definition I use in this paper, a lexical item must
satisfy two criteria:

1. It must be a verb, in the sense of sharing the criterial morphosyntactic charac-
teristics of core verbs (e.g. ‘hit’, ‘tell’) in the language in question.
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While one expects that it will be a transitive verb, linked to subject and object rela-
tions in the form ‘<SUBJ> be (a) K [to <OBJ>]’, this more restrictive formulation
is not included as a definitional criterion, for two reasons: the grammatical relations
may not be definable for the language in question, and it is also logically possible
that such expressions could take the form of an intransitive verb (e.g. ‘be a mother’)
with the second term given as some sort of benefactive (e.g. ‘to me’). In fact, how-
ever, kinship verbs are largely transitive over my whole sample, and major problems
with the definition of subject and object relations do not arise with the languages
under discussion.

What is more variable is the degree to which kinship verbs share all the character-
istics of prototypical verbs: in some languages, for example, the only verbal charac-
teristic they exhibit is the presence of subject/object affixes, while in others they
allow more core verbal characteristics, such as inflection for tense/aspect/mood. This
question is examined in section 3 and section 4.

2. Inat least one of its senses, its semantics must be of the type ‘<X> be K [to
<Y>]’, where K is a kinship relation of the type ‘mother’, ‘father’ etc.

This criterion is intended to distinguish pure kinship verbs from other verbs that
include an assertion of a kinship relation as part of their meaning, such as ‘call K’,
‘cause someone to exist by acting as a K’, ‘treat in the way a K treats one’, ‘have
as a K’ and so on.

These four meanings are encoded by verbs in many languages that lack pure kin-
ship verbs. English can be used as an initial example of the first three:

3 Don’t “uncle” me!
“) He fathered a whole string of illegitimate children.
(5) She mothers him too much.

In each of these, there is extra semantics, beyond the pure kinship meaning, and a
lexical coverage that is either broader or narrower than the set of kinship terms.
In (3) the meaning is ‘call “uncle”’. This pattern has three major features:

(i) it accepts other non-kin address terms (e.g. Don’t “darling”’ me!),

(ii) it is limited to this syntactic frame; in my dialect it can’t even be used for the
corresponding affirmative: *Uncle me! is unacceptable),

(iii) it only works with kin terms that sound plausible as address terms. Don’t
“niece” me! sounds wrong, and for people of my generation, who use father as
a reference term only, Don’t “dad” me! sounds better than Don’t “father”
me!.



108 Nicholas Evans

This use then, is a specific construction allowing the delocutive use of address
terms, which happens to include some but not all kin terms, and many other address
terms besides. The delocutive nature of the construction is shown by the preference
for using quotation marks in English.

In (4) father is synonymous with beget; the meaning is roughly ‘cause someone
to exist by acting as their father’. In English this is the main kin term with such a
meaning: *he grandfathered/uncled a whole string of children is completely unac-
ceptable. Whether X fathered Y entails X is the father of Y depends on the cluster of
prototypicality conditions that can be teased out with certain kin terms (see Lakoff
1987 on comparable problems with English ‘mother’), so that John fathered me,
but he's not really my father is possible in the case of a one night stand, for exam-
ple. However, in my dialect the verb farher requires at least an act of sexual inter-
course— *John fathered 125 children as a sperm donor sounds distinctly odd; simi-
lar remarks apply to beget.

In (5) mother means ‘treat as a mother treats OBJ’ with further connotations of be-
ing protective; the OED gives a sense ‘protect as a mother’. The OED also lists the
sense ‘give birth to [usually fig.]’, though in my dialect this sense sounds forced.

Amith—Smith-Stark (1994b: 513) comment that “in English some kin terms
may function as verbs ... . Such terms seem to be those most heavily laden with
expectations of normative behavior. As transitive verbs, however, often these terms
do not refer to the relation itself, but rather to the social behaviour that is associated
with the kinship relation”, and it is certainly true that the English verb morher,
which for me is the only example of this pattern in English, does not require the
specified kin relation to exist, as shown by Amith—Smith-Stark’s (1994b: 513)
example I hate it when nurses mother me.

It appears to be a language-specific question as to whether such verbs detach the
behaviour normative for a particular kin from the kin relationship itself. In the fol-
lowing Classical Chinese example the verb means something like ‘fulfil one’s du-
ties as a father’; here it is used intransitively, and the meaning includes both a true
kinship component ‘be a father (to someone)’ and a normative-behaviour component
‘act in the way one expects of a father’ (example from Norman 1988: 88).

6) cai hou yin ér bu  fu
[place] marquis profligate and not father
“The marquis of Cai was profligate and would not fulfil his duties as a
father.’

The fourth type of extra semantics—‘have (as) a K’—cannot be exemplified with
an English verb, but occurs frequently in North American languages, especially in
Uto-Aztecan. In Yaqui, for example (Jelinek—Escalante 1988), nouns can be produc-
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tively used in the verbal slot, taking the full range of TAM inflections, and receiving
the interpretation ‘have a N’. (7a) illustrates the use of the perfective suffix with a
regular verb, (7b) with a non-kin noun (literally: “he will house” for ‘he will have a
house™), and (7¢) with the kinship noun ‘daughter’ (literally: “I daughtered” for ‘I
have a daughter’).

(7) a ‘agpo Peo-ta kari veeta-k
he Pete-POSS house burn-PERF
‘He burned Pete’s house.’

b. ‘aapo kari-ne
he house-FUT
‘He will have a house/houses.’

c. 'inepo  maara-k
| daughter-PERF
‘I have a daughter.’

In Yaqui, then, the use of kin terms in verbal frames is part of a regular conversion-
like process applying to most nouns; Jelinek—Escalante (1988) in fact argue that the
noun in (7b) or (7c) is incorporated by one of the set of TAM suffixes.’ In our dis-
cussion of kinship verbs in Uto-Aztecan languages we shall see rather similar phe-
nomena, in terms of semantics, though usually ‘have OBJ as a K’ rather than sim-
ply ‘have a K’, and restricted to kin terms rather than being available for nouns in
general.

A potential problem arises in the glossing of such constructions. If they are
glossed just by the kin term, as has been done with ‘daughter’ in (7c), the meaning
‘have (as) a’ is left out of account (or, at best, is implicitly claimed to reside in the
construction as a whole); this problem is not avoided simply by capitalising the
gloss (e.g. as DAUGHTER, which is the practice of Amith—Smith-Stark). This
becomes particularly confusing when, in languages like Central Guerrero Nahuatl,
Hopi and Cahuilla to be discussed below, the root means ‘be K to’ when it occurs
in a true nominal construction, and ‘have (as) a K’ in the verb-like construction, so
that [I-her-daughter] would mean ‘I am her daughter’ on the first interpretation, and
its converse ‘I have her as a daughter, i.e. I am her parent’ in the second. Through-
out this paper | therefore adopt full glosses to avoid this problem.

Verbs expressing kinship relations plus one or another of the extra semantic com-
ponents outlined above are far more widespread than kin verbs proper, though it
appears to be the case that in any given language only the delocutive and ‘have as a
K’ type are ever productive in the sense of applying to most or all kin terms.

In Tongan (Churchward 1953: 247), the suffix - 'aki, whose basic meaning is ‘to
treat or use as’, can be attached to kin terms:
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[Tlhe noun ramai is often applied to one’s father’s brothers, as well as to one’s
actual father. But whatever relationship is indicated, in any particular context or
circumstances, by the noun tamai, the word tamai ‘aki, used as a transitive verb,
implies a somewhat more distant relationship.

In other words, this suffix derives, from a kin term K, the meaning ‘to call or treat
as a K°, or (in a formulation suggested by Jiirgen Broschart, personal communica-
tion) ‘to be more or less related to as a K’. This illustrates a common semantic
tendency for ‘to call someone K’ to be interpreted as ‘to regard someone (who is not
a K) as equivalent to a K in some sense’. This is found with English phrasal verbs
of the type ‘call someone aunty/uncle’, and the Gunwinyguan ‘call K’ verbs to be
discussed in section 3.5 are likewise normally be used in a context of deciding how
to fit people who are not close kin into an overall society-wide system of classi-
ficatory kinship.

None of the verbs considered in this section can be used for pure assertions of kin-
ship, and in general they will not be considered further in this article.'® This leaves
open the possibility that a verb could be polysemous between a pure kinship sense,
and one of the derived types considered here, and my criterion (2) is deliberately
formulated to include such cases, as long as one of the senses expresses pure kin-
ship. There is another situation in which, exceptionally, 1 include verbs with the
meaning ‘have as a K’ or ‘call K’ in the purview of this survey: where they are the
only means of expressing kin relationships, e.g. for particular kin types. In Yuma
(section 3.3) the basic root for certain kin types means ‘call K’, ‘my K’ then being
expressed by a deverbal construction meaning ‘the one whom I call K.

Before concluding this initial section we need to consider two more definitional
issues.

Firstly, although kinship forms the core of the semantic domain under considera-
tion, other types of human relationship such as ‘friend’, ‘lover’ and ‘boss’ may
form part of the same lexical class; like kinship terms these are all logically two-
place predicates. To make this extent more explicit, Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a)
used the more general term “expressions of interpersonal relations”. Although I pre-
fer to use the shorter term “kinship”, to reflect the semantic core of the domain, |
will include such other human relationship terms in the survey where appropriate.

Secondly, in discussing kinship relations we need a number of technical terms. In
line with established anthropological usage I employ the term “propositus™'' for the
person from whose perspective the kinship relationship is calculated, and “referent”
for the person referred to by evaluating the kinship expression with the propositus
plugged in. In most languages the propositus shifts between first, second and third
person according to a range of factors. If [ say “Where’s mum?” to my young son,
he is the propositus (i.e. there is a second person propositus here); when he says
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“Mum’s not home yet”, there is a first person propositus (i.e. “my mum” is impli-
cit). In empathetic discourse the propositus may be third person, as when a child-
care worker, discussing a young girl in her care, says “she was fretting for mum all
day”. In most societies there are conventions that young children will be taken as
the propositus regardless of their role in the speech act; once adults get involved
complex considerations of politeness and seniority may come into play (see e.g.
Merlan 1982).

Note that, when kinship relations are expressed by verbs, two types of alignment
are possible between subject vs. object on the one hand, and propositus vs. referent
on the other.'* If I say [she-him-be.mother.to], in other words, this could in princi-
ple be used for either ‘she is his mother’ (i.e. subject is referent and object is pro-
positus) or ‘he is her son’ (i.e. he is such that she is mother to him; here the object
is referent and the subject is propositus), if the language allows non-subject topics.
Of course these two meanings are equivalent in truth value, though they differ in
what they take as point of perspective.

More serious problems arise when a kinship verb is used as a referring expression
in a headless relative construction; this is potentially ambiguous between ‘the
(male) whom she is mother to’, with the subject as propositus and the object as
referent, and ‘the (female) who is mother to him’, with the object as propositus and
the subject as referent. How languages deal with this potential ambiguity depends in
part on their strategies for constructing ascriptives and for forming relative clauses,
and is one of the parameters we shall examine below.

3. Systems of kinship verbs: Some case studies

To give an idea of the variation in how languages organise kinship verbs into sys-
tems, we will submit five groups of languages to case study, in decreasing order of
detail: the Australian languages llgar and Iwaidja, the Iroquoian languages (particu-
larly Seneca and Cayuga), the Yumnan languages (particularly Yuma), the Uto-Azte-
can languages (particularly Central Guerrero Nahuatl and Cahuilla), and the Gun-
winyguan languages (particularly Kunwinjku/Mayali and Dalabon).

3.1 Ilgar/Iwaidja

ligar and Iwaidja' are two closely related languages of Northern Australia, belonging
to the Iwaidjan family; the other languages of this family (Maung, Marrgu and
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Amurdak') also have kinship verbs but will not be discussed here."” They are a
convenient starting point, partly to correct the prevailing view that kinship verbs are
only found in the Americas, but also because the kinship verbs in these languages
have such well-developed verbal characteristics. 1t should be stressed, however, that
we are far from having a complete grammatical analysis of either of these languages
(see Pym—Larrimore 1979 and Evans 1998 for summaries), or of the sociolinguis-
tics of kin term use, so that the information given below must be regarded as provi-
sional. Unless otherwise indicated I use Ilgar examples.

3.1.1 Overview of word class system

Verbs in Ilgar and Twaidja take prefixes for subject, object, direction (optional) and
future tense, and suffixes for tense/aspect/mood. Within the transitive prefixes, the
order of subject and object depends both on person (first and second persons preced-
ing third, and first<>second combinations having portmanteau realisations), and on
grammatical relations, with object preceding subject when both are third person.
Intransitive prefixes are substituted for transitive prefixes under certain conditions,
such as in reflexives (e.g. example (15)) and l:eciprocals. A subset of nouns—mostly
body parts—may be prefixed for possessor; a few nouns showing gender contrasts
take gender prefixes identical to these, while other nouns take no prefixes. Many
nouns have irregular suffixes showing plurality. The possessor prefixes on nouns are
identical to the absolutive prefixes on verbs and the agreement prefixes on adjectives:

® na-maju na-wayal
15G.ABS-suffer:NON.PAST 15G-head
“I suffer as regards my head” = ‘[ have a headache’

)] an-maju arrbayal
25G.ABS-suffer:NON.PAST 2sG-head
“you suffer as regards your head” = ‘you have a headache’

(10) in-balgbaragan Jaga  ip-maju ip-bayal
35G.FEM-old.person DEM 35G.FEM.ABS-suffer:NON.PAST ~ 3SG.FEM-head
‘The old woman has a headache.’

an vi-walgbaragan laga  yi-maju yi-wayal
38G.MASC-old.person DEM 35G.MASC.ABS-suffer:-NON.PAST 3SG.FEM-head
‘The old man has a headache.’
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(12) yi-lijumaral arghi yi-waralgan
3.MASC-little man 3.MASC.ABS-Cry:NON.PAST
‘The little man is crying.’

(13) yip-jijumaral ~ wuruwajba yip-baralgan
3.FEM-little woman 3 FEM.ABS-CIry:NON.PAST
‘The little woman is crying.’

In other words, a great deal of agreement morphology is shared across nouns,
verbs and adjectives, but these word classes can still be distingnished morphologi-
caily: the verbs by the existence of other affixal slots (transitive subject, direction
and future prefixes, and TAM suffixes), adjectives by their obligatory agreement with
govemning nouns, and nouns by the fact that they govern gender agreement in ad-
jectives. Within the set of nouns, kinship nouns are distinguished by taking one of
two plural suffixes: most nouns for senior kin take a plural suffix -((b)u)lar (cf. ma-
gamaga ‘aunt’, magamagalar ‘aunts’) while words for junior kin (as well as gum-
bala FM(B), FZC/MBC, and wulubulu MMM) take plural —(mun: cf. gunbuyj
‘older sibling’, gunbujun ‘older siblings’.

The main difference between Ilgar and Iwaidja is that Ilgar maintains a masculine
vs. feminine distinction that has been almost completely lost in Iwaidja, and that
Iwaidja has developed initial consonant mutation under a range of conditions, but
mostly where Ilgar has third person singular prefixes.

Word order is very free and cannot be used as a diagnostic of word class. To add
to the difficulties of determining word class by syntactic means, the same free-pro-
noun forms are used for subject, object and possessive, so that the first person pro-
noun gabi, for example, in a phrase of form pabi X, may function either as a posses-
sive pronoun ‘my”’ (14), or as a subject ‘I’ (15). Though the order [POSS.PRON N] is
preferred, there are also examples of the order [N POSS.PRON], e.g. yvara anad [seed
35G.MASC] ‘its seed’. This leaves morphology as the main criterion for distinguish-
ing nouns from verbs.

(14) nabi  wunag, pabi malulguj
1sG country 1SG island
‘my  country, my islands’

(15) nabi  pa-lalgun na-yirag Jaga mapjawag
1SG 15G.ABS-cut:NON.PAST 15G-self DEM knife
‘I cut myself with a knife’

(16) laga pabi  pa-yirag  a-na-wura
that 15G 15G-self 1/3.MASC-FUT-tie:NON PAST
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a-na-malalgu manalbijuju
1/3.MASC.SG-FUT-c00k:NON.PAST turtle

‘I’Il take that turtle myself, tie it up and cook it.’

3.1.2 The kinship system

With this background, let us turn to the question of kinship terms. llgar and Iwaid-
ja, typically for Australian languages, have rich and complex kinship systems,
which are extended to everyone in the social universe by various methods of cate-
gory extension. Kinship relations are a main factor in regulating interpersonal behav-
iour, and kin terms are one of the two normal methods for referring to individuals.'®
All this makes kin terms a frequently used part of the vocabulary. The llgar/Iwaidja
system is summarised in Figure 1. Note that same-sex siblings use the same term,
so that bupi actually covers both ‘father’ and ‘father’s brother’, and gamu covers
both ‘mother’ and ‘mother’s sister’, even though only the first meaning is shown
on the chart.

3.1.3 Kinship nouns

In first eliciting'’ kinship terms, all the kin terms 1 was given were nouns. These are
the terms shown in smaller italics under the kin types in Figure 1. Only later, in
recorded texts, many dealing with genealogical information, did kinship verbs come
up. These are the roots shown in larger italics in Figure 1.

In address, only the nouns are used: one can call out, for example, gamu!
‘mother!” or wawu! ‘(paternal) grandfather!” but would never use a verbal kin term
in this context. The noun terms, in combination with the verb min ‘do, say, call’,
are also used in reporting how you call or classify a particular person, as in (17a-b);
in this respect Iigar and Iwaidja differ from Dalabon and Mayali (see section 3.5),
which in such circumstances use verbs incorporating vocative forms. Such quotative
uses may refer either to situations where someone is being fitted into the kinship
system by being assigned a particular category, or they may be used with actual kin,
as in (17b).

(17) a. gabi  pa-mi-p Jumun gumbala
1sG 1SG.ABS-say-PAST 3SG.MASC.OBLIQUE cousin(FM)
‘[ call him ‘cousin’.’
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Figure 1. lTwaidja/llgar kin terms, showing superclassing by kinship verbs; male cgo
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b. npabi  pa-ni-lagbami-p,
1sG 18G.ABS-35G.MASC.ERG-be.father 's.father.to-PAST
‘my late father’s father,

pa-ni-magyarwu- yargijar gij
15G.ABS-35G.MASC.ERG-be.father-PAST [name]

my late father Yarmgijarmgjj,

Jagabaia  gad-bi-n wawu  arad
that 1PL.EXCL-call-PAST FF one

and that one we called wawu (paternal grandfather),

arad  pad-bi-p wawu madbuga
one 1PL.EXCL-call-PAST FF [name]
that one we called wawu, Madbuga,

madbuga pad-bi-n wawu

[name] IPL.EXCL-call-PAST FF

we called Madbuga (patemnal) grandfather. (Madbuga was in fact the
speaker’s father’s father.)’

The noun terms are also used when discussing kinship in English (e.g. [ went to
live with my wiwi.). Finally, they are used when explaining what kin relationship a
new acquaintance holds, whether to the speaker, the hearer or to a third person, e.g.
‘she is my aunty’ would normally be expressed as gabi magamaga ‘(there is/that
is) my aunty’.

Turning to the verbal terms, five main points must be made: the interaction of the
prefixal system with the structure of the lexicon (section 3.1.4), the specific seman-
tics of choosing a verbal root as opposed to a nominal one (section 3.1.5), the pos-
sibility of using such kinship verbs to refer to either subject or object provided nei-
ther actant is a speech act participant, related to the fact that such terms are essen-
tially headless relatives allowing subject or object to be pivot (section 3.1.6), and
the availability of TAM categories with kinship verbs (section 3.1.7),

3.1.4. Kinship verbs and the structure of the lexicon

The set of verb kin roots is much smaller than the set of nominal kin roots, but the
use of subject and object prefixes, which in [lgar systematically distinguish gender,
means that the inflected word makes at least as many distinctions as the nominal,
and sometimes more. This is achieved by exploiting the converse semantics of kin-
ship terms (such that ‘X is Y’s grandparent’ entails ‘Y is X’s grandchild’, etc.),
and allowing either subject or object to be the referent. Thus [he-her-be.husband.to]
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can be either ‘he, who is husband to her, i.e. her husband’ or ‘she, whom he is hus-
band to, i.e. his wife’. The issue of how to decide which actant is the pivot, deter-
mining which of the two readings is obtained is taken up in section 3.1.6, but in the
meantime we will avoid this problem by having one actant first or second person
and the other third person, which will always result in the third person actant being
the referent: (I-him-be.father.to) means ‘my son, i.e. the one whom | am father to’,
while [he-me-be.father.to] means ‘my father, i.e. the one who is father to me’. Of
course when these verbs are used as main predicates the issue of pivot does not arise.

Consider the kinship verbal root wulag, which is used in paraphrasing the nomi-
nal roots gamu ‘mother, mother’s sister’, yaja ‘(maternal) uncle’, and gapup ‘sis-
ter’s child (male speaker), child (female speaker)’. On the assumption that ‘mother’
is the core meaning (since it is genealogically the closest to ego), I shall gloss it as
‘be mother to’. Now each of these kinship relations can be made explicit through
the appropriate prefixal combinations, as in (18), and in fact the sex of the sister’s
children can be distinguished in a way that is impossible with the noun terms
(18c—d). Note in passing that this verb cannot be used of someone who has engaged
in the process of raising a child. For example, if someone’s daughter had died, leav-
ing her children to be brought up by the grandmother, this verb would not be used
and a root meaning ‘to raise’ (“growimup” in Aboriginal English) would be used
instead.

(18)

L

nan-na-wulag
15G.0B1-35G.FEM.ERG-be.mother.10:NON.PAST

‘my mother’ (she is mother to me)

b. pa-ni-wulan
15G.0BJ-3SG.MASC.ERG-mother:NON.PAST

‘my maternal uncle’ (he is (as a) mother to me)'®

¢. a-wulag
15G/35G.MASC-mother-NON.PAST
‘my son (female speaker), my sister’s son (male speaker)’

d. ap-bulap
15G/35G.FEM-mother-NON.PAST
‘my daughter (female speaker), my sister’s daughter (male speaker)’

Plural affixes can of course also be used. For example, the combination ayun-
‘l—>them’ can be combined with the root bulan to give ayunbularn ‘my children (fe-
male speaker), my sister’s children (male speaker)’.

Finally, in some cases “cognate object gender” prefixes are used: these are archaic
markers of genders that are no longer productive, but remain with certain verbs giv-
ing special meanings (see Evans 1998). When this happens the object is no longer
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the junior kin but some non-human referent, and a free pronoun must be used to re-
present the junior kin. An example is nuyi agamaniri ‘your granny’ (MM(B)),
which takes the prefix apa < ag-pa ‘she (na) acting upon neuter object (ap)’; the
prefix appears originally to have referred to an abstract concept like ‘sign of owner-
ship’. Revealingly, the corresponding Maung term for MMB is animapiri mayagbu,

literally “the one who arranges marriage” (ani < an-ni [3.NEUT.ABS-3.MASC.ERG]);
in llgar mayagbu means ‘sign of ownership’. .
Further illustrations of combinations (18a—d) are given in Figure 2.

Meaning of | With pani With panga With a With ap-
kin-verb root | ‘he—me’ ‘she—me’ ‘I=him’ ‘|=her’
mapyarwun | panimaryarwun |gangamaryarwun |amaryarwun apmagarwun

‘be father to’

‘my father’

‘my paternal aunt’

‘my son (male
speaker), my
brother’s son

‘my daughter
(male speaker),
my brother’s

(female speaker)’ | daughter (fe-
male speaker)’

wusagbun paniwusagbun |panpawusagbun |awusagbun apbutagbun
‘be older sib- | ‘my older ‘my older sister’ |‘my younger ‘my younger
ling to’ brother’ brother’ sister’
magan pganimagan fangamagan amagan apmagan
‘be husband |‘my husband” |‘my husband’s ‘my wife’s ‘my wife’
to’ sister’ brother’
lagbamin panilagbamip  |panpgalagbamipn  {alagbamip apjagbamin
‘be father’s fa-| ‘my father’s ‘my father’s fa- ‘my son’s son ‘my son’s son
ther to’ father’ ther's sister’ (male speaker), |(male speaker),

my brother’s
son’s son’
(fernale speakﬂ

my brother’s
son’s son’ (fe-
male speaker)

Figure 2. Examples of specific kinship readings obtained by combining subject/object
prefixes with abstract kin roots in Ilgar

There is one verbal kin term root which never takes transitive prefixes: the root
wulyawip, designating the father-in-law/son-in-law relationship. This is always used
with an intransitive plural prefix, as befits a reciprocal, e.g. para-wujyawin ‘we,
father-in-law and son-in-law’ (nara- ‘we’). The lack of transitive marking here is not
unexpected: in the specially constrained situation between parent-in-law and child-
in-law, many oblique linguistic registers are employed in Australian languages, and
in one of these (e.g. Gurindji—McConvell 1982) all transitive verbs are collapsed to
a single lexical root. Moreover, while self-converse roots are common between
members of the same generation (as with English ‘cousin’, and Kayardild kularrind
‘opposite sex sibling’), and between members separated by two generations {e.g.
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Kunwinjku mawa ‘father’s father; son’s child’), the only self-converse roots regu-
larly found between adjoining generations in Australian languages are those for
child-in-law and parent-in-law, e.g. Kunwinjku rna-/ngal-kurrng ‘male/female in a
relation of son-in-law to mother-in-law or her brother’. Interestingly, the other child-
in-law/parent-in-law relationship in llgar/Iwaidja has no true verbal root, although
its form, mawawip, is compatible with it being a frozen kinship verb.

3.1.5 Semantics of choice between nominal and verbal kin terms

The conditions under which nominal kin terms are used have already been men-
tioned: in address, in reporting how to classify kin and in giving initial orienting
information about one’s kin relations to new acquaintances. All of these are com-
patible with the widest interpretation of the referential scope of kin terms, which in
llgar and Iwaidja as in other Australian languages must potentially be able to desig-
nate individuals of any genealogical distance who have been fitted into the logic of
the kinship system (e.g. through assigning a stranger of known subsection affiliation
a relationship to oneself, on the basis of how one normally relates to close kin of
that subsection).

The verbal kin terms, on the other hand, are used to refer to close kin: in (1) the
speaker is bemoaning the loss of his son, and in (17b) the speaker is giving genea-
logical information and mentioning either a classificatory ‘father’ (his father’s fa
ther’s brother’s child) in the case of yarrngijarrngij, or his actual father’s father in
the case of Mardbuga. In (19) the speaker is referring to his own wife, not to a clas-
sificatory wife:

(19) gabi  a-prmagan
15G 1SG.ERG-3SG.FEM.ABS-be.husband.10:NON.PAST
yi-pa-wu-n yi-muran ipa:li
35G.MASC.ABS-35G.FEM.ERG-hit:NON.PAST 35G.MASC-big vam

‘My wife is digging up a big yam.’

There are other clues stressing the association of these verbs with tracing actual
descent. Firstly, in discussions of kindred within the same patriline, one may use
the Iwaidja term arundagbamip, literally “we are grandfather to them”, in the fol-
lowing circumstance: a pair of brothers A and B are talking to their father C about
the children who are C’s grandchildren and A and B’s children—in other words
stressing the fact that they, A and B, have as it were enabled C to have second-
generation patrilineal descendants. Secondly, the patterning of which grandparents
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get lexicalised kinship verbs is significant: one's primary claims to clan land are
through one’s father (who would normally have inherited his clan land affiliation
from his father, i.e. one’s FF), with secondary affiliations to one’s mother’s land
{which she got from her father, i.e. from one’s MF); there is also a system of tracing
descent for various mainly ceremonial purposes directly down the matriline, i.e.
through one’s MM. These are the three grandparents with lexicalised verbal kin
terms; the fourth, FM, which lacks a verbal form, is less important in tracing enti-
tlements through descent."

This use of verbal terms to pick out close members of the overall category of clas-
sificatory kin is reminiscent of what is found in a number of Gunwinyguan languages
immediately to the south, such as Kunwinjku/Mayali and Dalabon. Although these
lack a comprehensive system of kinship verbs comparable to llgar/Iwaidja, there are
a number of verbal forms which pick out actual blood kin, or close focal members of
kinship categories in terms of kin-defining events like ‘bearing a child’ (mother) or
‘seeing a child’s conception spirit’ (father). These are discussed in section 3.5.

The basic semantic correlation, then, is as follows:

nominal terms verbal terms
distant members of kin category close members of kin category

This contrasts strikingly with what has been said about kinship verbs in North
American languages, as we shall see below: in Huichol, for example, the decision to
express a kinship relation as a verb rather than a noun may signal a non-standard act
of classification (e.g. viewing a woman as a potential wife). In section 5.4 1 relate
this to the different semantics of the kin verb constructions in these languages.

3.1.6 Achieving reference through relative clause use

Most uses of Ilgar and Iwaidja kinship verbs are as clausal arguments of some other
verb, e.g. ‘she is looking for her husband’. Typical examples are (19) and (20a-b).

(20) a. yip-i-yalma-g
35G.ABS.FEM-3SG.ERG.MASC-search. for-NON.PAST

anad i-i-maga-n
35G.MASC 35G.ABS.FEM-3SG.ERG.MASC-be.husband.to-NON.PAST

‘He is looking for his wife.’

b. yi-pa-yalma-3
35G.ABS.MASC-35G.ERG.FEM-search.for-NON.PAST


http://3SG.ABS.FEM-3SG.ERG.MASC-Search.for-NON.PAST
http://3SG.ABS.FEM-3SG.ERG.MASC-be.husband.tO-NON.PAST

Kinship verbs 121

Jaga  yip-i-maga-n
DEM 35G.ABS.FEM-3SG.ERG.MASC-be husband.to-NON.PAST

‘She is looking for her husband.’

The best rendition of such expressions into English is as a relative clause, whose
pivot may be either the subject or the object: cf. (20a) ‘he is looking for her, his one
that he is husband ro ker’ and (19), ‘mine such that I am husband o her, she is
digging up a yam’ vs. (20b) ‘she is looking for him, that one such that /e is hus-
band to her’. Interpretation of the relative clause may be signalled in a number of
ways: by a pronoun,” as in (20a), by a demonstrative like Jaga ‘that’ in (20b),
supplemented by using textual context, as in (19). The actant indexed by the pos-
sessive pronoun may be either the subject or the object: cf. in gabi a-maryarwu-p in
(2), where ‘my son’ is literally “mine such that I was father to him”, with pabi
nani-lagbami-p in (17b), literally “mine such that he was grandfather to me”.

The method of forming relative clauses from kinship verbs is parallel to that used
with relative clauses of more canonical verbs, which may be prefixed by a demon-
strative pronoun, as with Jaka ma-ni-larurug in (21), but need not be, as garip-aya-
n yip-bani in (22) illustrates.

2n mamqu  Jaga  ma-ni-larurun
who DEM 3.VEGETABLE.ABS-3.MASC.ERG-burn:NON.PAST

lagaga pabi wunag iaga  malalgy?
DEM:PL 1SG  country DEM islands

‘Who’s that who’s burning off my country and islands there?’

22) narip-aya-n yip-bani
1PL/35G.FEM-see-NON.PAST 3SG.FEM.ABS-sit:NON.PAST
maimu  laka  wuruwajba?
who DEM woman

‘Who’s that woman who we can see sitting there?’

Within the small corpus obtained so far, it appears that no single signalling
mechanism (such as the choice between possessive pronoun and demonstrative, or
the alignment of possessive pronoun with subject or object position) is consistently
used to remove the ambiguity of a relative-clause interpretations like ‘the one such
that he is husband to her’. Indeed, there are examples where two kinship verbs are
simply placed next to one another, with the first given a possessive interpretation,
but no use of pronouns or demonstratives to overtly signal which argument is a pi-
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vot. An example is (23), most literally glossed as **(the one such that) he is hus-
band to her, (that one’s one such that) he is older sibling to her”.

(23) ip-i-maga-n
3SG.FEM.ABS-35G.MASC.ERG-be.husband.to-NON.PAST

in-i-wulagbu-n
35G.FEM.ABS-3SG.MASC.ERG-be.older.sibling.10-NON.PAST

‘his wife’s elder brother’*'

It appears, then, that llgar and Iwaidja employ a loose strategy of using kinship
verbs as relative clauses, either without further marking, as in (23), or preceded by a
demonstrative or pronoun which can be interpreted as co-referential with either sub-
ject or object. This corresponds closely to the general method of building up sen-
tences in polysynthetic languages. It has been described by Sasse (1991: 83) as fol-
lows: “sentences are characterized by concatenation of predications”, these predica-
tions being made by “roots denoting states of affairs, with pronominal affixes acting
as referential indices”. The fact that the pivot can be either subject or object is con-
nected with the fact that the propositus can either be subject (20a) or object (20b),
and conversely the referent can either be subject (20b) or object (20a). This goes
against the restriction, proposed by Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a: 37, 1994b: 515),
that in kinship verbs the object should be the referent and the subject the propositus
(relatum), though they note that the Iroquoian languages also violate this proposed
restriction.

Most examples given so far have involved kinship verbs being used to designate
arguments via interpretation as relative clauses, rather than functioning directly as
predicates, and this reflects the proportion of the two types in my data. In fact it is
probably more common to use the nominal kin terms when kin terms are asserted
directly as a main predicate, as in:

(24) Jaga  nuyi gamu, pabi  gamu laga
DEM 2SG  mother IsG mother DEM
‘That one’s your mother, my mother is this one.’

However, kinship verbs are also sometimes used directly as predicates, as in (25).
This is particularly common when the relationship is being related in past or future
time, as in (28) and (29) below.

(25) Jaga  nuyi  apa-mapiri
DEM  2SG 3.FEM/3.ANG*2-MM:NON.PAST
‘That (woman)’s your “granny” (MM).’


http://3SG.FEM.ABS-3SG.MASC.ERG-be.0lder.sibling.t0-N0N.PAST
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Cross-linguistically there is a common preference for using verbs in predication, and
nouns in reference. This preference does not hold for kinship terms in Ilgar and
Iwaidja: at least within the current, limited corpus, kinship verbs are used more of-
ten for reference than predication, and nouns are preferred in predication to verbs if
one considers only present utterances. Presumably this is because the possibility of
indexing two arguments, which is necessary for calculating the reference of kinship
expressions, is found on verbs but not nouns.

3.1.7 Availability of TAM categories with kinship verbs

We have already seen that kinship verbs in Ilgar/Iwaidja can vary their suffixal inflec-
tion for tense: uses of the past, motivated by the fact that the referent is dead so that
the kinship relation is no longer active, were illustrated in (2) and (17b), and present
uses (encoded by the combination of the non-past suffix with the absence of a future
prefix) in the remaining examples given so far. The first published reference to show
the use of past tense with kinship verbs was in Pym—Larrimore’s discussion of
Iwaidja (1979: 58-59); they gave (26) as an example of the past use of the verb ma-
gan, which they glossed ‘to husband’. Several Iwaidja speakers have confirmed this
with me, stating that the two interpretations ‘his ex-wife’ and ‘his late wife’ are
possible.

(26) Ji-maga-ndun
3.MASC/3-be.husband.to-PAST
‘his ex-wife, his late wife’

This ambiguity is limited to relationships capable of being dissolved (spouse being
the pre-eminent example). With non-affinal kinship terms in the past tense only the
‘late’ interpretation is possible:

27) pabi  pa-buiagbu-p
15G 1/3-be.older.sibling.to-PAST*
‘my late younger brother/sister’

Use of the future tense is also possible; this is shown by combining the future prefix
bana- with the non-past suffix.

(28) pabi  a-bana-maryarwu-n
1SG 1/3-FuT-be.father.to-NON.PAST
‘my future son (e.g. if wife is expecting a son)’ or ‘I will be his father’
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29) bana-wuiagbu-n
3/3.frut-be.older.sibling.to-NON.PAST
‘(When he’s born,) he’ll be his younger brother.”

The possibility of using past, present and future forms of Ilgar and Iwaidja kinship
verbs illustrates that they have basically the same TAM possibilities as regular
verbs, within the boundaries of semantic plausibility (so far no kinship verb in the
imperative is attested), though present and past tense uses predominate.

3.1.8 Kinship verbs in llgar and Iwaidja: summary

It is worth summarising the main features of kinship verbs in Ilgar and Iwaidja be-
fore going on:

(i) Semantically, they always designate kinship pure and simple (i.e. ‘be a K t0’),
and except for the verb for the ‘uncle-in-law/son-in-law’ relationship the sub-
ject is always the senior kin.

(i) Most are transitive, but an intransitive verb with a reciprocal interpretation is
used for the relationship between uncle-in-law and son-in-law.

(iii) Syntactically, they are most often used as referring expressions following the
pattern of relative clauses, with a number of optional methods of indicating
their relative-clause status, and either subject or object able to function as
pivot. This means that either subject or object may be referent of such a kin-
ship expression.

(iv) They possess all major morphological possibilities of canonical verbs; in par-
ticular, all TAM categories except the imperative are available.

(v) Both verbs and nouns are available for representing kinship relations. There are
nouns for all possible kinship relations. Verbs cover most of the semantic field,
but there are gaps for FM(B) and its converse, and WM(B) and its converse.
The possibility of using subject and object gender specification correlates with
the one-to-many relationship between kinship verbs and kinship nouns.

(vi) A number of factors determine the choice between nouns and verbs for express-
ing kinship relations, with nouns obligatory for address terms and for reporting
how one calls kin, verbs preferred for close as opposed to distant kin relation-
ships of the same type.

(vii) Within the small corpus so far obtained, it appears that nouns are preferred for
predication and verbs for reference, in contradiction to the usual correlations be-
tween word class and function.
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3.2. Kinship verbs in Iroquoian

In some ways, kinship verbs are better described for the Iroquoian languages than for
any other language family: starting from the brief comments in Sapir (1917), exami-
nations of their verbal characteristics have been undertaken by Chafe (1963) and Kay
(1975) for Seneca, Williams (1976) for Tuscarora, Sasse (1988, 1993) for Cayuga,
and Mithun (1996) for Mohawk. Overall, their typology displays striking similari-
ties to those of the Iwaidjan languages, paralleling the overall typological similari-
ties between these two language families: both are heavily head-marking with a pref-
erence for stringing together clauses made up of pronominally-indexed predicates
whose noun vs. verb status is far from clear, due to the sharing of argument-marking
across the major word classes.

A characteristic Iroquoian use of a kinship verb is the following Cayuga example,
taken from Sasse (1993: 204):*

30) a. ne’ swe 'keh ne’ hak-hso:t-kehe’
REF long.ago REF 35G.MASC/15G-be.grandfather-pPST
James Beaver ha-yasg-hne:’, ha-hsen-o:t-a’k
[name] 35G.MASC-PST 35G.MASC-name-stand-PST
ho-yete- -¢-hne:’ hne:’ ha-ya'ta-ha’
3SG.NEUT/35G . MASC-Know-INCH-STAT it.is 35G.MASC-paint-IMPF

‘A long time ago, my grandfather, whose name was James Beaver, was
famous for being a very able painter.’

As in llgar and Iwaidja, the kinship verb simply means ‘be K to’, and the past tense
can be used when referring to deceased kin. More globally, the preference of the lan-
guage for casting sentences as successive predications creates a number of options for
translation, and Sasse suggests (30b) as an alternative to the free translation in (30a),
a representation that better captures the rhetorical structure of the source language;
note that this translation represents the indeterminacy about whether to treat hak-
hso:t-kehe’ as a predicate or a headless relative clause:

(30) b. ‘It was long ago; (he who) was my grandfather, he was called James Bea-
ver; his name stood (= he was famous); he was an expert; he used to
paint.’

Particularly important and characteristic in this example is the use of the particle ne’,
which serves to referentialise basically predicative expressions, and to activate “the
referential potential residing in the referential prefix” (Sasse 1993: 215; my ftrans-
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lation). This particle has a complex range of functions; for example, words that cor-
respond most closely to nouns in Indo-European languages normally remain un-
marked, as in (31), but will more or less obligatorily take ne’ when used as a ge-
neric expression (32).

€1)) o-ka’-¢ onghkwa’
3SG.NEUT/3SG.NEUT-taste-STAT milk
‘The milk tastes good.” (Sasse 1993: 215)

(32) o-ka’-ch ne’ onghkwa'
35G.NEUT/3SG.NEUT-taste-STAT REF milk
‘Milk tastes good.” (Sasse 1993 215)

The equivalent particle in other Iroquoian languages (e.g. Mohawk ne) is sometimes
simply translated ‘the’, and commonly accompanies the use of morphological verbs
as relative-clause-like referring expressions, as in the following Mohawk examples.
Note that the pivot may be either the subject, as in (33), or the object, as in (34):

(33) ia’thohso kweke' ne raia’téhere’
ia’-t-ho-hso kw-ek-" ne ra-ia't-a-her-e’
TRANSLOC-DU-3$G.MASC/3SG.MASC-head-hit-PERF the he-body-EP-be.set-STAT
‘He bopped the man who was laid out [in the casket] on the head.’ (liter-
ally: “he head-bopped him, the (one such that) he was laid out”)
(Mithun—Caorbett 1997: 17)

(34) wa-shakoti-yéna-’ otya'ke ne  wa-shakoti-'shani-’
FACT-3PL/3PL-hold-PERF  some the FACT-3pL/3PL-defeat-PERF
‘They held some of the ones that they defeated (in battle).” (Williams
1976: 127)

The use of ne’ with the kin term in (30a), then, is comparable to the use of raga in
Ilgar, as a common (but not obligatory) means of indicating that a morphologically
verbal term is to be interpreted as a referring expression.

As in Ilgar and Iwaidja, and again in paralle] with the general possibility of taking
either the subject or the object as the pivot of relative clauses, the referent of Iro-
quoian kinship verbs can be either the subject or the object, with the propositus
being the other argument. Thus in Seneca (Chafe 1963: 20), the stem -rker- ‘to be
an older sibling of, to have as a younger sibling’ can refer to either the older or the
younger member, by taking the referent respectively as subject or object of the verb.
Likewise in Oneida (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b: 526, citing material supplied by
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Floyd Lounsbury), the root -enhiis-, which they gloss CHILD-IN-LAW but for
which a better gloss is ‘be father in law to’, can produce expressions which can
mean either ‘[subject’s) son-in-law’ or [object’s] father-in-law’:

3%5) hi-y-enhiis-a?
15G/35G.MASC-EP-be.father.in.law.to-NOMINAL.SUFFIX
‘(he is) my son-in-law’ (i.e. he to whom | am father-in-law)

(36) lak-w-enhiis-a?
35G.MASC/15G-EP-be. father.in.Jaw.to-NOMINAL . SUFFIX
‘(he is) my father-in-law’ (i.e. he who is father-in-law to me)

These terms resemble the Ilgar and Iwaidja terms discussed in section 3.1, in
which a single root can refer to a number of different kin types according to whether
subject or object is the referent. However, for most types of kinship relation in Iro-
quoian languages there is an interesting lexical bifurcation into suppletive pairs of
roots, illustrated by the following Seneca terms (taken from Chafe 1963, Lounsbury
1964 and Kay 1975, with root translations as per Kay):

(37) a. hak-so:t
35G.MASC/15G-be.grandparent.to
‘my grandfather’ (i.e. the one such that he is grandparent to me)

b. he-yate?
15G/35G.MASC-be.grandparent.to
‘my grandson’ (i.e. the one such that | am grandparent to him)

(38) a. ha-kji?
35G.MAS5C/15G-be.older sibling.to
‘my elder brother’ (i.e. the one such that he is older sibling to me)

b. he-%é:?
15G/33G.MASC-be.older.sibling.to
‘my younger brother’ (i.e. the one such that I am older sibling to him)

As these terms illustrate, the first (a) set is used when the subject is referent, while
the second (b) set is used when the object is referent; I shall therefore refer to them as
“subject-referent” and “object-referent” terms. Since all these terms always take the
senior relative as subject, an equivalent formulation is that the first set is used when
the senior relative is referent, and the second set when the junior relative is referent.
In Seneca such double lexical sets are found for the relationships ‘be grandparent to’,
‘be uncle to’, ‘be aunt to’ and ‘be older sibling to’; the two subject-referent terms
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hamih ‘be father to’ and roéh ‘be mother to’ share the same object-referent term
(Ma(:)wak ‘be parent to’, since (as in English, but not Iigar) the same term for ‘my
son’ or ‘my daughter’ is used regardless of whether the father or mother is speaking.

As in Ilgar and Iwaidja, further distinctions of kin type are made by employing
pronominal gender distinctions for subject and/or object: cf. Cayuga hakhné.nhos
‘my father-in-law’ and okhiné:nhos ‘my mother-in-law’, which differ in the prefix
hakh- ‘he/me’ vs. okh- ‘she/me’ (Sasse 1998). In Seneca, to take a second example,
replacing the third person masculine pronouns in (37) and (38) gives terms for
‘grandmother’, ‘granddaughter’ (39), and ‘older sister’ and ‘younger sister’ (40).
This is exploited to a lesser degree than in llgar and Iwaidja, however: in the Iro-
quoian languages one cannot say [she-him-be.father.to] for ‘his paternal aunt’ or [he-
him-be.mother.to] for ‘his maternal uncle’, and these are expressed by separate lexi-
cal items.

(39) a. rak-so:t
35G.FEM/15G-be.grandparent.to
‘my grandmother’ (i.e. the one such that she is grandparent to me)

b. khe-ya.te?
15G/3SG.FEM-be.grandparent.to
‘my granddaughter’ (i.e. the one such that | am grandparent to her)

(40) a. Fa-Hji?
3sG.FEM/15G-be.older.sibling.to
‘my elder sister’ (i.e. the one such that she is older sibling to me)
b. khe-2ké:?
15G/35G.FEM-be.older.sibling.to
‘my younger sister’ (.. the one such that 1 am older sister to her)

There is a final type of kinship verb lexeme in Iroquoian, which takes a single actant
prefix with a collective/reciprocal reading, and (in some languages, such as Mo-
hawk), a semi-reflexive or reciprocal prefix.” Kin types represented by intransitive
verbs of these types are invariably symmetrical, in the sense of referring to kin “of
culturally equivalent ages” (Mithun 1996: 637), such as ‘cousin’ (in Oneida and
Mohawk), ‘sibling’ (in Mohawk and Cayuga), ‘brother-in-law’ (in Mohawk). Mo-
hawk examples illustrating the use of the reciprocal and semi-reflexive prefixes are:

“4n akw-atate-2kp- foku-2a
IPL.EXCL.AGT-REC-be.sibling-PL-DIM
‘my brothers and sisters’ (literally: “we are siblings to each other™)
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(42) uky-at-yo-ha
IDU.EXCL.PAT-SEMI.REFL-be.brother.in.law-DIM
‘my brother-in-law (male ego)’ (literally: “we two are brothers-in-law to
each other™)

Unlike in [lgar and Iwaidja, kin terms in at least some Iroquoian languages can be
used for address as well as for reference. In Cayuga, for instance, the terms kand:ha’
‘my mother’ and ha’nih ‘my father’ can be used in both reference and address (Sasse
1998). It is worth noting, however, that both these terms are irregular, simply em-
ploying the third person subject prefix without a first person object prefix. This is a
consequence of a more fundamental difference between Iwaidjan and Iroquoian lan-
guages: whereas the former have a complete set of nominal lexemes, and an almost-
complete set of verbal ones, the latter has just a single set of lexemes, that are basi-
cally verbal but exhibit varying degrees of nouniness as one moves through the lexi-
cal set.

In fact, apart from some remarks in Kay’s and Sasse’s articles, the question of the
categorial status of kinship verbs in the Iroquoian languages is not argued through in
detail in any of the sources I have consulted, though accounts frequently make asser-
tions about their verbal status like “[n]early all the kinship terms consist of a verb
stem denoting a particular relationship, preceded by a pronominal prefix that speci-
fies the member of members of the relationship referred to” (Chafe 1963: 20) or “kin-
ship ... is generally expressed by means of stative verbs that relate participants”
(Mithun 1996: 634).

Now it is clear that most Iroquoian kinship verbs share with canonical verbs the
possibilities of taking the transitive pronominal prefix set, and argument-changing
prefixes such as the reciprocal and the semi-reflexive; in Cayuga at least (Sasse, per-
sonal communication) they may take TAM marking (see (30a)) and in fact speakers
accept the full set of TAM contrasts in appropriate contexts: cf. hakhné:nho:s ‘(he is)
my father-in-law’, hakhné:nho:skéhe:’ ‘he used to be my father-in-law’ (in case of
either divorce or death), ehakhné.nho:skéhe:k ‘(I wish) he would be my father-in-
law’.*

Despite this basically verbal morphology, many individual kin roots have some
noun-like morphological features in some Iroquoian languages.

For Seneca, Kay (1975: 205) discusses a number of cases where what are basicaily
verbal kin roots take nominal possessive prefixes: hak ‘be aunt to’, is basically a
verb root but takes a nominal possessive prefix for the combination ‘my aunt’, and
ha’nih ‘my father’, again basically a verbal root, irregularly takes a nominal posses-
sive prefix (actually meaning ‘his’ in this case) while other combinations take the
regular verbal prefixes. Various irregularities with the ‘mother’ root “suggest, but
by no means establish, a history of increasing ‘lexicalization’ of this form from pro-
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ductive verb root to productive noun root to frozen nominal expression” (Kay 1975:
205).

In Tuscarora (Williams 1976: 222) and Mohawk (Mithun 1996: 635) many kin
terms take diminutive or augmentative suffixes normally found with nominal roots.
In Tuscarora the augmentative suffix derives ‘great grandparent’ from ‘grandparent’
terms (cf. akhrydhso:t ‘my grandfather’, akhrydhsd:1?0:?y ‘my great grandfather’),
while the diminutive is used with same-sex siblings of one’s parents (cf. akhri?v
‘my father’, akhri?vhdgh ‘my father's brother’). In Williams® formulation (1976:
232-233) these two suffixes can be combined with any “functional nominal”.

There are also unanswered questions about how far the syntax of kinship verbs
parallels that of relative clauses formed from verbs on the one hand, and how far it
approaches the more noun-like syntax of conventionalised deverbal nominals on the
other. These problems are closely connected with the difficult issue of the extent and
boundaries of the noun-verb distinction in these languages, and the debate as to
whether they should be analysed as making a clear morphological noun-verb distinc-
tion, but with generous possibilities for using morphological verbs *“as lexical and
syntactic nominals” (Mithun—Corbett 1997: 25), or exhibit different and cross-
cutting clusterings at the three levels of “lexical”, “syntactic” and “ontological”
category (Sasse 1993). Quite apart from the fact that this debate is far from resolved
at the general level of analysis (see also Mithun, this volume), we lack the requisite
detailed data for the kinship verbs of any of these languages to solve this problem
comprehensively. Overall, however, we can sum up the situation for the Iroquoian
languages as follows:

(i) Kinship relations are normally expressed by words of the form ‘be K to’,
which share many properties with canonical transitive verbs in these languages,
including the use of transitive prefixes, semi-reflexive and reciprocal prefixes,
and (at least in Cayuga) some TAM categories, such as past marking. There is
no parallel set of nominal kin lexemes. However, some lexemes exhibit such
noun-like features as nominal possessive prefixes, diminutives and augmenta-
tives.

(ii) Like other verbs used as relative clauses, the referent may in general be either
subject or object, but this interacts with specific lexical restrictions of particular
verb roots, which are of four types:

— those allowing either subject or object to be the referent, e.g. ‘be father in
law to’,

— those requiring that the referent be the subject,

— those requiring that the referent be the object

— those, restricted to kin of equivalent generation, which function as intransi-
tive verbs with a collective or reciprocal reading.
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3.3. Kinship verbs in Yuman

The Yuman system of kinship verbs presents quite a different pattern to those in the
Iwaidjan and Iroquoian families. The system for Yuma is well-described in Hal-
pern’s classic 1942 account, and further discussed in Langdon (1978), who adds
material on further Yuman languages; the present summary draws on these two
sources as well as the relevant instalments of Halpern’s 1946/1947 grammar. The
two most salient differences from the languages already discussed are the multiple
pathways of category shift between verbal and nominal termns, and in the meaning of
the basic terms, well described for Yuma (Quechan) by Halpern (1942: 429):

[V]erb themes used as kinship terms generally have the meaning ‘to call some
one ...” or ‘to have some one for a ...” The point may be expressed somewhat
differently by saying that for the speaker of Yuma ‘to father’ means ‘to treat as
one treats one’s father,” while for the speaker of English ‘to father’ means ‘to
treat as one’s father treats one’.

Notwithstanding the statement in Amith—Smith-Stark (1994b: 511) that
“[1Janguages of the Yuman family illustrate those that utilize solely the transitive
verbal pattern”, there is actually a mixture of basically verbal and basically nominal
kinship roots, though the verbal ones are in the majority. Multiple processes of
conversion then allow verbs to be used as nouns for reference, and nouns to be used
as verbs for predication, as the case may be.

Thus the verbal kin term astic ‘to call someone younger brother’ can feed the verb
> verb derivation signalled by infixation or prefixation of -u(-), which adds the
meaning ‘be one who does’ or ‘to have been doing’, giving wu:Sucv ‘to have a
younger brother, i.e. to be one who calls someone younger brother, or, to have been
calling someone younger brother’. Conversely, only nouns feed a noun > verb deri-
vation process which add an attributive suffix -y (sometimes with changes in the
accented vowel of the noun theme) to give a word meaning ‘have fora ...”,” as with
the kinship nouns n’akd ‘father (male speaker)’ > n’akuy ‘call someone father (male
speaker)’, and a/’d: ‘cross-cousin (female speaker)’ > a/’dy ‘call someone cross-
cousin’. A second noun > verb derivation process involves the circumfixation of
n’--v to give a transitive verb meaning ‘to be possessed of, to have as a’, e.g.
xu:.mdr ‘child’ > n’axu mdrv ‘to have for a child, to be the father of. These noun >
verb derivations allow the status of basically nominal kin roots to be demonstrated
clearly.

Verbal kin terms have a number of inflectional options not available to nouns:
they take prefixes for subject and object, as well as yielding distributive object and
collective plural subject forms through a variety of processes that will be represented
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in (43) by the infixation of -c- for the object-distributive and the suffixation of -¢ for
the subject-collective. Since verbs have plurals, in the form of distributives and col-
lectives, while most nouns do not, analysing kin terms as basically verbal “explains
in a natural way why kinterms have elaborate plural forms™ (Langdon 1978: 34).
The following series illustrates some of the possibilities for the verb root asuc ‘call
someone younger brother’:

(43) a. ?afuc 1/3-~ ‘I call him younger brother’
cf. »ayi:-k ‘I see him’

b. m-asuc 2/3—~  ‘you call him younger brother’
cf. m-ayu:-k ‘you see him’

c. @-asuc 3/3—~  ‘he calls him younger brother’
cf. @-ayu:-k ‘he sees him’

d. a<c>§uc ‘to call each one of them younger brother’
(distributive object form)

e. afucc ‘they call him younger brother’ (collective plural
form)
cf. @-ayi:-c ‘they see him’ (collective plural)

Inflected verbs may then be used, as headless relative clauses, to function as syntac-
tic noun phrases. Unlike in Iwaidjan and Iroquoian, in which either the subject or
the object may function as the pivot of headless relatives, in Yuma the pivot must
be the object. Consider the kinship verb vaci: ‘to call someone daughter (male
speaker)’, some of whose inflected forms are given in (44), with both their main
predicate and their relative clause interpretations (from Halpern 1942: 428). In every
case the interpretation of the headless relative takes the object as pivot and referent,
e.g. ‘the one whom he calls daughter’ rather than ‘the one who calls her daughter
[i.e. her father]'.

(44) Predicate (verbal) interpretation
P-vack: 3/3- ‘he calls her daughter’
ma-vaci:  2/3- ‘you call her daughter’
a’’. Za-vaci: 1/3- ‘I call her daughter’

Referential (non-past) interpretation
b. O-vaci: 3/3- ‘whom he calls daughter, i.e. his daughter’
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b’. ma-vaci:  2/3- *whom you call daughter, i.e. your daughter’
b’’. Za-vaci: 1/3- ‘whom [ call daughter, i.e. my daughter’

The formation of such headless relatives is also possible with verbs inflected for the
distributive and collective. Thus in {43) the collective plural object form asucc can
have the interpretation ‘their younger brothers’ as well as ‘they call him younger
brother’.

In contrast to the Iwaidjan and Iroquoian languages, with their requirement that
the subject be the senior kinsperson, in Yuma either junior or senior may be the
subject. One sample pair from the many listed in Halpern (1942) is napdw ‘call
someone father’s father’, aZdw “call someone son’s child’.

In summary, the Yuman system” is quite different from the Iwaidjan and Iro-
quoian systems considered above, in several respects:

(i) Kinship verbs mean ‘call K, have as a K’ rather than just ‘be K to’.

(ii) Except for those kinship relations for which a basic noun exists, the simple
meaning ‘be K to’ or ‘X’s K’ can only be expressed by nominalisation of a
verb, i.e. ‘X’s K’ is effectively ‘the one who X calls/has as a K.

(iii} Conversion in both directions plays a major role in the system, and although
many types of conversion are not overtly signalled, it is possible to identity
whether roots are basically nominal or verbal through induction from those
lexemes which signal conversion overtly.

(iv) There is no restriction that the senior kin be subject of the kinship verb.

3.4 Uto-Aztecan

In the Uto-Aztecan languages kin terms are basically nouns. However, in a number
of these languages—including Yaqui, Huichol, Hopi, Central Guerrero Nahuatl and
Cahuilla—these basically nominal terms can be used in a frame with varying degrees
of verbal characteristics.” The ensuing construction typically has meanings like “call
K’, ‘consider as a K’ or ‘have (as) a K’. An example from Yaqui of how kinship
nouns like ‘daughter’, in parallel with other nouns like ‘house’, can be incorporated
into TAM suffixes yielding the meaning ‘have a K’, was given in (7). Now consider
a further example of the contrast, from Huichol (data taken from Amith—Smith-
Stark 1994b: 516-518). In (45) the noun miwé ‘daughter’ is used as a regular noun:
it is first prefixed by the possessive prefix ne- ‘my’, and then further prefixed with
predicate-nominal morphology in the form of an assertative prefix and a subject pre-
fix:
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(45) pe-pi-ne-niwé
28G.SUBJ-ASSERT-15G.POSS-daughter
‘You are my daughter.’

In (46), by contrast, it is used in a verbal frame, taking the subject prefix »ne- ‘I’ and
the object prefix matsi- ‘you’. Use in a verbal frame generally signals “metaphoric
extension of the connotative aspects of a natural or legally sanctioned relation”
(Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b: 516). Thus while (45) would only be employed with
a real daughter, (46) would be equally appropriate with either a real or an adopted
daughter, or with a child being treated as a daughter.

(46) ne-matsi-niwé
1$G.SUBJ-25G.0BJ-have.as.daughter
‘I have you as a daughter.’

The verbal nature of the second construction type is particularly clear in Huichol,
since it can take inflection for tense/aspect directly (47), whereas the nominal con-
struction needs a verbalising suffix -# before tense can be added (48).

47 ne-matsi-kema-ni
15G.SUBJI-2SG.0BJ-have. as.brother.in. law-FUT
“You’re going to be my brother-in-law.’ (= I will have you as a brother-
in-law)

(48) pe-pi-ne-yéu-ti-kai
25G.SUBJ-ASSERT-15G.POSS-father-VERBALISER-IMPERF
“You were my father.’

What lends extra interest to the Uto-Aztecan systems is the fact that, in some of
these languages the relationship between speech act participants impinges on the use
of kin terms in the basic nominal frame, to the point where for certain combinations
of propositus and referent the regular nominal frame is ungrammatical and a more
verb-like frame must be used. This is commonest where at least one argument is a
speech act participant, i.e. speaker or hearer. A rough first approximation would be
to say that in languages like Central Guerrero Nahuatl and Cahuilla, while one can
straightforwardly say [she my-child] for ‘she is my child’, to say ‘I am your child’
one must use a construction like ‘you “child” me’. As a result the kin root, when
used verbally, has an alignment to the subject that is the converse of when it is used
nominally. Put another way, to express the same kinship relation (e.g. ‘be child
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of’), one must use the nominal construction for some combinations of referent and
propositus, and the verb-like construction for others.

3.4.1 Central Guerrero Nahuat!

To introduce this problem, consider the following examples from Central Guerrero
Nahuatl,”’ taken from Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a: 351), in which two different
construction types are triggered by the person combination of propositus and refer-
ent: when the referent is first or second person and the relatum is third person (and
not indefinite), then a more verb-like construction is used. For the moment 1 retain
their practice of keeping the kinship root in capitals, so as to hold certain semantic
questions temporarily in abeyance.

(49) néwa @-no-kéne:-w
1sG 35G.SUBI-15G.POss-CHILD-POSSD
‘She is my child.’

(50} ti-ne.C-kone:-w
28G.suBJ-1$G.0BJ-CHILD-POSSD
‘I am your child.’

Both examples are used to assert the relationship of “child” between two people.
(49) is a typical nominal predicate construction, in which the noun &dne: bears the
“possessed noun” suffix -w and the possessive prefix no- ‘my’ for the propositus;
this whole complex then bears the subject prefix (here @-, indicating a third person
singular referent) that is used equally with intransitive verbs and nominal predicates.
(50) is a more verb-like construction, distinguished by the fact that now the referent
is encoded by the object prefix ne:¢- ‘me’, and the subject prefix encodes the pro-
positus.

The rearrangement of the prefix linking in a way that parallels that found with a
transitive verb creates problems for the semantic interpretation of the root. As the
first example shows, the meaning of the root kdne. is basically ‘child’. But if we
wish to link the propositus (‘you’) to the subject position of the root in (50), the
translation is not ‘you are child to me’, but ‘I am child to you’ or ‘you call
me/have me as child’. This parallels the situation described for Yaqui and Huichol,
in which nouns used in a verbal frame have the meaning ‘have as (a) N'. Another
pair of examples, in which both possessed-noun and verb-like constructions are
permitted for the same combination of propositus and referent, will make this clearer
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(51-52); such alternatives are permitted where referent and propositus are both
speech act participants.

62} ni-mo-na:n
15G.SUBJ-25G.POSSR-MOTHER (na-n here means ‘mother’)
‘] am your mother.’

(52) ti-ne.:¢-na:n
25G.5UBJ-15G.0BI-MOTHER (na:n here means ‘have.as.mother’)
‘I am your mother.’

However, things are not quite as straightforward, since it is much less clear in Cen-
tral Guerrero Nahuatl than in Huichol or Yaqui that the second construction is really
verbal, or that its prefixes retain the interpretation as subject and object that they
have when combined with a regular verb.

Firstly, free pronouns preceding the predicating expression, which are normally
construed with their subject as in (53), are construed with the object of the verb-like
construction (54):

(53) tewa  tfi-ne:G-Aasha-wili:-s
25G 28G.SUBJ-1$G.0BJ-pay-FUT
“You will pay me.’

(54) newa ti-ne:é-na:n
1sG 25G.5UBJ-15G.0BJ-MOTHER
‘l am your mother.’

Secondly, the subject and object prefixes are the only morphological characteristic
of verbs in the “verb-like” construction: the most salient morphemes found with
core verbs, such as tense/aspect markers, plural suffixes, directionals and reflexives,
are all impossible. Such a predicate cannot be placed in the future tense by the usual
verbal method of adding a future suffix (55), but requires a future copula in the way a
noun does (56-57):

(55) ti-ne:C-kekelo:-s
25G.SUBJ-15G.0BJ-tickle-FUT
‘You will tickle me.’

(56) ni-Aaka-A yes
15G.SUBJ-man-ABS FUT
‘T will be a man.’
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(57) li-ne:é-na:n yes
2$G.5UBJ-15G.0BS-mother FUT
‘I will be your mother.’

Thirdly, the possessed suffix -w, as in (50), is normally found only on nouns and
never on verbs, though the significance of this fact is weakened by the fact that de-
nominal delocutive verbs, as in the Gunwinyguan languages (section 3.5), frequently
retain nominal markers of address-term status despite conversion to verbs. It is also
noteworthy that, unlike with regular nouns, this suffix does not change to -wan
when the referent is plural.

Fourthly, there is a morphological-shape difference between nouns and verbs: sin-
gular present-tense verbs are always vowel-final, while the corresponding verb-like
kin terms are always consonant final.

Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a) argue that, on balance, the verb-like kin expressions
in Central Guerrero Nahuat! lie somewhere between fully nominal and fully verbal
categories: like transitive verbs they employ subject-object prefixes, while like
nouns they must use a copula to show tense/aspect, do not take most verbal mor-
phological categories, may take the possessed noun suffix -wa, and have consonant-
final stem shapes in the plural. But unlike regular nouns, there is no conversion of
-wa to -wan with plural referents. They further argue that, diachronicaily, this half-
way status has resulted from a gradual assimilation of this construction type, pre-
sumed once to have been more verbal as it still is in such languages as Huichol and
Yaqui, to a more nominal type through “semantic convergence with the predicate
nominal construction” (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994a: 357).

Two final points should be made about the Central Guerrero Nahuatl situation.

Firstly, to the extent that the second construction type is not fully verbal, it be-
comes less clear that translations like ‘call OBJ child’ or ‘have OBJ for one’s child’
are appropriate. If these constructions are not verbs, then perhaps the subject and
object prefixes should not be interpreted as subjects and objects, which was the main
motive for proposing this type of translation. Instead, one could simply propose (as
is implicit in Amith—Smith-Stark’s treatment, as discussed above) that they mean
‘K’, but with a construction-specific linking of the subject and object affix slots to
propositus and referent respectively.

Secondly, Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a: 352) point out that the anomalous pres-
ence of subject and object prefixes cannot simply be a lexical feature of these kin
stems, since it will apply as well to ad hoc relational uses of other nouns where one
argument is a speech act participant, such as ‘you are my dog’ or ‘you are my
hand’.
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3.4.2 Cahuilla

Cahuilla, spoken in southeastern California and described in detail by Seiler (1977,
1980, 1982a, 1982b, 1983, 1985), is a further Uto-Aztecan language with a split
between two types of kinship construction, largely determined by the person combi-
nation of propositus and referent.

Typically noun-like is the “inherent” construction, as’in (58), involving the pre-
fixation of a subject-prefix to a possessive-prefixed nominal root, much as with the
Nahuat] examples but differing in the fact that the outer prefix is restricted to the
subjects of non-verbal predicates. (P1 prefixes are used for the subjects of verbs and
possessors of nouns, while P2 prefixes are used for the subjects of nominal predi-

cates.)

(58) ret-ne-nési
256(P2)-1sG(P1)-niece
*Thou art my niece.’

The analysis of the second construction, which Seiler (1980: 13-17) calls “estab-
lishing”, is more problematic. It employs the object (OBJ) and nominal predicate

(P2) prefixes, as well as a suffix -k(a)(¢) which Seiler glosses “oriented relation™.”!

(59) ne-y-nési-k
15G(0BJ)-35G(P2)-niece-ORIENTED.RELATION
‘I am her niece.” (Seiler 1977: 280 gives the altemate gloss ‘She is re-
Jated to me, the niece.”)

As Seiler has pointed out in a number of places (e.g. Seiler 1980), the suffix -k(a))
is formally identical” to a deverbal suffix deriving refemring predicates meaning
roughly ‘one who is/was/will be going to’. The parallel extends to the selection of
pronominal prefix elements: instead of the [0BJ-P1] sequence found in a regular verb,
deverbative constructions (e.g. (60)) use the same combination ([0BJ-P2]) found with
the establishing expressions:

(60) pe-y-tavi-k
35G.0BJ-35G(P2)-place-DEVERBALISER
‘He (is) one who is going to place it.” (Seiler 1977: 101)

The structural parallels, then, would suggest that the “establishing™ construction is
actually a deverbal meaning ‘the one (P2) who has (OBJ) as K’ or ‘the one (P2)
who calls (OBJ) K’; this would be similar to the Yuman deverbal construction dis-
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cussed in section 3.3 above, except that the pivot is the subject rather than the ob-
ject of the posited kinship verb. Unfortunately for this analysis, there do not appear
to be any examples of Cahuilla kin terms being used outside this construction with
the meaning ‘call K’ or ‘have as a K’, and Seiler himself provides a different seman-
tic analysis, giving ‘she is related to me, the niece’ rather than ‘she is the one who
calls me niece’ as the literal translation of ‘I am her niece’. The reader is referred to
Seiler’s (1980: 8-15) subtle analysis in terms of “establishing™ rather than “as-
sumed” relations of subject and object to the verb stem. Nonetheless, the presence of
some parallels with deverbal constructions is clear.

As in Cahuilla, the choice between the two constructions is largely conditioned
by the person value of propositus and referent: the clearly nominal inherent construc-
tion is overwhelmingly preferred when the possessor is first person and the referent
third person {as with ‘she is my niece’ in (61)), while the more verb-like establish-
ing construction is preferred in the converse situation, as with ‘1 am her niece’ in
(59) above.

(61) O-ne-nési
3sG(P2)-1sG(P1)-niece
‘She is my niece.’

As the difference in person values decreases, there is more choice: where both are
third person, either construction is equally available, and where one is first and the
other second, both constructions are possible, but with the inherent construction
preferred for the combination ‘you are my K’ (58), and the establishing construction
for ‘1 am your K’. The greater the difference in person value between propositus and
referent, the more latitude there is for other semantic and pragmatic factors to come
into play, such as the use of the establishing construction when the referent is de-
ceased, so as to avoid using the kinship root that would most directly relate the
deceased person to the propositus.

3.5 Gunwinyguan languages

We close this set of case studies’ with a brief look at another Australian family, the
Gunwinyguan languages. These languages, spoken immediately south of the Iwaid-
jan family in Amhem Land, Northern Australia, are highly polysynthetic, with
obligatory prefixation of the verb for subject and object, noun incorporation, and a
host of adverbial and argument-changing affixes to the verb.

The basic kin terms in the Gunwinyguan languages are clearly nominal. In Da-
labon, for example, there is a special set of possessor suffixes that can be added to
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nouns, but not to verbs, and these can be combined with the basic kin terms as
well: rolu-ngan ‘my dog’, rolu-ngu ‘your dog’, rolu-no ‘histher dog’; nah-ngan
‘my mother’, nah-ngu ‘your mother’, nah-no ‘his/her mother’.

However, alongside the nominal kin terms there exist two types of Kinship verb: a
set of kinship verbs proper, which are formally unrelated to the nominal terms and
tend to evoke close “actual” rather than “classificatory” kin, and a set of delocutive
kin terms meaning ‘call K’. Now we have already exammed languages which allow
either one type or the other: Iwaidjan and Iroquoian have true kinship verbs, and
Yuman has ‘call kin’ verbs. We have also seen that in the languages with true kin-
ship verbs, junior kin are generally unable to be subject of the verb, while in lan-
guages with ‘call kin’ verbs no such restriction applies. The Gunwinyguan lan-
guages allow us to compare the two types within one language and test whether this
difference is simply coincidental, or follows from other features of the languages in
question.

Consider first the verbal terms which mean ‘be K to’, taking Kunwinjku/Mayali
(two dialects of the same language) as our example (see Evans forthcoming for a full
grammar), shown in Figure 3. Note that all the Kunwinjku/Mayali terms have clear
etymologies relating to “kinship defining events”, whereas so far practically no such
etymologies have been discovered for the Ilgar/Iwaidja terms.”® The main Kun-
winjku/Mayali terms are given in Figure 3; for illustrative purposes, 1 have varied
the pronominal prefixes, which can range over any subject/object combination if the
verb is transitive, and any subject combination if it is intransitive or reciprocal. To
show the structure of these words more clearly, full interlinear glosses for four of
these are given in {62) and (63).

(62) a. ngan-yawme-y
3/1-conceive-ppP
1. “(the one that) she conceived me.’
2. ‘my mother’

b. kabi-doybu-n
3/3.HIGHER.OBJ-betrothe.daughter.to-NON.PAST
1. ‘(the one that) he gives his daughter to him’
2. ‘his father-in-law’

(63) a. ngani-has-na-rr-en
1DU-REL-100k-RR-NON.PAST
1. ‘(the one that) we look at each other’
2. ‘my lover, sweetheart’
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b.  ngani-h-yo-@

IDU-REL-sleep-NON.PAST

1. *(the one that) we sleep (together)’

2. ‘my wife/husband’

Verb-like expression

Literal meaning

Corresponding nominal term

| ngan-bornang “he saw my spirit ina | ngabbard

! *my father’ conception dream” ‘father’
ngan-yawmey “she conceived me” karrard
‘my mother’ ‘mother’

bene-danginj
‘they two siblings’

“they two stood [were
born]”

yabok ‘sister’, dardda
‘younger brother’ etc.

nganih-yo “we two sleep” kakkali
‘my wife/husband’ ‘spouse’
nganihnarren “we two look at each mararradj
‘my lover’ other” ‘lover’

ngunimodjarrkdorrinj
‘you two Cross-cousins
who are generationally
skewed’

“you two struck each
other’s noses™?’

[applies to a range of kin types,
such as kanjok ‘cross-cousin’,
who get renamed by other kin
terms (here, berluh ‘father’s
sister’ under a Crow-style
skewing rule)]

kabidoybun
‘his father-in-law’

“he gives him his
daughter”

kangkinj
‘father-in-law’

Figure 3. Kinship verbs in Kunwinjku/Mayali

Compared to the corresponding nominal terms, the kinship verbs pick out close or

actual members of a kinship category. Thus one can distinguish, from within the
class of classificatory fathers known by the nominal term ngabbard, one’s actual
father, known by the term ngan-bornang, whose etymology is roughly ‘he saw my
conception spirit’ (see Berndt 1951). Likewise one can distinguish, within the class
of classificatory mothers known by the nominal term karrard, one’s actual mother,
who can be designated by the term ngan-yawmey, literally ‘she conceived me’.
Among the group of women one can call by the nominal term kanjok ‘wife or some-
one of the wife category’, one can distinguish one’s actual wife as (ngal-)ngani-h-yo
‘she who we sleep (together)’. It is certainly not the case that these terms are only
used for actual kin—for example, I have heard the verb yawmey in an abstract discus-
sion of the relation between two subsections related as successive generations in a
matriline—but this is the overwhelmingly commonest use.
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All of these terms are constructed as normal verbs, with subject/object prefixes
(e.g. ngan- ‘(s)he—me’) and inflection for tense, though the parent terms are lexical-
ised to the point that only the past perfective is ever used, and in the case of ngan-
bornang the verbal root is hardly used outside this construction. However, the pro-
nominal prefixes can be varied productively, as illustrated by the different combina-
tions employed in Figure 3. Unlike with the 1lgar/Iwaidja terms discussed in section
3.1, the TAM suffixes are basically fixed—whether as -past perfective or non-past
depends on the term—though a few terms permit variation of the TAM value (64).

(64) minj  @D-doybu-yinj, kaluk  kabi-rroybun
NEG 3/3.pasT-(man.)bestow.daughter-IRr  later 3/3.H.0-bestow-NON.PAST
‘He isn’t his father-in-law yet; he’ll become his father-in-law later.’

Some of these terms combine with noun class prefixes (e.g. ngal-nganihyo, with
the feminine prefix ngal-), which is an option not available with full verbs. Overall,
then, these terms are best treated as semi-conventionalised deverbal nouns, though
with the pronominal prefix slots free to vary.

The Kunwinjkuw/Mayali “kin-defining event” verbs cover a smaller proportion of
the set of kin types than in the Iwaidjan languages to their north. There are no terms
for grandparents/grandchildren, or for older or younger siblings. However, as in the
Iwaidjan and Iroquoian languages, they always take the senior kinsperson as their
subject if the verb is transitive, and where the two kin are equivalent in generation
an intransitive or reciprocal will be used.

A few verbs of this type have a function not found in the Iwaidjan languages.
Kunwinjku/Mayali has a special set of “triangular” kin terms, defined by the fact
that there are two proposituses for the referent (normally, speaker and hearer). The
nominal term ngal-karrng, for example, means ‘the one who is your mother and my
daughter, you being my daughter’s child’. There are about one hundred of these
terms,’” and a small number of them are morphologically verbal (65).**

(65) a. yi-manjme-ng
2/3-7-pP
‘the one who is your wife, and my niece, given that I am your wife’s
mother’s brother’ (the stem manjme is hard to translate, but contains the
root manj ‘taste’ and verbaliser -me)

b. nga-wirme-ng
1/3-2-pp
‘the one who is my MMB and your brother-in-law, me calling you FM
or MF’
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b’. yi-wirme-ng
2/3-2-pp
‘the one who is my brother-in-law and your MMB, me calling you FM
or MF’

c. ngundi-koydo-y
1PL/2-7-PP
‘the one who is your MM(B)/DC and my opposite-sex sibling, you be-
ing my MM/DC’

The second type of kinship verb found in the Gunwinyguan languages has the se-
mantics ‘call <OBJ> K’, and is based on the nominal root. In Kunwinjku/
Mayali, such verbs have the form KIN(-/)me (66a-b). It is also possible to express
this meaning by juxtaposing a nominal kin term with the verb yime ‘say, do’, as in
(67).”

(66) a. gabi-ngalgurrng-hme
3/3-WM-CALL.KIN:NON.PAST
‘He calls her mother-in-law.’

b. arr-gundoi-hme NaBangardi, NaGodjok
1PL/3-WMB-CALL.KIN:NON.PAST |name] [name]
‘We call NaBangardi and NaGodjok men wife’s mother’s brother.’

(67) karrard  nga-yime
mother I-calNON.PAST
‘I call (her) mother.”

Now most address terms in the language end in -A: cf. berlu ‘aunt’ (reference form),
berluh ‘aunt’ {address form). Given that adding -me is the regular way of deriving
verbs from nouns, it might be thought that these verbs are derived by verbalising the
address form. But there are three arguments against this. Firstly, some nouns have
address forms without the glottal stop {(e.g. karrard ‘mother’ (reference form), ar-
rang ‘mother’ (address form)), but add the glottal stop in the verb anyway: kar-
ranghme ‘to call s.o. mother’. Secondly, there is also a verb formative -hme, used
for deriving some transitive verbs, e.g. kele ‘afraid’, kelehme ‘frighten’, and the ‘call
K’ meaning may simply be another sense of this construction. And thirdly, many of
these verbs describe situations where an address term would not normally be used,
owing to speech taboos between certain classes of relative, e.g. between son-in-law
and mother-in-law. This reveals something about the exact semantics of these forms:
they are not strict delocutives (in the sense of reporting an actual act of addressing
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someone), but rather report on how ‘calling someone K’ is used to classify the rela-
tionship.

In the closely related language Dalabon™ the corresponding ‘call K’ verbs are
formed by adding the first person possessive prefix to a kin term and incorporating it
into the verb stem dung:

(68) ngah-djongok-ngan-du-ng
1/3-FZ-my-CALL-PRES
‘I call her djongok. [FZ]’

The fact that -ngan is always used, regardless of whether the subject is the speaker,
demonstrates that it is a form of embedded speech, if not necessarily embedded ad-
dress.

(69) mamamh-ngan kah-mimi-ngan-du-ng
MF-my 3/1-mimi-my-CALL-PRES
‘My mamamh calls me mimi. [DC]’

(70) ngah-kom-ngan-du-ng? yeah dah-kom-ngan-du-ng.
1/3-WB-my-CALL-PRES 2/3-WB-my-CALL-PRES
Do I call him “(my) brother-in-law”? Yes, you call him “(my) brother-
in-law”.

In these languages, such ‘call kin’ verbs are basically productive, and can be used
both upwards and downwards in terms of seniority. In other words, there are terms
like karranghme ‘call mother’ as well as korlonjhme call child’, to use Kunwinjku
examples. In this they contrast with the kin-defining event terms, which always take
the senior kinsperson as their subject if they are transitive. By furnishing data on the
differential behaviour of ‘true kinship verbs’ and ‘call kin verbs’ in the same lan-
guage, the Gunwinyguan languages thus provide a rare example of how the lexical
semantics of kin type interacts with the general semantics of the kin verb to produce
differential linkings to argument structure in the same language.

4. How verby are kinship verbs?

The meanings of kinship verbs show few of the characteristics which cross-linguistic
studies of lexicalisation lead us to expect in core members of the transitive verb
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class. For example, they denote states rather than events, and are low in such dis-
course transitivity measures as the degree to which a change in the object is pro-
duced. Apart from this, of course, we know that in most languages of the world kin-
ship terms are lexicalised as nouns. We would therefore expect kinship verbs to be
less than prototypical members of the transitive verb class in the languages that have
them, and in the preceding section we have mentioned, in passing, a number of
ways in which they fall short of complete transitive verbiness. This section draws
these observations together in a way that allows us to formulate implicational state-
ments where possible.

Figure 4 summarises the properties of kinship verbs we have looked at. “Meaning
type” is not given for Central Guerrero Nahuatl and Cahuilla because of the prob-
lems, discussed in section 3.4, of deciding how to translate the kinship root in this
construction.

A number of generalisations emerge from Figure 4.

Firstly, kinship verbs with the meaning ‘call K’, as in Huichol, Yuma and the
Gunwinyguan ‘call set’, have the clearest verbal characteristics, presumably because
‘calling someone K’ is at least potentially localisable in time in a way the kinship
relation itself is not: cf. English he called Joe his father until he found out the true
story of where he came from vs. *he was Joe's sor until he found out the true story
of where he came from. Note, though, that we have very little information about the
exact set of circumstances in which the call verbs can be felicitously used in any of
these languages.

Secondly, those languages in which the choice between noun-like and verb-like
constructions are determined by person combination, namely Central Guerrero Na-
huatl and Cahuilla, have the fewest verb-like characteristics, to the point where it is
pushing the boundaries of the “verb” category to say they have kinship verbs. Pre-
sumably this is because there is strong analogic pressure from the agnate nominal
construction, which results in the resiriction of verbal and the extension of nominal
characteristics across the whole kinship set. Comparison with other Uto-Aztecan lan-
guages suggests these terms originate as conversions from nouns meaning ‘X’ to
verbs meaning ‘have as an X’ (still found productively in Hopi, Cora and Yaqui, for
example), which then become lexicalised as the usual way of expressing kinship
relations between particular person combinations, in the process losing verb-like
characteristics such as the possibility of varying tense/aspect, and gaining noun-like
characteristics such as possessed noun markers.

Thirdly, in each of the three language families with roots simply meaning ‘be a K
to’, there is variation across languages, and across individual lexical roots, in the
degree to which TAM morphology can be employed on the one hand, and aspects of
nominal morphology encroach on the other. In Ilgar, for example, 1 have yet to find
either major restrictions on the use of verbal morphology with kinship verbs, or



Language; mecaning type

Verbal charactcristics

Nominal characteristics ]

Yuma °‘call/have as a K’

Full transitive verbal characteristics: subjcct/object prefixes,
collective and distributive forms characteristic of verbs only, can
fced nominalizations like other verbs. Existence of full set of
tensed forms not clear from available materials. Usc as NP as
headless rclative.

Only in nominalised forms.

Ilgar/lwaidja ‘be a K to’

Nearly full transitive verbal characteristics: subject/object
prefixes; tense affixes can be varied; reciprocal-like intransitive
construction available for one in-law dyad; no altested usc of
directional prefixes. Use as NP as headlcss relative, with
optional marking by demonstrative or possessive pronoun.

In the closely related language

Maung, intransitive kinship verbs

may take thc nominal plural suflix
43

-ud.

Iroquoian ‘bec a K 1o’

Nearly full transitive verbal characteristics: subject/object
prefixes: use of reciprocal or semi-reflcxive for samc-generation
kin rclations, limited evidence for use of tense suffixes. Some kin
rclationships employ unexpected morphology (e.g. intransitive)
with transitive root for somec person combinations (e.g. [he-
fathers] instead of [he-me-fathers] in Cayuga). Usc as NP as
hcadless relative, with optional marking by refercntialising
particlc or definite article.

Nominal morphology (e.g. diminutive,
augmentalive) in somc languages (c.g.
Tuscarora).

Nominal possessive prefixes for some
roots in e.g. Seneca.

Gunwinyguan ‘be a K to’

Productive use of argument marking morphology (subject/object | Prefixation of noun class markers
prefixes, reciprocal). TAM catcgories fixed for most kinship| possible with some kinship
expressions. expressions.

Gunwinyguan ‘call K’

Full set of transitive verbal characteristics:

subjcct/object
_prefixes, TAM suffixes.

No nominal characteristics.

Huichol ‘call K, have as a K’

Full set of transitive verbal characteristics: subject and object
prefixes, TAM suffixes.

No nominal characteristics.

Central Guerrero Nahuatl

Verbal characteristics limited to use of verbal prefix set. No
tense/aspect or verbal plural markers, directionals, or reflexives.

Presence of -w(a) ‘possessed noun’
marker, phonological shape.

Cahuilla

Verbal characteristics limited to use of prefix set found with
nominalised transitive verbs, and a suffix formally identical with
deverbaliscr.

The morphological construction is
also available with other posscssed

nouns, e.g. ‘basket’, ‘arrow’.

Figure 4. Summary of verb-like and noun-like characteristics of “kinship verbs” across the languages discussed

i

SUDAy SDIOYIIN



Kinship verbs 147

intrusions of nominal morphology into the set of kin terms. Yet in the related lan-
guage Maung, intransitive kinship verbs like ‘be siblings’ can take the nominal
plural marker -ud. In the Iroquoian languages there is variation from one language to
another in exactly where and how nominal morphology leaks into a basically verbal
paradigm. In Mayali, noun class prefixes turn up sporadically on certain kinship
verbs (e.g. ‘spouse’) but not on others (e.g. ‘mother’). In Seneca, Cayuga and Tus-
carora there are idiosyncratic restrictions on the use of the subject/object prefixes
with the ‘mother’ and ‘father’ roots, and in Seneca these amount to use of nominal
possessive rather than verbal subject morphology: Kay (1975: 205) suggests for
Seneca that “these synchronic data suggest ... a history of increasing ‘lexicalization’
of this form [mother] from productive verb root to productive noun root to frozen
nominal expression”.

The verbal characteristics that appear first are invariably subject and object mark-
ing, which is found in every language with kinship verbs that I have examined.”
The other common verbal categories which show up regularly on kinship verbs all
pertain to argument characterisation: reciprocals and semi-reflexives with certain lex-
emes in Iwaidjan and [roquoian, and distributive and collective plurals in Yuman.
On the other hand, categories concemed with event characterisation, such as
tense/aspect/mood, or direction, are absent or marginal. We can formulate the fol-
lowing implicational staterent: the kinship subclass of transitive verbs only shares
TAM distinctions with core transitive verbs if it also shares subject and object
marking, and any reciprocal or distributive categories present in the language.

The grammaticalisation of inflectional categories on kinship verbs, then, exhibits
a different implicational pattern to that found on core verbs, which are far more likely
to grammaticalise tense/aspect than to have object agreement (Bybee 1985: 30-31).
This follows directly from the pre-eminence of relationality as the salient ontological
feature with kinship verbs, as opposed to dynamicity or telicity with core transitive
verbs.

Despite the presence of clear patterns at this initial level of research, it must be
stressed how little we know about the fine-grained morphosyntax of kin verbs as a
class. For no language with kinship verbs do we have a comprehensive comparison
of the kinship subclass with that of core transitive verbs on the one hand, and that of
possessed or other relational nominals on the other. How do they interact with re-
strictive quantification, for instance, in statements like ‘she is my only sister’, and
positive and negative existentials like ‘I (don’t) have a sister’?*’ Iwaidjan and Iro-
quoian languages have a preference for the use of articles or demonstratives with kin-
ship verbs when forming referring expressions, on the pattern used more generally to
form relative clauses, but are these articles used less frequently with kinship verbs,
which are in some sense more naturally used for reference than other verbs are? Just
how productive is the TAM system with kinship verbs? In languages that can use
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kinship verbs as address terms, is this an option available to other verbs as well? At
present we know nothing about any of these questions; as data emerges, it may well
highlight further differences between “kinship verbs” and “core verbs”.

5. Verbal vs. nominal encoding

Many languages with kinship verbs exhibit splits of varying types, such that not all
kin terms are realised by verbs. In this section we summarise the five factors deter-
mining this split, and ask how far they can be related to general semantic factors
known to favour nominal vs. verbal coding, or whether they do this only indirectly,
and should instead be derived from the specific semantics of the construction.

5.1. Address vs. reference

In Iwaidjan this is a key factor favouring the nominal term over the verbal term, and
in the Gunwinyguan languages kinship verbs can never be used as address terms,
though noun roots can serve as the basis for derived verbs meaning ‘call K’. In the
Iroquoian language Cayuga the forms most commonly used as address terms,
namely ‘father’ and ‘mother’, display prefixal irregularities unexpected in transitive
verbs. For most of the languages in the survey I have simply been unable to find
data on whether kinship verbs are used in address.*

The act of addressing someone lies outside the normal pressures of discourse man-
agement: since they have not yet been brought into the discourse, their role as hearer
is not yet established and the usual assumptions about how to manage reference in a
way appropriate to the hearer’s background knowledge are not yet relevant. Because
the term of address lies outside a proposition (and it has often been asserted for this
reason that the vocative is not a true case), the opposition between nouns and verbs
simply fails to apply. It is likely, then, that the real factor favouring the use of nouns
over verbs in address is their morphological simplicity: address terms should be the
simplest possible terms morphologically, which in each of the languages under con-
sideration are nouns.
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5.2. Actual vs. classificatory kin

In the Gunwinyguan languages, such as Mayali, the commonest reason to use kin
verbs rather than kin nouns is to emphasise actual rather than classificatory connec-
tions. Because these languages have a classificatory kinship system that extends to
everyone in the known social universe, people known as “father”, for instance, in-
clude: (a) one’s actual father (genitor), (b) his brothers who are treated as fellow
members of the “father” class by the same-sex sibling equivalence rule (see Scheffler
1978), (¢) people with whom one has only a remote social connection, but who are
classified as one’s father either by applying a long chain of equivalence rules through
linking relatives or because they belong to the same sociocentric category as one’s
actual father, typically because they have the same “skin” or “subsection” member-
ship.”

Anyone in this broad category could be called by the nominal term ngabbard ‘fa-
ther’, whereas the relationship can be specified as an actual biological™ one by the
use of the kinship verb ngan-bornang ‘he saw me in a conception dream’. Similar
remarks obtain, mutatis mutandis, to the use of the nominal term karrard ‘mother’
vs. ngan-yawmey ‘she (who) conceived me’, ngadburrung ‘same-sex sibling’ and
ngani-danginj ‘we two (who) stood, i.e. came into the world (together, in similar
parental circumstances)’.

Note that many further Australian languages, not considered in our case studies in
section 3, employ similar verbal-like locutions for distinguishing actual from classi-
ficatory kin. Kayardild, for example (Evans 1995: 555), uses deverbal nominalisa-
tions with incorporated possessive pronouns, such as kanthathu ‘father’ (actual or
classificatory) vs. ngijinmimatharrba [1SG-beget-PAST NOMINALISATION] ‘my be-
getter, my biological father’ and kambind ‘child (of male)’ (actual or classificatory)
vs. ngijinmimayarrba [15G-beget-PASSIVE-PAST NOMINALISATION] ‘my begotten,
my biological offspring (male speaker)’.

5.3. Kin type

In many languages certain kin types go against whichever pattern is prevalent in the
language. In the [waidjan languages MF does not have a corresponding kin verb: in
Mayali none of the grandparent terms have kinship verbs. On the other hand, in
Yuma, with its basic pattern of having verbs meaning ‘call K, the following kin are
noun roots: father, mother, older sibling, child, daughter’s child, great great grand-
parent, older sister’s child, wife, son-in-law, husband of one’s female relative.

It is not clear what the motive for these lexical splits is. In a language like May-
ali, where kinship verbs are used as alternatives to kin nouns primarily in discussing
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actual genealogical connections as opposed to merely classificatory relationships,
this would put a premium on the development of kinship verbs for the core kinship
relations of father, mother, husband, wife and child, in terms of which all other rela-
tions can be expressed; this corresponds more or less to those kin types for which
kin verbs exist. In the Iwaidjan languages, which have essentially taken a Mayali-
like system and expanded it to a larger set of relatives, it appears that those grand-
parents most important for the inheritance of clan and ceremony rights have had kin-
ship verbs developed, i.e. the two parallel grandparents, FF and MM, plus the re-
maining grandparent to whom one has the next best claim with respect to clan
lands, namely the MF.

In the case of Yuma, it is interesting that most of the core relatives are encoded as
nouns, even though these are the very relatives for whom kinship verbs develop first
in the Gunwinyguan languages (though the Gunwinyguan languages also have alter-
native noun forms, of course). It may be that these are the terms most often used in
address, a situation that favours the nominal forms in Iwaidjan, but we have no em-
pirical data on this.

5.4. Extra semantics

In the Uto-Aztecan languages (section 3.4) it is clear that the verb-like construction
has additional semantic components with respect to the nominal construction, of the
type ‘have as a K, ‘call K’, or ‘consider a K’. This is clearest in Huichol, where
the lack of person-combination limitations means there is an unrestricted choice be-
tween the two constructions. Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a; 358-360, 1994b:
516-518), the only published source on the Huichol data, give a range of transla-
tions for the verbal constructions ranging from ‘have as a K’, ‘look upon as a K’,
‘consider as a K’ and ‘take/regard as a K’. This can be exemplified with the follow-
ing pairs:

(71) a. pe-pi-ne-fiwa
25G.SUBJ-ASSERT-18G.POSS-brother/friend
“You are my brother/friend.’

b. ne-matsi-fiwd
15G.SUBJ-25G.0BJ-have.as.brother/friend
‘I look upon you as my brother/friend.’

(72) a. pe-pi-ne-kema
25G.SUBJ-ASSERT-1SG.POSS-brother-in-law
*You are my brother-in-law.’
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b.  ne-matsi-kema
15G.SUBJ-25G.0BJ-have.as.brother-in-law
‘I consider you my brother-in-law.” (i.e. ‘1 like your sister.’)

(73) a. pe-pi-ne-Tiya
2SG.SUBJ-ASSERT-1SG.POSS-wife
‘You are my wife.’

b. ne-p-i-Aya
1SG.SUBJ-ASSERT-35G.0B)-have.as. wife
‘I consider her my wife.” (i.e. ‘She’s my lady.”)

In each of the above cases the nominal construction is given first, followed by the
verbal construction, and in each the nominal construction has a straightforward ‘be
X’s K’ meaning. The specific pragmatic reasons behind the choice of the verbal con-
struction vary, but all follow from asserting that a particular relationship is like a kin
relationship, or asserting the wish that a given kin relationship should hold.

Thus the verbal construction in (71b) emphasises the social expectations follow-
ing from the brother relationship, (72b) would be used in a joking manner to express
a romantic interest in the hearer’s sister, and (73b) is used to imply that the referent
is a potential sexual partner.

Finally, compare (45) and (46), given in section 3.4: the nominal construction ‘is
employed with a real daughter’, whereas the verbal construction is ‘employed both
with a real or adopted daughter and with a child who is treated as such’ (Amith—
Smith-Stark 1994b. 516-517).

The extra semantics of the verbal construction makes it unsuitable for use with
certain person combinations. Verbal use of the ‘brother/friend’ stem with a first per-
son subject as in (71b), for example, is acceptable, and emphasises that the speaker
“wishes to assume the social role of friend for self-interested motives” (Amith—
Smith-Stark 1994b: 517). On the other hand, use with a second person subject, as
in (74), is unacceptable to some speakers. Amith—Smith-Stark (1994b: 518) sug-
gest this is because it “insinuates motives to the addressee”; another formulation
would be that one cannot know the motives of others, something that restricts the
use of second person subjects with private predicates in many languages.”’

74) *pe-netsi- fiwd
25G.SUBJ-1sSG.0BJ-have.as.brother/friend
‘You look upon me as my brother/friend.’

For somewhat different reasons (75) is unacceptable with a second person object: it
is considered offensive because of its explicit sexual connotations.
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(75) *ne-matsi-fiva
15G.SUBJ-25G.ORJ-have.as.wife
‘I consider you my wife.’

In Cahuilla, the choice between the straightforwardly nominal “inherent” and the
more verb-like “establishing” constructions is not available for all person combina-
tions, since certain combinations require one or the othier. But for some combina-
tions, most clearly where both propositus and referent are third person, a choice be-
tween the two is possible, and is motivated by whether the speaker wishes to back-
ground the possessum or the possessor (Seiler 1983: 24). This follows from general
properties of the inherent vs. establishing contrast, and applies to other types of pos-
session (e.g. body parts, implements) as well as to kinship relationships.

It seems clear that whether nominal or verbal encoding is preferred for a given lan-
guage in a given communicative circumstance will depend on the specific semantics
of the verbal construction. Consider the problem of how to deal with fictive or ex-
tended kinship relationships. In Huichol, where the basic pattern is to use nouns for
actual kin, and the verbal construction means ‘have as a K, consider as a K’, it will
be the verbal construction that is used in discussing cases of potential or extended
kinship relations, as we saw above. In a language like llgar or Mayali, on the other
hand, where nominal kin terms are used for the whole gamut from actual to classifi-
catory kin, and the kinship verbs emphasise actual biological relationships, it will
be the nouns which are used for extended or fictive kin. If a verbal construction is
used in Ilgar or Mayali for extended-category kin, it will be the construction with
the specific meaning ‘call K’—the nominal kin term plus the verb ‘call’ in Ilgar,
and the special ‘call K’ kin term in Mayali. This illustrates the point that, in such
cases, it is the specific semantics of given verb or noun constructions (in particular
‘be a K to’ vs. ‘call K”), rather than the general semantics of the noun vs. verb con-
trast, which is responsible for determining the choice.

5.5. Person value of the arguments

Specific restrictions on person combinations have been reported in a number of lan-
guages, such that the nominal construction must be used with one set of combina-
tions, and the verbal construction with others.

In both Central Guerrero Nahuatl and in Cahuilla, when the referent is a speech act
participant (first or second person), the more verb-like construction is preferred or
required. Recall that in Central Guerrero Nahuatl (49-50) one uses the nominal con-
struction for ‘she [referent] is my [propositus] child’, but the verb-like construction
for ‘I am your child’ (i.e. one says ‘you have me as child’). In Cahuilla one uses
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the nominal construction for ‘she is my niece’ (76) but the verb-like construction Hr
‘[ am her niece’ (59).

(76) P-ne-nési
3P2-1PI1-niece
‘She is my niece.’ (Seiler 1980: 6)

When one looks at the full range of combinations, one sees some differences between
these two languages. In Central Guerrero Nahuatl, the verb-like construction is trig-
gered by having either speech act participant as referent, except where the propositus
is third person indefinite (a morphological option not available in Cahuilla), in
which case the nominal construction is used. In Cahuilla, the choice is sensitive to
the relative position of referent and propositus on the Silverstein hierarchy, with the
greatest distance (that between first and third person) producing the most definite
preferences one way or the other. An illustration of the difference between these lan-
guages comes from the situation where the kin relation holds between first and sec-
ond person: Central Guerrero Nahuatl will almost always use the verb-like construc-
tion regardless of which is referent and which propositus, whereas Cahuilla will use
the nominal construction where the first person is propositus, and the verb-like con-
struction where the second person is propositus. Nonetheless, despite these differ-
ences of detail, the two systems converge in preferring the more clearly nominal con-
structions when a first person propositus is related to a third person referent, and the
more verb-like constructions in the converse situation.

It is striking here that certain irregularities in the Iroquoian systems show a rather
similar patterning. Recall that in Seneca, the basically verbal roots for ‘father’ and
‘mother’ take noun-like possessive suffixes for a few combinations of propositus and
referent (Kay 1975: 205), most importantly the combinations ‘(s)he be mother/father
to her/you/me’ for ‘her/your/my mother’; such irregularities are never found in
predications which take the first person as propositus.

Two types of explanation have been offered for such person-based splits.

Seiler (1983) has seen it as a reflection of the relative naturalness of taking the
speaker (and, next, the hearer), as the point of departure for making relational state-
ments, which manifests itself in a wide range of altematives cross-linguistically.
Similar remarks have been made by Silverstein (1987: 144): “the direct form is pre-
sented as the expected inalienably possessed lexically headed Noun Phrase; the in-
verse is presented with a highly derived secondary nominalization of a quasi-
verbalized form of predication”.

Amith—Smith-Stark (1994b: 530-531) give a number of arguments against this
position, of which I give the two most important here. Firstly, they point out that
there needs to be independent evidence for naturalness outside the phenomenon be-
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ing considered, or naturalness explanations risk circularity.”® Secondly, simple ac-
counts in terms of relational naturalness fail to relate the nature of person-based splits
to other semantic contrasts obtaining between nominal and verbal encoding when
both alternatives are allowed.

As an alternative analysis, they note that the assertion of kin relationships focuses
on the social norms that attend that social relationship, and that “explicit comments
on relations characterized by reciprocal rights and duties ... are those most amenable
to a discourse strategy that supersedes simple reference and instead seeks to affect the
response and reaction of hearer or addressee, most specifically in regard to the fulfil-
ment of the social aspects of the indicated relation” (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b:
533). Because of the performative nature of such assertions, they are most appropriate
where they affect one or the other speech act participants: “a phrase’s potential
pragmatic properties are related to the participation or non-participation in the speech
act of the arguments expressed in the predication” (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b
533). To then justify why it should be the verbal rather than nominal expressions
which attract these performative interpretations, they invoke the differing semantics
of the two constructions: verb-like expressions focus “on the interaction of subject
and object, and thus it would not be surprising that such expressions ... be used for
pragmatically motivated declarations on relations of reciprocal rights and duties,
particularly when one of the referenced arguments (referent or relatum) is present in
the speech situation” (Amith—Smith-Stark 1994b: 535). The final step in their ar-
gument would then be to say that some person combinations are more likely to fa
vour a straightforward assertion of kin relation, while others will be pragmatically
charged, and that according to which use is dominant for a particular combination
either the nominal or the verbal expression will be lexicalised as the preferred or
even the only way of encoding it.

Three key problems must be solved before this explanation can be accepted as
proven. Firstly, we need detailed pragmatic studies of actual use, comparing the
contextual interpretations of different person combinations to see whether they bear
out the Amith—Smith-Stark account. Secondly, they themselves point out that
when one examines the full range of person combinations things get more complex
and not all the languages they consider match up for all combinations, so that the
account must be extended to look at the less clear-cut combinations as well, and to
distinguish core from marginal predictions. And thirdly, since the contrast in lexical
meanings is what generates the implicatures, the account would make rather different
predictions for a language like Mayali, where the semantic contrast between nouns
and verbs is primarily one of classificatory vs. actual kin rather than of asserting
known facts vs. generating performative implicatures. The specific ways in which
person combinations interact with the lexical semantics of the two contrasting sets
thus requires elaboration.
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Despite these problems, their account makes an important advance by allocating
the speaker-hearer relationship a central role in determining nominal vs. verbal en-
coding. This is a clear example of how the different semantic content of kinship
verbs, vis a vis core verbs, forces word class typology to take a broader perspective
on the semantic factors determining assignment to parts of speech.

6. Further typological issues: Some directions

To conclude this article I will briefly look at three typological issues deserving fir-
ther research: the question of whether the encoding of kin terms as verbs influences
the structure of the kinship lexicon, the degree to which kinship verbs are restricted
to languages with a particular typological profile, and some ways in which the ty-
pology of kinship verbs contributes to word class typology generally.

6.1. Kinship verbs and the structure of the lexicon: An issue for lexi-
cal typology

A largely neglected topic in typology has been the way in which grammar interacts
with the structure of the lexicon. Behrens—Sasse (1997: 6) propose a new kind of
linguistic typology, which they call Lexical Typology, one of whose goals is “a
typological systematization of the interaction between lexicalization patterns and
grammatical patterns”.

Given that encoding of kinship relations as transitive verbs provides a mechanism
for specifying information about both the propositus and the referent in a way that
encoding as nouns does not—cf. English mother, which need not specify the pro-
positus, with Ilgar ganpawuian ‘she is my mother; she who is my mother’, which
must—one might expect that languages with kinship verbs are in a good position to
shift the specification of some aspects of the semantics from the lexical root into the
agreement affixes, freeing the lexicon to formulate the root semantics in a more ab-
stract way.”

We have already seen two ways in which this can take effect, in our discussion of
the Iwaidjan and Iroquoian data.

Firstly, if the language has gender, the language can have a single root for male
and female members of the same super-category. Kay (1975), for example, showed
how the Seneca terms hakso:t ‘my grandfather’ and Pakso.t ‘my grandmother’ are
built up by combining the prefixes Aak- ‘he—me’ or 7uk- ‘she—me’ with the root



156 Nicholas Evans

(K)so:¢ ‘be grandparent to’, and how and in our discussion of llgar we saw how the
masculine vs. feminine subject forms could be combined with a number of roots
unspecified for sex: with wulan to distinguish ‘mother’ from ‘mother’s brother’,
with mapyarwun to distinguish ‘father’ from ‘father’s sister’, and with wuiakbun to
distinguish ‘older brother’ from ‘older sister’.

Secondly, because every kinship relation has a converse, it is possible to dispense
with kin terms taking the junior kin’s perspective, by using a senior-based kinship
root, but varying the propositus from subject to object. For example, one does not
need a kinship verb for ‘son (of male)’, because instead of saying ‘(the one such
that) he is son to me’ one can say ‘(the one such that) I am father to him’; similar
remarks apply to the relations of nephew/niece, grandchild, or younger sibling.

In the Iroquoian languages the effect of this on the number of lexical roots required
is partially undone by the existence of pairs of roots, chosen according to whether
the subject or the object is propositus; this was discussed in section 3.2. But in the
Iwaidjan languages, where no such pairs exist, the economising effects of these two
lexicon-reduction strategies can be seen in full measure: the nominal roots gamu
‘mother’, yaja ‘mother’s brother’ and gapup ‘(woman’s) child, man’s sister’s
child’ are all represented by the verbal root wulag; the nominal roots bupi ‘father’,
magamaga ‘father’s sister’ and pawin ‘(man’s) child’ are represented by the verbal
root maryarwun, and the nominal roots gurbuj ‘younger sibling’ and wujgun
‘older sibling’ are represented by the verbal root wuuakbun.

We can distil the above into what we may call the “verbal kin root economy hy-
pothesis™: that where kinship relations are expressed by verbal roots, the kinship
vocabulary will tend to be reduced, relative to vocabularies of comparable kinship
systems expressed by nouns, through the collapsing of gender distinctions (whether
in propositus or referent) and of pairs of roots expressing converses.

A full examination of this hypothesis is beyond the scope of this paper. I shall,
however, briefly outline two empirical difficulties calling for a refinement in its for-
mulation.

Firstly, we must restrict it to kinship verbs proper, since there is clear evidence it
does not apply to the Yuman languages (section 3.3), in which the verb roots mean
‘call K’ rather than ‘be a K to’. Thus Yuma has a full set of lexicalised ‘call K’
converses such as napaw ‘call someone father’s father’ and a?dw ‘call someone
son’s child’. The reason for this may be syntactic. We saw that in Yuma only ob-
jects can be the referent (via an object-relativisation strategy), so that if there was
only one verb for the dyad (say ‘call father’s father’) one could get the meaning ‘my
FF’ as ‘the one whom I call FF’, but the meaning ‘my SS’, which would need to
relativise on the subject (‘the one who calls me FF’) could not be expressed.

Secondly, it is clear that the hypothesis is at best describing a tendency rather
than an absolute requirement, since nouns in some languages extend to a wider set
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of self-converses than in familiar Indo-European languages. This can be seen by
looking at the grandparent/grandchild noun terms in llgar, which are self-converses
able to take on grandchild as well as grandparent meanings, e.g. wawu ‘FF; SC’.
Self-converse terms for grandparent/grandchild relations are in fact common in Aus-
tralian languages,50 most of which lack kinship verbs, so that one does not need to
appeal to the existence of kinship verbs to account for the phenomenon in the +2 and
—2 generations.

Where it has more appeal, however, is in the +1 and -1 generations, where the ex-
istence of self-converses is far rarer; gender neutralisation between father and father’s
sister, or between mother and mother’s brother, is likewise extremely rare in lan-
guages with just nominal kin systems.*'

Nonetheless, there are languages in which the kin terms are nominal, but which
do not lexicalise most descending-generation kin. Serzisko (1983) discusses such a
system in Somali, in which descending-generation kin are referred to by relative
clauses constructed as follows:

an inan  aan  adeer u ahay
boy I1sc FB BEN COP:1SG
‘my nephew’ (literally: “a boy, to whom I am uncle”)

(78) caruur-tii ay ayaayad-da u ahayad
children-ART 3SG.FEM FM/MM-ART BEN COP:38G
‘her grandchildren’ (literally: “the children, to whom she is grand-
mother”)

In address, however, such relative clause formation is not appropriate, and instead
one simply uses the ascending-generation term, with whichever interpretation is
appropriate. adeer, for example, can be used either by a nephew to address his uncle,
or by an uncle to address his nephew (Serzisko 1983: 131).

The Somali example shows that having kinship verbs is not a necessary condition
for the extension of self-converse roots throughout the kin vocabulary: it is possible
to encode kin relations by nouns and still have only descending terms.”

However, within the languages we have been able to survey so far, an alternative
formulation survives: if a language has kinship verbs of the pure type (i.e. ‘be K to’,
rather than ‘call K'), it will restrict itself to roots designating senior kin, with the
exception of same-generation and in-law terms. This is the case in all the languages
that we have surveyed with pure kinship verbs, in the Iroquoian, Iwaidjan and Gun-
winyguan families, and it is striking that within Iroquoian, languages have devel-
oped pairs of kinship roots which differ in whether the subject or the object is pro-
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positus, but are still best translated with the meaning ‘be a (senior) K’ rather than as
a pair of senior and junior terms.

Why should such a restriction be found when kinship relations are expressed by
verbs, but not nouns?

A first, functionalist explanation has already been offered: the fact that obligatory
encoding of both arguments of the kinship predicate, combined with the possibility
of taking either subject or object as the pivot in the languages with the phenomenon,
makes it possible to express either pole of the relationship with the same verb.

A second explanation, focusing more on semantics, could be that the verbs, as
opposed to the nouns, place a greater emphasis on kin-constituting acts (e.g. beget-
ting, conceiving, bequeathing clan lands, and negotiating for a spouse), and that, for
a given kin relationship, it is the senior rather than the junior kin who carry out the
acts defining the relationship. With ‘call K’ verbs, on the other hand, which merely
require that the child be capable of employing an appropriate kin term, as opposed to
the sorts of acts mentioned above, there is less of an asymmetry in the abilities of
senior and junior kin to carry out the actions denoted by the kinship verb, so the
existence of verbs taking junior kin as their subject would be explained.

To sustain this claim, of course, one would have to revise an assumption that has
taken for granted in this article: that kinship expressions, when encoded as pure kin
verbs, mean the same as their nominal counterparts in other languages. Needless to
say, testing against a much larger sample is needed before we can be sure we have a
fact demanding explanation. But if this claim does survive as a generalisation
against a larger sample of languages, it will provide an interesting case study for the
tenet of lexical typology that grammar and lexicon have important impacts on each
other’s structure.

6.2. Are kinship verbs only found in head-marking languages?

All languages for which I have been able to obtain clear evidence of pure kinship
verbs have been head-marking, with obligatory marking of subject and object pro-
nominal categories on the verb. Some, such as the Iroquoian and Gunwinyguan lan-
guages, are richly polysynthetic, with noun incorporation and a rich set of verbal
affixes. Others, such as the [waidjan languages, have few verbal categories beyond
subject, object and TAM: the only further verbal category in llgar and Iwaidja is
direction. However, being head-marking is clearly not a sufficient condition for the
development of kinship verbs, since many other language families with equally de-
veloped concentrations of morphology on the verb lack them: examples are the
Athapaskan, Palacosiberian, and Lower Sepik languages, as well as such head-
marking Australian languages as Tiwi, or the languages of the Daly River or Kim-
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berley regions. Head-marking typology therefore appears to be a necessary but not a
sufficient condition for the development of kinship verbs.

Languages with verbs meaning ‘have (as) a K’ or ‘call K’ span a wider typologi-
cal range. Although this set includes such head-marking languages as Central Guer-
rero Nahuatl, Huichol, Cahuilla and Yuma (as well as Gunwinyguan, making a sec-
ond showing), languages with the characteristic Uto-Aztecan ‘have (as) a N’ verbal
construction range may be restricted to showing agreement with objects, as in Cora
{Amith—Smith-Stark 1994a: 360) or to no agreement at all, as in Yaqui
(Jelinek—Escalante 1988; see examples (7a—)) or Hopi (Amith-—Smith-Stark
1994a: 361-362). The differing typological profiles of languages with true kinship
verbs and those with ‘call K’ or ‘have a K’ verbs again show the importance of
keeping these types separate. Note, though, that if we restrict ourselves to languages
where the ‘call K’/’have a K’ construction is particular to kinship relations, rather
than being part of a broader pattern of encoding the having relationship over all types
of entity, the typological profile again contracts to head-marking languages, since
Cora, Yaqui and Hopi (but also Cahuilla) are now excluded.

For each type of kinship verb—‘be a K to’ and ‘call K’—the distribution forms a
clear areal bloc: two separate areas, one in northwestern Arnhem Land and one in
northeastern North America for ‘be a K to’ verbs, and the southwestern United
States and northwestern Mexico for ‘have as a K, call K’ verbs. Within each of these
areas, kinship verbs then develop within a subset of the languages clearing the typo-
logical threshold of having double agreement on the verb.

Although in one sense it is obvious that head-marking typology, and in particular
double agreement, provide a natural means for encoding information about the two
arguments of kin terms, it remains a puzzle why kinship verbs should be so re-
stricted typologically. After all, the encoding of two place predicates like ‘love’ or
‘know’ by verbs is found in languages of all typological profiles, even though they
are far from typical of the dynamic events that invite lexicalisation as verbs.

6.3 Kinship verbs and word class typology: Final remarks

[ hope to have shown that kinship verbs are fundamentally important for studies of
word class typology generally, and in particular for the noun-verb distinction.
Because of their particular semantic characteristics, in particular the fact that they
are non-dynamic relational expressions linking two human participants, they high-
light a different ontological contrast to those normally cited as determining lexicali-
sation as noun or verb. This can result in a skewing of the likelihood of associating
particular grammaticalised categories with the verb, e.g. the higher likelihood of
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having inflection for object than for tense or aspect on kinship verbs, which is the
opposite of that found by Bybee (1985) for regular verbs.

And because they detach two ontological dimensions which normally correlate—
they are relational, but not dynamic—they often result in a special class which
shows an idiosyncratic mix of nominal and verbal characteristics, as we saw for Cen-
tral Guerrero Nahuatl. They may also detach functions from morphosyntactic catego-
ries in unusual ways: in Ilgar, for example, predications about kinship relations are
more typically carried out by morphological nouns rather than morphological verbs,
with the morphological verbs used more often for reference. Another important
broadening of our approaches to word class typology that kinship verbs demand is
an upgrading of our attention to conversation rather than narrative as a source of func-
tional motivations for word classes, through consideration of the special factors shap-
ing lexicalisation of address terms and of the interpersonal pragmatics of asserting
types of human relationship. Finally, new data about the lexicalisation of kin terms,
and in particular the preferential linking of subject role to senior kin, will demand a
broadening of our theories of how particular thematic roles link to argument struc-
ture.

At present the biggest obstacle to understanding how kinship verbs work is lack
of comprehensive descriptions. | have put forward a number of provisional hypothe-
ses about kinship verbs, but at this stage of our knowledge the inductive base is too
narrow to have much confidence that they are not artefacts of our small sample. It
seems likely that many more of the world’s languages have kinship verbs, and |
hope that this article will encourage descriptive linguists working on a broader range
of languages to go forth and falsify.
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Simon Musgrave, David Nash. David Rood, Hans-Jirgen Sasse, Hansjakob Seiler,
Fritz Serzisko, and Roberto Zavala—and Bernard Comrie and Petra Vogel for de-
tailed editorial input. All errors or omissions remain my responsibility.

This account is simplified so as not to distract from the main issue at hand, that of
kinship verbs. For detailed discussion of the noun-verb question the reader is re-
ferred to Broschart (1997), Plank (1997), Sasse (1993), Schachter (1985), Thomp-
son (1988), and Wetzer (1996).

All material on Ilgar comes from fieldwork since 1994 with Charlie Wardaga, whom
I thank for making fieldwork as enlightening as it has been entertaining.
Subject/object combinations are shown by placing the subject value first, then the
object value, separated by a slash, e.g. 15G/2SG ‘first singular subject upon second
singular object’. Standard anthropological abbrevations for kin terms are
used—B(rother), C(hild), D(aughter), F(ather), H(usband), M{other), S(on), W(ife),
Z (sister)—with concatenation in the order of English possessives, e.g. FF ‘father’s
father’.

This is undertyingly i-anad, with masculine prefix i-, but vowel sandhi rules elimi-
nate the first of two vowels.

External sandhi optionally climinates the first of two consccutive vowels; in this
transcription such vowels are shown shadowed.

This is the minimal case. Many Australian languages have so-called “triangular” or
“trirelational” terms which are effectively three-place predicates simultaneously
expressing the relationship of the referent to two people, usually speaker and
hearer, as in Mayali al-doingu ‘the one who is your daughter and my mother, given
that you are my mother’s mother’. The role of verbal kin terms in such trirelational
systems will be briefly discussed in section 3.5.

Here Jakobson uses the abbrevations D for *dative’ and I for ‘instrumental’.
Throughout this paper I will use K as a variable ranging over possible kin rela-
tions.

In fact they distinguish this phenomenon of “incorporation™ from conversion,
which would be restricted to individual words. This is motivated by cases where
the TAM suffix has scope over a whole NP, c.g. 'inepo hiaki-m-po ho’a-k-am-ta
huuve-k [1 Yaqui-PL-PP live-PERF-NOM-C wife-PERF] ‘| have a wife from Yaqui-land’,
which would not be explained by simple lexical conversion. I am not convinced
that their notion of incorporation is sufficiently well-defined to solve this explana-
tory problem, which in any case arises in other languages with morphologically-
signalled conversion taking multi-word NPs in its scope, e.g. Indonesian saya ber-
dua anak [l have-two child] ‘I have two children’.

A survey of such verbs, however, would be of interest for lexical typology: would
one find, for example, that the English pattern. in which ‘father’ is the dominant
kin-generative verb and ‘mother’ the sole kin-behavioural one, is repeated cross-
linguistically?

Amith and Smith-Stark (1994a, 1994b) use the equivalent tcrm relatum.

Amith and Smith-Stark (1994a: 347) assume that in transitive verbals the subject
will always express the relatum (propositus), and the object the referent. While this
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may be true of the Uto-Aztecan languages. it is too restrictive a formulation, as we
shall see below: even in the Iroquoian data cited by Sapir (e.g. HE GRANDFA-
THERS ME for ‘my grandfather’) it is the subject which expresses the referent.

My material on Iwaidja comes from published material by Pym—Larrimore (1979)
and from information supplied by a number of Iwaidja spcakers; I particularly thank
Joy Williams, Mary Yarmirr, Khaki Murrala and Goldie Blyth for their clear and
helpful discussion of [waidja.

A number of what appear to be kinship verbs appear in Handelsmann’s (1998) draft
dictionary of Amurdak, given the part-of-speech label “verbal noun™ but without
detailed discussion of their categoriality.

For Maung, Capell—Hinch (1970: 61-62) mention the relationship terms for
‘brother’ and ‘father’. Their discussion fails to make clear an important difference
between these. The ‘brother’ terms, which use intransitive prefixes, must always be
plural, probably because, as in Mayali {section 3.4), the original etymology is
something like ‘we stood (i.e. were born) together’, and they appear to be deverbal
nominals because they can pluralise with the nominal plural -ud, leaving the sub-
ject prefix intact: cf gadigan ‘my brother’, padiganud ‘my brothers’. The ‘father’
terms, on the other hand, use the transitive prefix set, and is clearly verbal because it
pluralises by changing the subject prefix, without addition of -ud: of ganimalgbap
‘my father’ (literally: “he is father to me”, gandumalgbap ‘my fathers’ (literally:
“they are father to me”). The word list in the back of their grammar includes some
kinship verbs. listed as roots and noted as being transitive verbs, such as -maga
which they gloss ‘to wife” but which makes more sense as ‘to be husband of* on
the basis of their examples, -malgba ‘go out, asrive, beget” which appears from their
cxamples to be transitive with a cognate object in the first senses and truly transi-
tive in the second (in Ilgar the corresponding verb can be used intransitively to
mean ‘go out’, and transitively to mcan ‘takc out’), and yilagbamin ‘FF, FFB, FFZ’
for which they give no part-of-speech category. It also includes some unanalysed
words whose llgar/Iwaidja cognates suggest they are (transitive) kinship verbs:
animapiri ‘MMB’, animupgudbipup ‘MF’; the prefix ani- does not occur within
the normal transitive prefix paradigm (we would expect ini- for ‘he—him’, although
in llgar it is found with third person masculine prefixes on ang-class verbs, which
would correspond to verbs subcategorising for neuter objccts in Maung (sec Evans
1998).

The other is to use subsection terms, which are essentially a summary of kinship
categories that works by dividing the population into eight groups.

This was mostly done using Kunwinjku as an elicitation language, because my
informants were more fluent in that than in English, and because the categories are
more similar structurally. According to the lexical item. I used a mixture of kinship
nouns (e.g. kakkali ‘wife’) and kinship verbs (e.g. ngal-nganihyo ‘my wife’, liter-
ally: “she that we sleep together”). I do not belicve that the choice of elicitation
languape had any effect on the results, however, since Peterson—Devitt (1997),
who elicited kin terms in English from the same individuals as part of the research
for a Native Title Claim, were given identical terms.
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Direct terminological equation of mother and mother’s brother is not common in
Australian languages, but there is other evidence for their structural equivalence in
the kinship system. That both belong to the same “superclass” (Scheffler 1978) is
shown by such facts as (a) both call the mother’s offspring by the same terms, (b)
both are grouped together in grandparent terms, (¢} both will usually be known by
the same term by people who are spouse to one and sibling-in-law to the other, (d)
both will be in the same subsection. In those cases where an etymology is clear, it
shows the ‘mother’ meaning to be primary, e.g. Yolngu ngabd:ib:i ‘uncle’, based on
the root b:ib:i ‘breast’ (see Evans 1992 on this etymology); in most Australian
sign languages the sign for ‘(maternal) uncle’ invelves pointing to or touching the
breast area. Another example is Kunwinjku rabadian ‘uncle’, the masculine pre-
fixed form of ngalbadjan ‘mother’, itself the feminine prefixed form of badjan ‘large,
great’; use of the root ‘big’ for ‘mother’ is widespread in Australian languages.
Ronald Lami-Lami, a2 senior Maung man, told me there is a Maung term anminajban
meaning ‘one’s mother’s mother country’. Unlike its close relatives llgar and
Iwaidja, Maung has a neuter gender which can cross-reference, among other things,
country. This looks like a grandparent verb with a neuter subject applied, for me-
tonymically stating a descent relationship of country to people through matrilineal
descent. However, more analysis on Maung is needed before this analysis can be
confirmed.

The most obvious analysis of this is as a possessive pronoun, as suggested by my
translations of (19) and (20a), but as mentioned above the same form is used for sub-
ject, object and possessive, so this interpretation is not the only one.

I do not know whether other interpretations are possible here, such as ‘her hus-
band’s elder brother’. In principle eight interpretations would be possible if either
argument can be the pivot of either verb, and either expression can be the posses-
sive. It is difficult to discuss these questions directly with the last Ilgar speaker,
who is in his seventies and does not have a full command of English, but I plan to
investigate the interpretations of parallel constructions in Iwaidja with younger
speakers whose English is fluent. The translation given here is the one which elic-
ited the llgar expression.

There are also cases where both interpretations are compatible with what is in-
tended. A nice example is the following [waidja scntence, given by Khaki Marala as
a definition of the term gumbala ‘FM(B), FZS': gumbala pabi nandumaryarwup
janad siwulag, literally gumbala is: “the one who fathered me, his one such that he
is mother’s brother to him”. Now the italicised expression has two intcrpretations,
depending on whether subject or object is taken as pivot: ‘his uncle (mother’s
brother), i.e. he who is mother’s brother to him’ or ‘his sister’s son, i.e. he whom he
is mother’s brother to’. If the first interpretation is taken, the whole expression
means FMB; if the second, FZS; both are possible meanings of gumbala.

ANG is a cognate object gender, descending from an original neuter object prefix. See
Evans (1998).

lwaidja morphophonemics is complicated by the presence of an underlying mor-
pheme, conventionally called ‘big K’ (K), which triggers hardening in following
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nasals and glides, as well as a number of other changes. In examples like (28), the

segmentation is actually 1SG ergative pa plus 3SG absolutive K plus root

wutagbu. For simplicity I ignore these complications in my glosses here; see

Pym—Larrimore (1979) and Evans (1998) for details.

I have retained Sasse’s exact glosses, except for translating them into English: in

addition to those used through this paper note the following: INCH(oative),

REF(erentialiser), STAT(ive), P(a)ST and IMP(er)F(ective).

Additional irregularities in argument mapping occur with occasional verb lexemes

in some individual languages. In Tuscarora, the ‘be parent to’ term a?né?nv? (the ?

represents a glottal stop here) has normal realisation of arguments where the parent
is first or second person, e.g. kheya?né?nv? [15G/3sG-be.parent.to] ‘my child (son
or daughter)’, but when the parent is a third person just the object prefix is used,
and denotes the parent, e.g. r0?né?nv? [35G.MASC.0BJ-be.parent.to]. And “grand-
children are referred to by verbs containing only objective pronominal references to

the grandparents” (Williams 1976: 224).

Sasse (personal communication) notes that there are two points of disagreement

among speakers with respect to pragmatic factors:

(a) whether the past suffix is restricted to the case of death (‘my late father’), can be
extended to metaphorical cases (‘he was so mean to me, he’s not my son any-
more’) or is not appropriate in any circumstances (Frances Froman, a Cayuga-
speaking teacher, asserts that “the relationship is never lost, not even in the
case of death”).

(b) whether it is appropriate to use the future with ascending-generation terms
(?’he will be my father’).

This is the meaning it adds when applied to a kinship noun; when applied to other
nouns it generally means ‘be like ...°, e.g. 7axd ‘water’ > Zaxdy ‘damp’.
Kinship verbs are more marginally present in Seri, a southern outlier of the Yuman
family spoken in Baja California (Moser—Marlett 1989; Marlett personal communi-
cation) The only clear underived kinship verb is cvacj ‘have as a sibling’, from
which various NPs can be derived by nominalisation e.g. ‘my sibling’ is hoydcj <
%hi-0-yacj% [1POSS-OBI.NOMINALISATION-have.as.sibling] (*%...%” indicates an
underlying form), i.e. ‘mine whom (1) have as sibling’. Other kinship verbs with
meaning ‘have as K’ are derived from nominal kin roots by adding a verbalising
prefix that also combines with other nouns to give verbs meaning ‘have N’ or ‘use
as N’; ‘have as father’, for example, is derived from the noun for ‘father’ by adding
this prefix.

Note that a number of other lexical items, e.g. numerals, seem to have a verbal origin

in Uto-Aztecan.

Within Nahuatl this phenomenon appears to be confined to the Central Guerrero

dialect, though Amith—Smith-Stark (1994a: 366) argue, from the presence of paral-

lel constructions in many other Uto-Aztecan languages which are not in contact
with this dialect, that this 1s an archaism rather than an innovation.

A formally identical suffix is found on nominal expressions expressing directional-

ity, such as hinga-i-ka [back-ACC-ORIENTED.RELATION] ‘toward the back’.
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Or nearly identical: “very closely related to, if not identical” are the words Seiler
(1977: 92) uses, and it is not clear under what conditions if any the difference
emerges.

It is clear that other language families of North America and Central America also
have kinship verbs: Amith—Smith-Stark (1994b: 542) mention their existence in
Caddoan (Wichita), Siovan (lL.akhota) and Tanoan (Jemez), though all these cases
are based on personal communications rather than published data. Scattered remarks
in Bloomfield ([1946]) suggest that Algonquian languages also have the construc-
tion, though the treatment is too terse for the exient of the phenomenon to be dis-
cerned. Amith—Smith-Stark also discuss Chinook as a possible example, based on
data from Silverstein (1976) (but the case is far from clear), and recall Sapir’s refer-
ence to Wishram (section 1). Roberto Zavala (personal communication) reports that
kinship verbs are also found in the Mixean language Olutec in Veracruz, Southern
Mexico.

The exceptions are the Maung word for ‘to be father of’, based on ‘take out, cause to
come out’, and the Ilgar term for lovers {e.g. gariyapjilin ‘my lover’, literally: “we
look at each other”), which has the same semantic structure as in Kunwin-

jku/Mayali,

The semantic connection between striking noses and cross-cousin status is unclear,
but an identical idiom is found in the related language Jawoyn (Merlan 1989).
Orthographic h represents the glottal stop in Kunwinjku/Mayali and Dalabon; as a
verbal prefix it can signal subordination, here in the context of relativisation.

See Merlan (1989) for a full discussion of triangular terms in another Gunwinyguan
language, Jawoyn.

No clear semantic motivation can be found for why these particular kinship combi-
nations are verbal terms, while most others are nominal, except that for all the verbal
terms the referent is in the same generation as either spcaker or hearer. However,
there are other terms which meet these conditions but are nominal, e.g. the recipro-
cal of ngundikoydoy, which is the nominal ngalmulebe ‘the onc who is my
MM(B)/DC and your opposite-sex sibling, you being my MM/DC.’

In another Gunwinyguan language, Ngalakan, verbs meaning ‘call kin’ use diva-
lent prefixes, kin noun root plus glottal stop, e.g. ngun-mana? *he calls me mother’,
where ngun- is 3/1. “To express a meaning which identifics a person in terms of his
relation to some other, one may resort to a construction which has some superficial
properties of a transitive configuration™ (Merlan 1983: 35)

For their instruction in Dalabon I would like to thank Alice Boehm, David Karl-
buma, and Peter Mandeberru.

I is possible that the use of -ud on verbs may turn out to be a general property of
headless relative clauses. Our knowledge of Maung is too limited to tell at this
stagc.

Some Uto-Aztecan languages with noun-to-verb conversions producing the mean-
ing ‘have (for an) OBJ’, such as Cora and Hopi, do not have double agreement on
the verb. However, although these constructions may take kin nouns as input, they
can also be used with just about any other kind of noun, so [ do not include them as
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Hans-Jiirgen Sasse (personal communication) reports that for most kinship relations
in Cayuga, this is expressed by combining the relevant kinship verb as a relative
clause (in the optative) under the verb ‘to have’, eg. saye' keh ne’
atetsyatehnd:.trohk ‘do you have siblings’, literally: “do you have something,
which you two would be siblings™. For a couple of kinship relations there are also
special *having’ verbs, e.g. - ‘nihshe- ‘have a father’, no-hatshe “have a mother’.
David Rood (personal communication) has kindly supplied me with a commentary
on kin terms in Wichita, many of which have verbal traits. For at least some of these
there are clear address forms consisting of nominalised verbs, e.g. the vocative for
“father’ is nate?:dsi?ih, from underlying na-t-a-uy-?i?assi:-i?-h [PARTICIPLE-1SUBJ-
20BJ-POSSESSIVE-root-be-SUBORDINATION], i.e. literally “the one such that I have
vou, father”. Non-vocative forms omit the object prefix a-.

“Skins”, known more technically as “subsections”, effect a classificatory division
of the population into eight categories regulating marriage and allowing strangers
to be assigned a place in the kinship system.

FFor speakers of most Australian languages it is the case that sexual intercourse is
held to be a necessary but not sufficient condition for conception, which must nor-
mally be supplemented by a spiritual event in which the father “sees” the con-
ceived child’s spirit in some form, so that I am using “biological” here as short-
hand for the whole complex of biological, spiritual and social factors that lead to
recognition of paternity within these societies.

A good test for private predicates with restrictions on the person of the subject is to
see whether the restriction disappears in questions, where the hearer assumes the
role of subjective authority. It would be interesting to see whether the question
form of (74) is acceptable.

Though Seiler (personal communication) sees his account as a description rather
than an cxplanation.

Seiler (1980: 17) suggests a correlation between the existence of alternative “in-
herent” and “establishing™ kinship constructions in Cahuilla, and the formal simi-
larity belween converse terms, such as nékum ‘father’s older brother’ and nekumu
‘(man’s) younger brother’s child’, or néga ‘father’s father’ and negdla ‘(man’s)
son’s child’; as these examples show, the increment added to form the junior term
varies from one term to another. His suggestion is in broad accord with my com-
ments below, although it is also possible these are residues of verbalising forma-
tives or of “dyad” suffixes (once meaning ‘X and one who calls him K’, e.g. ‘man
and one who calls him uncle, ie. uncle and nephew’), which appear on kinship
converses in some Australian languages.

And in some North American languages. See Rice (1989: 992) on self-reciprocal
grandparent/grandchild terms in the Athapaskan language Slave, which, interest-
ingly, contain frozen reciprocal morphology. This is also found in the Papuan lan-
guage Haruai (Bernard Comrie, personal communication).

In Kayardild ‘father’ is kanthathu or kajakaja. and ‘father’s sister’ is marrkathu.
On rare occasions, however, people extend the term kajakaja to their father's sister
as well.
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52. It is interesting that the relationality of Somali kin nouns seems to be more pro-
nounced than in many languages, in that they must be marked for a possessor: one

can say, for example, aabahood ‘her tather’ but not *aabaha ‘the father’ (Scrzisko
1982: 133).
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Syntactic categories, cross-linguistic variation
and universal grammar

David Gil

1. Escaping Eurocentricity*

The concern with word classes, parts of speech, or, as they are referred to in this pa-
per, syntactic categories, dates back to antiquity—for better and for worse. For bet-
ter, since in linguistics, as in any other discipline, one sees further when standing
on the shoulders of giants. But for worse, if it is the case that the giants themselves
are standing in the wrong place.

Or, in the case at hand, in the wrong continent. My own interest in syntactic cate-
gories derives from ongoing attempts to obtain a better understanding of the major
syntactic patterns of some languages whose syntactic structures appear to be very
different from those of the classical languages of antiquity, and the well-known and
well-studied languages of Europe. Increasingly, these efforts suggest that contempo-
rary theories and frameworks do not provide the appropriate tools for a satisfactory
description of such “exotic” languages. In general, available theories are of European
origin, reflecting the peculiar properties of the particular European languages familiar
to their progenitors. Often, their application to languages spoken in other parts of
the world is an exercise in Eurocentricity, involving the unwarranted imposition of
categories and structures that are simply irrelevant.

In the past, grammar books of English informed us that English nouns have six
cases, which was what prompted Alice, in her adventures in Wonderland, to muse:
“A mouse—of a mouse—to a mouse—a mouse—Q mouse!”.' Then it was Latin
grammar that was being imposed on English; now it is English grammar that is be-
ing imposed on the rest of the world’s languages, through theories based largely on
English data, constructed for the most part by English-speaking linguists, and dis-
seminated almost invariably in the world language of science English. As an illus-
tration, consider the following garden-variety sentence in Tagalog:

(D Manok  ang  kumakain.
chicken TOP  PROGR-ACT.TOP.REAL-eat
‘The chicken is eating.’
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Since manok is the name of a thing, it is generally assumed to be a noun (or NP);
similarly, since kumakain describes an activity and is inflected for voice and aspect,
it is usually taken to be a verb (or VP). However, in the above sentence manok oc-
curs in the sentence-initial position characteristic of predicates, while kumakain oc-
curs in construction with the subject, pivot or topic marker ang. Accordingly, in
their analysis of the above sentence, traditional descriptions of Tagalog characterise
manok as a “verbalised or predicative nominal” and ang-kumakain as a “nominal-
ised verb”. The problem, however, is that in Tagalog, just about any word (or
phrase) can go anywhere; accordingly, if one’s theory comes with a built-in distinc-
tion between nouns (or NPs) and verbs (or VPs), then almost every word (or phrase)
in the language is going to end up being both a noun (or NP) and a verb (or VP). Or
at best, having undergone a process of zero-conversion from one to the other. Which
bears an uncomfortable resemblance to the six cases of Alice and her mouse.

A more perspicuous description of Tagalog syntax might acknowledge the fact
that there is, quite simply, no viable distinction between nouns (or NPs) and verbs
(or VPs). Rather, there is just a single open-class syntactic category, which contains
almost all the words and phrases in the language: some arguments in support of this
claim can be found in Gil (1993a, 1993b, 1995).

Thus, cross-linguistic variation with respect to syntactic categories poses a serious
challenge to conventional approaches to syntactic theory, underscoring the need to
escape from the straightjacket of traditional Eurocentricity. However, breaking away
from pre-conceived notions entails a reorientation of one’s basic mode of investiga-
tion. Rather than asking “Is this form an X ora Y? (e.g. a2 noun or a verb, a NP or
a VP, and so forth)”, the more appropriate question to ask is “What are the signifi-
cant syntactic patterns in the language, and what are the categories that must be pos-
ited in order to enable the necessary generalisations to be stated?”. In doing so, the
balance is tilted away from a deductive top-down mode of investigation and towards
amore inductive bottom-up approach.

However, the bottom-up way of doing things confronts the researcher with a label-
ling dilemma. For example, no sooner does one arrive at the conclusion that Taga-
log possesses a single open-class syntactic category than the question arises: “What
to call it?”. My first answer, in a gesture of anti-Eurocentricity, was to give it a
Tagalog name, parirala, which means ‘phrase’ (Gil 1993a). But such an answer is
unsatisfactory for two reasons. First, because it is just an arbitrary label that does
not provide any information about the nature of the category in question. And sec-
ondly, because it does not lend itself to the typological enterprise and the compari-
son of syntactic categories across languages. Hence, what is called for instead is a
principled and more revealing choice of terminology.

The issue, though, is not just one of labelling. Terms only have meaning within
theories. In order to establish an adequate terminology, it is necessary to acknowl-
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edge that every description, however inductive and bottom-up its orientation, in ef-
fect constitutes a theory about the phenomena under investigation. In other words,
just as there can be no theory without description, there can be no description with-
out theory—see Gil (1998, forthcoming b) for further discussion. As for the would-
be dichotomy between theory and “mere” description which plays such a central role
in the rhetoric of Generative Grammar: this is just a red herring often used to deni-
grate proponents of theories other than those favoured by the generativists. Accord-
ingly, the quest for an appropriate terminology leads directly to another, broader en-
terprise, namely the construction of an explicit and well-articulated theory of syntac-
tic categories, based on an adequate range of data spanning the typological diversity
exhibited by the languages of the world.

This paper attempts to propose such a theory. Section 2, of a methodological and
philosophical bent, sketches some of the basic principles upon which the theory is
based. Section 3, of a rather formal nature, presents the outlines of a theory of syn-
tactic categories. And section 4, more typologically oriented, provides some pre-
liminary suggestions as to how the proposed theory may account for observed pat-
terns of variation in the syntactic patterns of different languages.

2. Basic principles

Theories rest on principles. In the course of developing a theory, numerous assump-
tions, premises and presuppositions are brought to bear, some consciously, others
less so. When presenting a theory, confusion and misunderstanding can therefore be
minimalised by rendering these principles as explicit as possible—even if this in-
volves a certain amount of belabouring the obvious.

Following, in (A1-4), are four principles which provide the foundation for the
theory of syntactic categories presented herein.

A Basic principles:
1. Occam’s Razor

A theory positing the existence of fewer entities is preferable to one positing
the existence of more.

2. Semioticity
Language is a system of correspondences between sounds and meanings.

3. Formality
Sound-meaning correspondences are not direct, but rather are mediated by

various intermediate forms.
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4. Multiplicity of Levels
The forms of language are structured hierarchically, with distinct principles
governing different levels of structure.

Probably most linguists are in agreement with most or all of the above principles.
Still, it is worth spelling them out explicitly, if only to show how accepted prem-
ises can occasionally lead to unexpected results.

Occam'’s Razor says that simpler is better: a description making recourse to fewer
entities is better than one that makes recourse to more. Everybody agrees with
it—though it sometimes does not seem that way, when faced, for example, with a
Government-and-Binding syntactic tree structure spread out over two pdges of a lin-
guistic journal.

Semioticity also states the obvious, namely that language uses sounds to express
meanings in systematic, rule-governed ways. Again, almost everybody is in basic
agreement—notwithstanding some linguistic traditions, such as later American
Structuralism, as in Harris (1951), and its immediate successor early Generative
Grammar, as represented by Chomsky (1957), which attempted to construct theories
that would avoid recourse to meaning.

Formality underlies a crucial difference between human language and most other
semiotic systems, such as, for example, traffic lights; it is also what makes the
study of language so interesting and challenging. Basically, it says that the relation-
ship between sounds and meanings is not direct, in the way that it is for, say, traffic
lights, where red means ‘stop’ and green means ‘go’. Rather, the relationship is
mediated by various intervening entities; the linguistic forms—features, suffixes,
adjectives, causatives, topics, and so forth—which constitute the basic building
blocks of linguistic analysis. This principle is accepted by most or all linguists,
though it is downplayed within those schools whose interests lie less in grammati-
cal structures and more in meanings, for example the Columbia school of linguis-
tics, as represented in Contini-Morava—Goldberg (1995).

Multiplicity of Levels characterises the way in which smaller linguistic forms
group together to form larger ones. Segments combine to form morphemes, mor-
phemes come together to create words, words combine to produce sentences, and
sentences come one after another to result in discourses. Crucially, however, the
rules and principles governing the groupings differ in numerous fundamental ways
from level to level. It is these differences which underlie the division of the field
into distinct disciplines associated with each level: phonology, morphology, syntax,
and discourse analysis, a division which is generally accepted, notwithstanding
various cross-domain parallels and analogies that have been observed—see Gil
(1986, 1987) for prosody, Yip et al. (1987) for tiers, and Levin (1985), Shen
(1985), and Anderson—Ewen (1987) for heads and X-bar structure.
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Obvious though they may be, the above four principles point towards more spe-
cific and perhaps less generally accepted conclusions with regard to the nature of
syntactic categories. The principles of Formality and of Multiplicity of Levels entail
the Autonomy of Syntax, and its distinctiveness vis & vis semantics and morphol-
ogy respectively:’

B The Autonomy of Syntax
1. The ways in which words group together to form sentences differ fundamen-
tally from the ways in which words and sentences are associated with their
meanings.
2. The ways in which words group together to form sentences differ fundamen-
tally from the ways in which morphemes group together to form words.

Formality entails that syntax, as one of the intermediate levels, is distinct from
semantics—as specified in (A3). Evidence for this claim is overwhelming; suffice it
to mention various arguments showing that the truth value of a sentence is unde-
cidable within First Order Predicate Calculus, for example Hintikka (1979a, 1979b},
Gil (1982b). Or, for those for whom mathematics speaks less strongly than induc-
tive cross-linguistic generalisations, consider the virtually infinite number of poten-
tial semantic categories which have no effect on the syntax of any known language.
For example, whereas clause structure is often affected by the animacy of one of the
participants, no case is known of it being affected by whether one of the participants
happens to be purple, or plastic, or perforated. Thus, syntax is fundamentally differ-
ent from semantics: it is invariably much, much more frugal. The need to separate
syntax from semantics is accepted by most schools of linguistics. However, in some
approaches, the existence of an autonomous level of syntax is downplayed, as for
example in the “West Coast” Functional school, as represented by Givon (1979)
and others; or even expressly denied, as for example in Generative Semantics, as
represented by Bach—Harms (1968)—cf McCawley’s (1977) title “The nonexist-
ence of syntactic categories”. In accordance with such approaches, syntactic struc-
tures may be viewed as being isomorphic to a restricted subset of all conceivable
semantic structures. However, as argued below, there is ample reason to believe that
there exist syntactic structures and categories that are completely devoid of any se-
mantic motivation.

Multiplicity of Levels entails that syntax is distinct from morphology—as spelt
out in (A2). Again, this is clear mathematically, given that syntax is recursive,
whereas morphology, at least in languages that are not of the polysynthetic type, is
non-recursive (with the exception of generally marginal constructions such as anti-
missile-missile, anti-anti-missile-missile-missile, etc.). And it is also clear cross-
linguistically, as vividly illustrated by the following example. Imagine a language
in which a basic clause consists of subject plus predicate, but with the following
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proviso: the subject must be exactly three words long, and the predicate is strung
out before the subject, after it, but most importantly within it, between the first and
second word, and between the second and third word. For example, using English
words, and marking the subject in boldface: Sar the on far the cat mat. Clearly im-
possible syntax; but now what about a language in which a basic word consists of
root plus inflection, where the root must be exactly three consonants long, and the
inflection is strung out before the root, after it, and also within it, between the first
and second consonant, and between the second and third consonant? This is an only
somewhat idealised version of the standard word structure of Semitic languages such
as Hebrew and Arabic. This and innumerable other examples support the generally
accepted separation between syntax and morphology. Occasionally, models have
been proposed which do away with this distinction, as for example Chomsky’s
(1965) “Aspects” framework, in which the terminal nodes of syntactic trees are
filled by morphemes rather than words; however, even within Generative Grammar,
the need to distinguish between morphological and syntactic structures soon reas-
serted itself, as argued for by Anderson (1982} and others.

Thus, in accordance with (A3), there is good reason to keep syntax apart from
semantics on the one hand and from morphology on the other. These observations
accordingly set the stage for the following Typology of Categories, characterising
them with respect to the levels of structure in terms of which they are defined:

C A Typology of Categories

1. pure
a. semantic
b. morphological
c. syntactic

2. mixed

a. semantic-morphological

b. semantic-syntactic

¢. morphological-syntactic

d. semantic-morphological-syntactic

The Typology of Categories in (C) above distinguishes between pure categories,
defined in terms of a single level of structure, semantic, morphological or syntactic,
and mixed categories, defined in terms of more than one level of structure.’ In Fig-
ure 1, each of the above types of categories is exemplified, with reference to a fixed
set of eight English words:
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SEMANTIC MORPHOLOGICAL
words denoting cat words containing
dynamic activities over-

averseas

oversight

overfeed

overhang

SYNTACTIC
words which can occur in constructions
with can, may, will, shall

Figure 1. Semantic, morphological and syntactic categories

Pure categories are of three types: in Figure 1, pure categories are represented by
the areas enclosed by each of the three ovals. A semantic category is one which is
defined exclusively in terms of meaning properties. An example of a semantic cate-
gory in English is the category of words denoting dynamic activities, which, of the
eight words in question, contains speech, oversight, listen and overfeed but not cat,
overseas, overhang and know. A morphological category is one which is defined
solely with reference to morphological properties, pertaining to the ways in which
morphemes relate to each other and group together to form words. An example of a
morphological category in English is the category of words that contain the prefix
over-, which includes oversight, overseas, overfeed and overhang, but not cat,
speech, listen and know. Finally, a syntactic category is one which is defined en-
tirely in terms of syntactic properties, governing to the ways in which words relate
to each other and group together to form sentences: such properties include distribu-
tional privileges, and participation in syntactic relations such as binding, govemn-
ment, agreement, and the like. An example of a syntactic category in English is the
category of words which may occur in construction with can, may, will and shall,
this category contains /isten, overfeed, overhang and know, but not cat, speech,
oversight and overseas.

Mixed categories come in four types: in Figure 1 mixed categories are represented
by four areas of intersection defined by the three ovals. A semantic-morphological
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category is one which is defined with respect to semantic and morphological proper-
ties; for example, in English, the category of words which denote dynamic activities
and contain the prefix over-, which includes oversight and overfeed but not cat,
speech, overseas, listen, overhang and know. A semantic-syntactic category is one
which is defined in terms of semantic and syntactic properties; for example, in Eng-
lish, the category of words which denote dynamic activities and may occur in con-
struction with can, may, will and shall, which contains /isten and overfeed but not
cat, speech, oversight, overseas, overfeed, overhang and know. A morphological-
syntactic category is one which is defined with reference to morphological and syn-
tactic properties; for example, in English, the category of words which contain the
prefix over- and may occur in construction with can, may, will and shall, which in-
cludes overfeed and overhang but not cat, speech, oversight, overseas, listen and
krow. Finally, a semantic-morphological-syntactic category is one which is defined
in terms of semantic, morphological and syntactic properties; for example, in Eng-
lish, the category of words which denote dynamic activities, contain the prefix over-
, and may occur in construction with can, may, will and shall, which contains over-
Jfeed but not cat, speech, oversight, overseas, listen, overhang and know.

In the above examples, the semantic, morphelogical and syntactic properties are
independent, each and every combination thereof defining a category with different
members. In other instances, however, properties associated with different levels
may define categories with the exact same membership. Two particular cases are of
relevance here.

In the first case, semantic and syntactic categories may be coextensive. For exam-
ple, in German, the semantic category of expressions denoting natural numbers is
coextensive with the syntactic category of expressions which may occur in construc-
tion with the distributive marker je, containing eins, zwe/, drei, and so forth (see
Link 1983, 1986a, 1986b for discussion of this construction). How then should this
category be described, semantically or syntactically? Occam’s Razor, in conjunction
with the principle of Semioticity, provides the answer:

D  Semantics before Syntax
A theory positing the existence of semantic categories is preferable to one pos-
iting the existence of syntactic categories.

Since language is a system of sound-meaning correspondences, meanings are an in-
herent part of language. Hence, positing semantic categories does not add to the on-
tological complexity of the description. In contrast, positing linguistic forms, such
as syntactic categories, increases the overall complexity of the description—it comes
at an extra cost. Thus, when a semantic category turms out to be coextensive with a
syntactic one, as in the above German example, the category should be characterised
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as sernantic, not syntactic. In general, when constructing grammatical descriptions, a
semantic analysis should always be attempted as the default, a syntactic analysis
ought only to be adopted as a last recourse, when semantics fails.*

In the second case, morphological and syntactic categories may be coextensive.
For example, in Hebrew, the morphological category of infinitive is coextensive
with the syntactic category of words which may head a phrase occurring in construc-
tion with a set of words including fasw/ ‘may’ and fa/u/ ‘may’. Again the question
arises how to describe such a category; and again Occam’s Razor points to a solu-
tion:

E  Morphology before Syntax
A theory positing the existence of morphological categories is preferable to one
positing the existence of syntactic categories.

Unlike the preceding case, here both morphological and syntactic categories involve
linguistic forms that are intermediate between sounds and meanings. In general,
however, morphological categories are much more transparent than syntactic catego-
ries: they are independently motivated by readily observable morphological struc-
tures and paradigms. For example, the Hebrew infinitive constitutes an easily recog-
nisable inflectional paradigm, consisting of the prefix /- plus a special non-finite
form occurring in five out of the seven characteristic verb patterns (or “binyanim™).
This paradigm is represented in Figure 2:°

verb pattern | pa’al nifal pi'el hif il hitpa'el
[ infinitive liCCoC | lehiCaCeC | IeCaCeC |lehaCCiC | lehitCaCeC |

Figure 2. The Hebrew infinitival inflectional paradigm

Thus, the morphological category of infinitive is needed anyway, to account for the
above paradigm. Considerations of parsimony suggest that there is no reason to du-
plicate it with a coextensive syntactic category in order to account for the distribu-
tion of words in the infinitival construction.’

So what, then, are syntactic categories like? Emerging from the preceding discus-
sion are the two basic properties specified below:

F  Syntactic Categories: Basic Properties
1. Syntactic categories are defined exclusively in terms of syntactic properties.
2. Syntactic categories consist of words and of larger constituents.

In accordance with (F), syntactic categories are defined solely in terms of syntactic
properties, such as distributional privileges and participation in syntactic relations
such as binding, government and agreement: semantics is irrelevant, as is morphol-
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ogy. And as specified in (F2), syntactic categories contain words, and also multi-
word phrases, but they do not contain units smaller than the word—that is the realm
not of syntax but of morphology.

It is not difficult to see how a large number of the syntactic categories posited
within current theories of syntax fail to meet the above criteria. To cite just a few
examples from one recent version of Generative Grammar, that represented by Stow-
ell (1981), Chomsky (1986a), Abney (1987) and others:- Categories such as Deter-
miner and Quantifier, together with their phrasal projections DP and QP, are ruled
out by (F1), since, as their names suggest, they are defined semantically. Similarly,
categories such as Inflection and IP are ruled out by (F1), since syntactic categories
cannot be defined morphologically. Moreover, to the extent that such categories con-
tain elements that are smaller than single words, they are also ruled out by (F2).
(Indeed, the very term “Inflection Phrase” is an oxymoron, suggesting an entity that
is simultaneously smaller than a word and also larger.) Finally, categories such as
Number and Tense and their projections NumP and TP are doubly bad, since these
are defined in terms of semantic features and are manifest morphologically, thereby
violating both (F1) and possibly also (F2).”

Alongside the two basic properties in (F1-2) above, syntactic categories also ex-
hibit the following additional properties:

F Syntactic Categories: Additional Properties
3. Syntactic category membership is defined in terms of prototypes.
4. Syntactic categories exhibit different degrees of productivity.

In the preceding discussion it was assumed, for ease of exposition, that syntactic
categories are unstructured sets—cf. the Venn Diagram in Figure 1 above. However,
this is an idealisation: in actual fact, syntactic categories, like most other categories
of a cognitive nature, are endowed with prototypical structure. In other words,
whereas some elements are characteristic, clear cut, or prototypical members of a
given category, other elements may be borderline, idiosyncratic, or less prototypical
members of the same category. The prototypical nature of syntactic categories has
been argued for by several scholars, including Ross (1973), Dixon (1977), Comrie
(1981), Hopper—Thompson (1984), Croft (1991) and Taylor (1995). Finally, not
all syntactic categories are of equal size. Open syntactic categories are productive,
and contain a large, sometimes infinite number of members, whereas closed syntac-
tic categories are non-productive, generally consisting of a small number of mem-
bers.

This, then, in brief, is what syntactic categories are like. But what actually are
the syntactic categories that different languages may have? This is the question that
is addressed in the next section.
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3. A theory of syntactic categories

The theory proposed herein is a more elaborated version of the framework first out-
lined in Gil (1993b, 1995).

The theory falls within the tradition of Categorial Grammar. In Categorial Gram-
mar, one begins with a set of Initial (or Primitive) Categories, and a set of Cate-
gory-Formation Operators. These Category-Formation Operators apply to simpler
categories to derive more complex categories, and so on, recursively. Each category
name spells out the history of that category’s derivation, and how it is obtained by
application of the Category-Formation Operators to the Initial Categories. In addi-
tion, each category name also provides a characterisation of the distributional privi-
leges of members of that category.

The theory presented in this paper posits one Initial Category and two Category-
Formation Operators; these are spelt out in (G) below. After that, in (H), the ways
in which categories group together to form syntactic structures are indicated:’

G Category Formation (Paradigmatic)
1. Initial Category: S’
2. Category-Formation Operators:

a. Slash:
For any two categories X and Y, X/Y is a category, called ‘X slash Y’.

b. Kemel:
For any category X", X""' is a category, called ‘the Kernel Category of
X",

H Category Combination (Syntagmatic)
1. Identity Combination: X < [X, X, X ..]
2. Slash Combination: X & [Y, X/Y, X/Y .. ]

As specified in (G1), the theory makes use of a single Initial Category, S°. The
letter “S” may be construed as a rough mnemonic for “Sentence”, while the super-
script “0” reflects the basic nature of the category in question. Indeed, the category
S°may be thought of as corresponding approximately to the traditional category of
sentence.

The theory accordingly assigns privileged status to the sentence, characterising it
as the most basic or fundamental syntactic category. In this respect it follows in the
footsteps of a long tradition, encompassing, among others, American Structuralism
and Generative Grammar. Thus, for example, Boas (1911: 23) writes: “Since all
speech is intended to serve for the communication of ideas, the natural unit of ex-
pression is the sentence; that is to say, a group of articulate sounds which convey a
complete idea.” Echoing this insight, phrase structure grammars such as that of
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Chomsky Gil (1965) typically begin with a formula such as “S — ...”. However, in
this regard, the present theory differs from previous versions of Categorial Grammar,
which generally posit more than one Initial Category. Thus, Ajdukiewicz (1935)
posits two Inijtial Categories, corresponding to S and NP; Montague (1970a, 1970b)
and many others opt for three, corresponding to S, NP and N; while some, for ex-
ample Morrill (1994), even postulate four, corresponding to S, NP, N and PP."

We are now in a position to examine the first of the two Category Combination
rules, namely Identity Combination, as specified in (HI). What this rule says is that
an expression of category X may consist of any number of daughter expressions also
of category X, in what amounts to a conjunction, apposition or juxtaposition of co-
ordinate elements. For example, an $° may consist of two, three, four, or any num-
ber of daughter S”s, in a construction of the form $° & [S°, 8°, S°...1.

In order to enrich the inventory of syntactic categories, recourse is required to the
two Category-Formation Operators, as specified in (G2). The first of these, in
(G2a), is the familiar binary Slash Operator, which is at the heart of all previous
theories of Categorial Grammar. What it says, quite simply, is that if X and Y are
both syntactic categories, then so is X/Y. For example, from S° we can form the
category S°/S% from these two categories we can form the categories S°/(S8°%/8%,
(S°/8°)/s°, and (S°/8°)/(S°/S°); and so forth.

In its appearance, the Slash Operator is reminiscent of the division sign in ele-
mentary algebra—and for good reason. To see why, let us turn our attention to the
second Category Combination rule, namely Slash Combination, in (H2). What this
says is that an expression of category X may consist of an expression of category Y
in construction with one or more expressions of category X/Y. For simplicity, as-
sume for the moment that the number of X/Y expressions is just one. Then what
Slash Combination is saying is that a Y expression in construction with an X/Y
expression results in an expression of category X: X & [Y, X/Y]. Which looks just
like the elementary algebraic equation X = Y - X/Y. To take a real example now, an
expression of category S° may consist of an expression of category S in construction
with, say, three expressions of category S°/S% $° & [S°, 8%/s°, 8%s°, §%/5°].

As noted above, the Slash Operator is common to most or all versions of Cate-
gorial Grammar. However, whereas most versions, such as Montague (1970a,
1970b) and Keenan—Faltz (1985), allow only for binary branchings, the present
version permits multiple branchings, thereby reflecting a body of evidence that has
accumulated to the effect that at least some constructions, in some languages, are
endowed with flat rather than hierarchic syntactic structure—see, for example, Hale
(1982, 1983), Gil (1983), Austin—Bresnan (1996). Also, whereas some versions,
such as Bar-Hillel (1953) and Lambek (1958), build linear order into the theory,
typically by introducing distinct slash symbols, the present framework follows
Ajdukiewicz (1935), Keenan—Faltz (1985) and others in positing syntactic struc-
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tures and syntactic rules that are unspecified for linear order. This is motivated by
the observation—see, for example, éaumjan (1965), Sanders (1975) and Keenan
(1978)—that a large proportion of the generalisations governing the syntactic struc-
tures of languages and the ways in which these structures are interpreted do not re-
quire recourse to linear order.

The second Category-Formation Operator, in (G2b), is the unary Kemel Operator.
The effect of this operator is, quite simply, to add 1 to the value of the superscript
of the category to which it applies. For example, it applies to S° to yield S', to S'
to yield §%, and so forth. In addition, it can apply to categories resulting from the
application of the Slash Operator, in which case the category produced by the Slash
Operator is understood to bear the default superscript “0”. For example, the Slash
Operator may produce the category $/S°, actually (S%/S°)’; the Kernel Operator then
may apply to (S%S°)° to yield the category (S%/S°)".

The Kernel Operator is an innovation within the tradition of Categorial Grammar,
but elsewhere it is almost familiar. Almost, but not quite: in fact, it is an upside-
down version of the bar operator of X-bar theory, as proposed by Chomsky (1970),
Jackendoff (1977) and others. Within X-bar theory, words are associated with lexical
categories, which are taken to be basic, and are accordingly assigned the superscript
“0”. These categories, or X-zeroes then project upwards, resulting in phrasal catego-
ries with ascending indices, X-bar, X-double-bar, etc.—until an arbitrary limit, usu-
ally taken to equal two, is reached, at which point the resulting category is renamed
as an XP (and also referred to as the “maximal projection” of X). X-bar theory thus
characterises the word, rather than the sentence, as the most fundamental linguistic
unit. However, as is suggested below, there are good reasons to believe that it is the
sentence that is the more basic of the two. Or, more generally, that for any X, it is
XP that is more basic than X. Accordingly, the Kemel Operator turns the tables,
starting at the top, with what corresponds, very roughly, to the XPs, assigning these
the superscript “0”, and then working its way down, as far as may be necessary."

In addition to the Initial Category and the two Category-Formation Operators, it
is necessary to introduce one more primitive into the theory, namely headedness.
Given an expression X consisting of daughter expressions X, ... X, the head of X is
that expression X, which is characteristically associated with a range of properties
which include the following: (a) obligatoriness: the head cannot be omitted; (b) hy-
ponymy: the construction as a whole is a hyponym of its head; (c) percolation of
features: the construction as a whole acquires grammatical features from its head; (d)
agreement: the head controls agreement of the other elements in the construction,
and (e) government: the head determines the morphological form of other words in
the construction. The notion of head is well supported within linguistic theory; see
for example Tesniére (1959}, Zwicky (1985) and Hudson (1990). In particular, the
notion of head plays a central role within X-bar theory, where, for any X, X is taken
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to be the head of the X-bar and XP containing it. Nevertheless, the notion of head is
logically independent of the mechanisms of X-bar theory, and is of greater general-
ity. Thus, for example, the notion of head has been argued to be relevant in a vari-
ety of cognitive domains where the notions of X-bar structure are not applicable,
such as the theory of tonal music proposed by Lerdahl—Jackendoff (1983).

In the present theory, headedness correlates with the rules of Category Combina-
tion in the following ways:

I Headedness (Syntagmatic)
1. Identity Combination:
In a construction of the form X & [X, X, X ...], one of the daughter X's may
be head.
2. Slash Combination:
In a construction of the form X & [Y, X/Y, X/Y ...], Y is head.

Rule (11) says that in a construction of the kind formed by Identity Combination,
one of the daughter expressions may be head, but this is not a necessity: the con-
struction may remain headless. Such freedom, however, is not the case for construc-
tions formed by Slash Combination: here rule (12) specifies that in a construction of
the form [Y, X/Y, X/Y ...}, it is invariably Y that is the head.

Among the syntactic categories generated by the Category Formation rules in (G),
two particular kinds stand out as worthy of mention:

J Syntactic Categories: Two kinds
1. Modifier Categories
A Modifier Category is a category of the form X/X, for some category X.

2. Argument Categories
An Argument Category is a category of the form X/Y, for some categories X
and Y, where Y is the Kemnel Category of X.

Modifier Categories are referred to as such because, in accordance with the rule of
Slash Combination in (H2), one or more X/X expressions combine with an X ex-
pression to yield another superordinate X expression: X & [X, X/X, X/X, X/X ...].
In such cases, the X/X expression(s) may be characterised as the modifier(s) of
its/their sister X expression, which, in accordance with (12), is the head of the con-’
struction. Some examples of Modifier Categories are $%S°, S'/S', (S%/S*H(S%S%),
(S°/8")/(8°/S"), and so forth. Argument Categories are given this name because, also
in accordance with the rule of Slash Combination in (H2), one or more X/Y expres-
sions combine with an X expression to yield a superordinate Y expression:
Y & [X, X/Y, X/Y, X/Y ...]. In such instances, the X/Y expression(s) may be char-
acterised as the argument(s) of its/their sister X expression, which, again in accor-
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dance with (12), is the head of the construction. Some examples of Argument Cate-
gories are S”/S', S'/8%, (S/S°)/(S*/8%', (8°78')/(S°/S")" and so forth."

The rules of Category Formation in (G) generate an infinite number of syntactic
categories from the Initial Category S’. This set may be visualised in terms of a tree
structure. Since the actual tree is boundless, it is unrepresentable; however, a very
small subset of it is shown in Figure 3:

(SY8%y/(S%S° ) s° \ (8%$H/(S%S")

(s%sY)' «—— s,/s0 §' ———————> 8% ———> (s
(8°78%)/(8%8% Sl/s! 8 — 5 s's? (S%8H/(S%s")
$¥/s? (S/S%(5/8%) (8187 ——>(SYsHSSHy

Figure 3. The Syntactic Category Tree (Partial)

In Figure 3, the root node of the tree, at top centre, is the Initial Category S°. Ar-
rows lead from nodes representing syntactic categories to other nodes representing
other syntactic categories that are derived from them by application of a Category-
Formation Operator.

With its arrows leading from category to category, the above tree diagram points
towards the following definitions:

K Parent and Ancestor Syntactic Categories
1. For any syntactic category X, the parents of X are the categories from which
X s formed by a single application of a Category-Formation Operator.
a. If X is the Kernel Category of Y, for some Y, then Y is the parent of
X.
b. If X is of form Y/Z, for some Y and Z, then Y and Z are the parents
of X.
2. For any syntactic category X, the ancestors of X are the categories from
which X is formed by one or more applications of Category-Formation Op-
erators.

In terms of the Syntactic Category Tree in Figure 3, the parents of a category X are
the nodes immediately dominating it, while the ancestors of X are the nodes simply
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dominating it. For example, in accordance with (K1a), S’ is the single parent of S';
S' is the single parent of S*; S%/S' is the single parent of (S°/S")'; and so forth,
Similarly, in accordance with (K1b), S’and S' are the two parents of s%s'; 8" and
S? are the two parents of S'/S*; S%S' and (Sc'/Sl)I are the two parents of
(8°/8"y(S°%S")'; and so on.

Since the set of syntactic categories generated by the Category Formation rules in
(G) is infinite, only a very small proportion of these categories will be of relevance
to linguistic theory. In particular, the actual syntactic category inventory of any
given language will be finite, and in fact very small. Accordingly, constraints on
syntactic category inventories need to be imposed.

The most important constraint on syntactic category inventories across languages
makes reference to the definition of Ancestor Category in (K) above; this constraint
is given in (L) below:

L The Ancestral Constraint on Syntactic Category Inventories
For any language L:
If X is a syntactic category in L, then all X's ancestors are syntactic categories
in L, of equal or greater productivity.

The Ancestral Constraint says that each individual language constructs its inventory
of syntactic categories in accordance with (G), beginning with the Initial Category
S°, and then forming additional syntactic categories by means of the Slash and Ker-
nel Operators. That is to say, a language selects its inventory by starting at the top
of the Syntactic Category Tree and working its way down to a certain point, and
then stopping. Or, to be more precise, tapering off. This is because once the inven-
tory of open categories is established, the Category Formation rules may continue to
apply, to produce closed categories of lesser and lesser degrees of productivity.

Some examples of syntactic inventories permitted by the Ancestral Constraint are
given in (M) below:

M Some Category Inventories permitted by the Ancestral Constraint
1. {$%}

(s°, s}

{s’, 8}

(s’ s', s%s"y

(s°, ss° s"

{S°, s%s°, s', s%/s"y

ANl b

However, many other inventories are excluded by the Ancestral Constraint. For ex-
ample, {$°, $”/S'} is not a possible inventory, since it does not include S', which
is an ancestor to S°/S'. Similarly, {S%S°}, {S', $%S'}, and {8%8° S', §%/S'} are
not possible inventories, since they do not include S°, which is an ancestor to each
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of the categories in each of these inventories. In fact, since S° is the Initial Category,
it is an ancestor to all syntactic categories, which leads to the following corollary of
the Ancestral Constraint:

N  Corollary of the Ancestral Constraint
The Initial Category S° is contained in the syntactic category inventory of
every language.

However, S’ is the only syntactic category that is universal in this sense."

The Ancestral Constraint establishes a correlation between the complexity of a
syntactic category and its cross-linguistic distribution. The complexity of a syntac-
tic category can be measured by the length of its derivational history, as reflected in
the number of symbols in its name, and the height of the numerical indices. Equiva-
lently, the complexity of a syntactic category can be gauged by its distance from the
root node S’ in the Syntactic Category Tree. Thus, the Ancestral Constraint makes
an intuitively appealing statement about the relationship between complexity and
cross-linguistic distribution, namely: simpler categories will be more widespread,
while more complex categories will occur less frequently in the languages of the
world."

However, the Ancestral Constraint alone is insufficiently restrictive; further con-
straints are required to restrict the class of possible syntactic category inventories.
Imagine a language with the inventory in (M3), namely {S°, $'}. In such a lan-
guage, no construction could contain expressions belonging to both of these catego-
ries: given the rules of Category Combination in (H), there is no way that expres-
sions from these two classes could come together in a single construction. This
clearly does not make sense. A similar problem arises with the inventory in (MS5),
{S°, §%S° S'}, as well as many other inventories permitted by the Ancestral Con-
straint. Hence the following additional constraint:

O The Syntagmatic Constraint on Syntactic Category Inventories
For any language L:
If X and Y are syntactic categories in L, then L must have constructions con-
taining expressions belonging to both X and Y.

The Syntagmatic Constraint thus rules out syntactic category inventories that are
disjoint, that is to say, contain categories which can never enter into any kind of
construction together."

An additional constraint on syntactic category inventories makes reference to the
two kinds of categories defined in (J), and to the distinction between open and
closed categories:
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P  The Open-Category Constraint on Syntactic Category Inventories
For any language L:
If X/Y is an open category in L, then X/Y is either a Modifier Category (i.e. Y
equals X) or an Argument Category (i.e. Y is the Kernel Category of X).

The Open-Category Constraint says that Modifier Categories and Argument Catego-
ries are the two most important types of categories, in the sense that they alone can
be open categories in any given language. All other categories can only be closed
categories. So far, all of the examples of categories that have been discussed, or por-
trayed in Figure 3, have been either Modifier or Argument Categories. Some exam-
ples of categories belonging to neither of these two types are S'/S°, S%(S%/8%,
(S%/8°S°, and many others; such categories, if present in a language, can only be
closed.

Together, the Ancestral, Syntagmatic, and Open-Category Constraints define a set
of permissible syntactic category inventories which different languages may choose
from. The four simplest inventories permitted by these three constraints are listed in
(Q) below:

Q The four simplest Syntactic Category Inventories
1. {8%
2. {S° s%s°%}
3. {8° s', sYs"}
4. {8° s%s° s', s’y

And these same four inventories are plotted onto the Syntactic Category Tree, by
means of ovals, in Figure 4:

(8%$%)/(8%S% (8%8Mi(8Ysh

(SO/SO)' (SOI:SI)I
(S%8%)/(8%/s% §'ss! § — > §/§ (SYs"ynsYs'y
8%s? (S'/$HAS' S (8181 —= (8/8*)1(S'1s%)

Figure 4. The Four Simplest Syntactic Category Inventorics
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4. Syntactic categories and linguistic typology

At this point, it would be appropriate to look at some real languages. Unfortunately,
this is easier said than done. Languages do not wear their syntactic category invento-
ries on their sleeves. An hour or two with a grammar book, or a few sessions with a
native speaker, will reward the investigator with a pretty good indication of a variety
of things such as inflectional categories, kinship terms, and other similarly visible
features. Not so, however, syntactic categories.

As suggested in section 1, the appropriate question to ask is *“What are the sig-
nificant syntactic patterns in the language, and what are the categories that must be
posited in order to enable the necessary generalisations to be stated?”. Thus, in or-
der to determine the syntactic category inventory of a language, it is necessary, es-
sentially, to construct a comprehensive description of the major syntactic patterns of
the language in question. Only after one has “done” the language pretty much ex-
haustively can one then take one’s labour in hand and say: Here is a comprehensive
description of the major syntactic patterns of the language, and these are the catego-
ries—some semantic, some morphological, others perhaps syntactic—which must
be posited in order to capture the necessary generalisations. Conversely, in the ab-
sence of such a comprehensive description, it is very difficult to come to any mean-
ingful conclusions with regard to the syntactic category inventory of a given lan-
guage

This leads to what might be dubbed the “typologist’s dilemma”. Whereas some
features—such as inflectional categories and kinship terms—can, without too much
difficulty, be compared with a reasonable degree of consistency and reliability across
a sample of tens or even hundreds of languages, other features are simply much less
amenable to such large-scale cross-linguistic comparisons.

Consider, for example, Greenberg’s (1963) classic study titled “Some universals
of grammar with particular reference to the order of meaningful elements”. Green-
berg’s results provided the empirical basis for a whole new enterprise within lin-
guistics, devoted to refining the word-order correlations that he observed, and ex-
plaining them in terms of more general principles—see, for example, Hawkins
(1983, 1994), Li (1975), Tomlin (1986}, Dryer (1992), Siewierska (1998), and
many others. Yet in spite of their proven worth, Greenberg’s generalisations rest on
shaky foundations. Take two languages, French and Malay, both characterised by
Greenberg as belonging to the same “basic order type”, his “type 97, with SVO
word order, prepositions, noun-genitive and noun-adjective order. The similarity of
these two languages with respect to Greenberg’s typology can be illustrated by
means of a pair of parallel sentences in the two languages, in which the equivalent
content words line up neatly one under the other, in the same order:'®



192  David Gil

@

French
Alain lis-ait le livre vert  dans la maison de Bertrand.
Alain  read-1MP:3SG  ART.DEF:SGM book green-sGM in  ART.DEF:SGF  house of DBertrand

| l /| | | I |
S \Y ON A Prep N G
| | \ | | | |
Aeen read book green  LOC house Bobok
Aeen baca buku hifau kat rumah Bobok.

Malay

‘Allan was reading the green book in Bill’s house.’

Now obviously, there is a myriad of superficial and easily observable differences
between French and Malay which Greenberg’s typology ignores; for example the
presence, in French, of subject-verb agreement, noun-adjective agreement, definite
articles, and an overt possessive particle, all of which are lacking in Malay. But this
is of necessity so, since all typologies, by their very nature, choose to focus on
some parameters while ignoring others. The problem, however, is with the more
profound, albeit less readily visible differences between French and Malay, which
call into question the very underpinnings of Greenberg’s typology. Consider, for
example, the fact that both French and Malay are characterised as having N-A and
N-G order. Whereas for French this constitutes a substantive observation with re-
gard to the “serialisation” or “harmonisation” of what are, quite obviously, two
formally distinct construction types involving adjectival and genitival attribution
respectively, for Malay this observation is, arguably, of no substantive import what-
soever, since a reasonable case can be made that, say, buku hijau ‘green book’ and
rumah Bobok ‘Bobok’s house’ in (2) above are but two instantiations of a single
more general type of construction involving nominal attribution. In other words,
Malay may not distinguish between the categories which Greenberg labels as “A”
and as “G”. Or, consider the fact that both French and Malay are characterised as
having SVO order. Whereas for French this seems relatively uncontroversial, for
Malay, questions have been raised regarding the viability of the grammatical rela-
tions of subject and object—see, for example Alsagoff (1992) and Gil (1994, 1999,
forthcoming c). The basic problem is this: Greenberg’s universals are essentially a
catalogue of translations, into various languages, of sentences such as Allan was
reading the green book in Bill’s house, and a tabulation of the order of constituents
exhibited within these translations. However, such a large-scale cross-linguistic
study cannot do otherwise than to rely on semantic categories. By default, the “Al-
lan” word will be labelled “S”, the expression meaning ‘was reading’ will get the
label “V”, the phrase corresponding to ‘red book’ will be characterised as an “O”,
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and so forth. Greenberg could only have made use of the best grammatical descrip-
tions that were available to him; however, most grammatical descriptions automati-
cally assign words and phrases to syntactic categories on the basis of their mean-
ings. (This point has already been made by several scholars, including Croft (1991)
and Dryer (1992).) Thus, when the Malay sentence emerges with the order of mean-
ingful elements as shown in (2) above, it is classified together with French as hav-
ing SVO word order, prepositions, N-G and N-A order. This in spite of the fact
that a more adequate—and less Eurocentric—description of the language might very
well reveal it to have neither S, V or O, and neither N, G or A.

In an ideal world, the typologist would have at his or her disposal a library full of
grammatical descriptions, each adhering to a standard of rigour in which each and
every grammatical category that is invoked—word, noun, agent, subject, topic,
whatever—is explicitly motivated within the language being described. However,
until the state of the art of linguistic description attains those very high standards,
there will remain certain linguistic features which, because of their abstract and non-
obvious nature, the typologist will be unable to compare in an adequate fashion
across a wide range of languages. And among such features are the syntactic catego-
ries which form the topic of this paper.

At the present time, it is thus simply not feasible to examine the syntactic cate-
gory inventories of a large sample of languages, and on such basis to propose and
support an empirically-grounded linguistic typology pertaining to syntactic category
inventories. Instead, one has to make do with much less. Accordingly, in what fol-
lows, a number of hypothetical, albeit hopefully realistic abstract language types are
proposed, to which actual languages may, in future work, be shown to conform."”

Each language type is defined in terms of three properties, listed from left to
right. In the first column, the syntactic category inventory is specified, in a vertical
list. In the second column, each syntactic category is characterised as either open or
closed. And in the third column, some of the syntactic categories are related, via
prototypical rules of association, to one or more semantic categories, indicated in
small caps."

The first three language types are presented in (R1-3):

R L. Type!
a. §° open —
2. Type2
a. §° open ACTIVITY

b. SUs° open THING
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3. Type3
a. §° open —
b. S' open ACTIVITY
c. §Ys' open THING

Types 1, 2 and 3 above instantiate the three syntactic category inventories indicated
in (Q1-3) and represented with three of the four ovals in Figure 4. Type | possesses
the smallest inventory, with just a single syntactic category, while Types 2 and 3
are associated with increasingly larger, albeit still rather small inventories.

In Type 1 languages, all words and phrases belong to S° that is to say, all words
and phrases exhibit the same syntactic behaviour. At present I am not familiar with
any realistic candidates for Type 1 languages. However, as suggested below, Type 1
is closely approximated by Tagalog and Malay/Indonesian, which deviate from it
only minimally, by the possession of an additional closed syntactic category."

In Type 2 languages, there is a basic distinction between two open syntactic
categories: one, S°, which typically contains expressions denoting activities, the
other, S”S°, which generally consists of expressions referring to things. Type 2 is
perhaps that which most closely reflects the properties of languages such as Warl-
piri, Lakhota, and Mohawk, which have been characterised by Jelinek (1984), Van
Valin (1985), Baker (1996) and others as “pronominal argument” languages.

In Type 3 languages, there is also a dichotomy between activity expressions and
thing expressions; however, this dichotomy manifests itself in a rather different
way. In Type 3 languages there are three distinct open categories. One, S', typically
contains expressions denoting activities; the second, $°/S', usually consists of ex-
pressions denoting things; while the third, S°, generally comprises complex expres-
sions formed from expressions of categories S' and S%S’. Type 3 perhaps comes
closer than the preceding two types to capturing some of the essential properties of
many European languages.

Languages of Types 1, 2 and 3 may be distinguished from each other with respect
to a number of salient features. One is the ability of single words to stand alone, as
a complete, non-elliptical sentence, in a wide range of contexts:

S 1. Type ! languages: all words can stand alone
2. Type 2 languages: some words, typically denoting activities, can stand alone
3. Type 3 languages: few or no words can stand alone

In languages of Type 1, all words, as S%s, can stand alone as a complete, non-
elliptical sentence. The ability of words denoting things, in particular, to stand
alone, would appear to be rather uncommon cross-linguistically, though it has been
observed for some languages, including Tagalog (Gil 1993b, 1995), Riau Indone-
sian (Gil 1994) and Singlish (Gil forthcoming a). In languages of Type 2, activity
words typically are S”s, while thing words generally are not; hence, in
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Type 2 languages, activity words can usually stand alone as a complete sentence
while thing words generally cannot. This is in fact the typical situation in languages
that have been characterised as “pro-drop”, such as Mandarin (Huang 1984) and He-
brew (Borer 1984). Finally, in languages of Type 3, neither activity words nor thing
words are generally members of S°; hence, the class of words that can stand alone as
a complete sentence is either small or non-existent. This is the typical situatton for
languages that have been characterised as not exhibiting “pro-drop”, for example
English. Note that in accordance with the present analysis, “pro-drop” is actually a
misnomer: rather than containing an empty syntactic position occupied by a pho-
nologically null pronoun, the constructions in question simply have nothing.”’

A second important feature distinguishing languages of Types 1, 2 and 3 is the
structure of basic constructions combining a thing expression with an activity ex-
pression. (T) below shows how a simple sentence such as The chicken is eat-
ing—recall Tagalog sentence (1) at the beginning of the paper—might be rendered
into languages of these three types:

(T)1. Type ! languages: Identity Combination

g? s?
CHICKEN EAT

2. Type 2 languages: Slash Combination: modifier plus modified

SO

s%s° s°
CHICKEN EAT

3. Type 3 languages: Slash Combination: argument plus kernel

SO

sYs’ s
CHICKEN EAT
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In Type 1 languages, all expressions are S”'s; therefore, the only available con-
struction type is that formed by Identity Combination. In Type 1 languages, then,
there is no dedicated syntactic structure for expressions with meanings such as ‘the
chicken is eating’, which would distinguish them from expressions with meanings
such as ‘the chicken which is eating’, ‘the chicken and the eating’, and many oth-
ers. All these different meanings are expressed via the single available construction
type, that indicated in (T1) above.”'

In Type 2 languages, expressions referring to things are prototypically associated
with the Modifier Category S%S°. Accordingly, in constructions such as (T2), the
thing expression is a modifier of the activity expression, which, in accordance with
(I2), is the head of the construction. In such languages, then, sentences such as ‘the
chicken is eating’ are of similar structure to sentences such as ‘here (it) is eating’
and ‘today (it) is eating’, in which the head activity expression is modified by other
adjunct expressions, denoting a place or time.

In Type 3 languages, expressions referring to things are prototypically associated
with the Argument Category S%/S', while expressions referring to activities are pro-
totypically associated with the category S'. Thus, in constructions such as (T3), the
thing expression is an argument of the activity expression which, once again, is the
head of the construction. In languages such as these, then, the structure of sentences
such as ‘the chicken is eating’ bears a closer resemblance to that generally posited
for such sentences within most traditional theories of syntax.

In conjunction, the three structures represented in (T) above provide a vivid reflec-
tion of the Autonomy of Syntax, and the independence of syntactic and semantic
categories. Take the expression EAT. Whereas in Type 1 and 2 languages it is an S°,
in languages of Type 3 it belongs to a different category, namely S'. This core-
sponds to the fact, noted previously in (S), that an activity word can stand alone as
a complete sentence in languages of Types 1 and 2 but not 3. Now look at
CHICKEN. This same word belongs to three different categories in each of the three
language types: in Type 1 languages it is an S°, in Type 2 languages an S°/S°, and
in Type 3 languages an S°/S'. These three categories reflect its different syntactic
behaviour, as a simple juxtaposed expression in Type 1 languages, a modifier in
Type 2 languages, and an argument in Type 3 languages. Given the Autonomy of
Syntax and the independence of syntactic and semantic categories, it is only natural
that words with the same meanings will, in different languages, exhibit different
syntactic behaviour, and hence be associated with different syntactic categories.

However, once the autonomy of syntactic categories is duly acknowledged, it is
possible to focus on the ways in which syntactic categories are actually related to
semantic categories, by means of prototypical rules of association. We begin with a
definition:
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U  Semantically associated Syntactic Categories
A semantically associated syntactic category is a syntactic category which, in
acertain language, is prototypically associated with a particular semantic cate-

gory.

Although the term “semantically associated syntactic category” is unfamiliar and
somewhat awkward, it sets the stage for some new definitions of two more tradi-
tional terms:

V 1. A Verb-Phrase (or VP) is a syntactic category which, in a certain language, is
prototypically associated with the semantic category of activity.

2. A Noun-Phrase (or NP} is a syntactic category which, in a certain language,
is prototypically associated with the semantic category of thing.

In accordance with the above definition, VPs and NPs are not syntactic categories
per se; rather, they are semantically associated syntactic categories, that is to say,
syntactic categories which happen to be prototypically associated with semantic
categories in a certain language.”

Since Type 1 languages have only one syntactic category, they obviously do not
have dedicated syntactic categories for activities and things; hence, such languages
do not have VPs and NPs. In contrast, Type 2 and 3 languages do have distinct
syntactic categories prototypically associated with activities and things; accordingly,
they can be said to have VPs and NPs. However, the VPs and NPs are not the same
in these two language types. Specifically, whereas VPs are S%s in Type 2 lan-
guages, they are $"s in Type 3 languages; similarly, whereas NPs are $%8%s in
Type 2 languages they are S”/S"s in Type 3 languages. As this shows, then, VPs
and NPs are not always the same syntactic categories: this reflects the fact that in
different languages, VPs and NPs may exhibit different syntactic behaviour.

The definition of semantically associated syntactic categories such as VP and NP
is reminiscent of the way in which grammatical relations such as subject and object
are defined in terms of clusterings of features, some syntactic (e.g. order, control of
agreement, licensing of reflexives), others semantic or pragmatic (e.g. thematic
roles, referentiality, topicality}—see, for example, Keenan (1976), Comrie (1981)
and Croft (1991). More specifically, the way in which languages of Types 2 and 3
with distinct NPs and VPs differ from languages of Type 1 (and its variant Types
1" and 17") with no NP-VP distinction is analogous to the way in which languages
with well-defined grammatical relations of subject and object differ from languages
in which such grammatical relations have been argued not to be viable—see, for ex-
ample, Schachter (1976), Gil (1984) and Kibrik (1997). Specifically, in both cases,
features belonging to different syntactic and semantic levels cluster together and un-
dergo grammaticalisation in some languages while remaining disassociated in oth-

23

ers.
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To this point, we have considered only language types which consist entirely of
open categories. Let us now examine two further types of languages containing
combinaticns of open and closed categories:

W 1. Type !l
a. §° open —
b. S%s’ closed —
2. Typel”
a. §° open —
b. §' closed NUMBER
c. S¥s' closed UNIT

As suggested informally by their names, Types 1" and 1°* closely resemble Type 1.
Like Type 1, they contain a single open syntactic category, S°. However, they differ
from Type 1 in the presence of one or two additional closed syntactic categories. In
fact, the closed syntactic categories in Types 1" and 1™ are the same as the addi-
tional open syntactic categories in Types 2 and 3 respectively. Thus, abstracting
away from the distinction between open and closed categories, Type 1" has the same
inventory of syntactic categories as Type 2, and Type 1" the same inventory as
Type 3.

In a number of previous publications, 1 bave argued that Type 1" provides the
most adequate characterisation of the syntactic patterns of two Austronesian lan-
guages, Tagalog (Gil 1993a, 1993b, 1995) and Malay/Indonesian (Gil 1994). And
work in progress on various mainland Southeast Asian languages such as Thai and
Vietnamese tentatively suggests that they may approximate Language Type 17"

Let us now take a closer look at the Riau dialect of Indonesian.”* As a Type 1"
language, it has one open category, S°, and one closed syntactic category, S*/S°.
Following, in (3) and (4) below, is a fragment of the lexicon of Riau Indonesian:

() A partial lexicon of Riau Indonesian: S° words

a. orang b. buku c. rumah
person book house
d¢.  hijau e. besar £ lapar
green/blue big hungry
g. lari h.  baca i. kasi
run read give
J Kairil k. Pekanbaru 1. Lebaran
[name of person] [name of place] [name of holiday]
m. abang n. aku o. ini

elder.brother 1sG DEM:PROX
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p. gini q. sini r. tadi
like-DEM:PROX LOC-DEM:PROX PAST:PROX

5. tiga t. semua u. lain
three all other

v. apa W, mana Xx. kapan
what where/which when

y. ada z. punya aa. bisa
exist have can

bb. sudah cc. paling dd. tak
PERF SUPERL NEG

ec. lagi ff.  sendiri gg. sama
also/more/again/ only/alone/sUPERL/ with/and/
next/FUT/CONTR REFL/CONTR same/NON. ABS

(4 A partial lexicon of Riau Indonesian: $%/S° words

a dari b. untuk C. supaya
from for for

d. ke e. tentang f.  gara-gara
|00} about because:ADVERS

g. pada h. kalau i.  dengan
coMP TOP with/and/by

j- tiap k. tapi l. atau
every but or

m. yang n. si 0. tukang
RLEL PERS AGENT

p. la q. do r. kek
CONTR NEG.POL UNCERT

5. pula t. pun u. diri
also/contr also/even REFL

2 hari w. kok X. €
PHENOM CONTR ADVLRS

Almost all words in Riau Indonesian belong to s’ (3) presents just a very small
sample thereof. As evident from the above, $' words in Riau Indonesian may denote
things, as in (3a—c); properties, as in (3d-f); or activities, as in (3g—i). In addition,
S° words may be names of people, places or times, as in (3j-1); deictic, as in
(3m-r); quantificational, as in (3s—u); or interrogative, as in (3v—x). Finally, s°
words may have a variety of meanings which, in most other languages, are typically



200 David Gil

expressed by means of various grammatical markers; these include existence, as in
(3y); possession, as in (32); ability, as in (3aa); aspect, as in (3bb); superlativity, as
in (3cc); negation, as in (3dd); and various macrofunctional words, as in (3ee), (3f)
and (3gg).

As S$%s, almost all words in Riau Indonesian exhibit identical syntactic behav-
iour. In particular, there are no syntactic differences between words referring to ac-
tivities and words referring to things. As S™s, almost all words can occur readily as
a complete non-elliptical sentence in a wide range of contexts, moreover, any S’
word can combine with any other S° words, in accordance with the rule of Identity
Combination in (H1), to yield a multi-word S° expression, and so on recursively.
Thus, any string of S° words, with any associated constituent structure, is syntacti-
cally well-formed—though it may tum out to be semantically anomalous.

Whereas a Type | language would stop here, Riau Indonesian goes one step fur-
ther, introducing a closed Modifier Category of $%/S° expressions. While the list in
(3) represents a tiny proportion of the S° words in the language, the list in (4) actu-
ally includes a large proportion of the existing S°/S° words—work in progrress sug-
gests that the total number of S°/S° words in Riau Indonesian will not exceed a few
dozen. As evident from the list in (4), S%/S° expressions are a very mixed bag se-
mantically: if any generalisation can be made, it is that their meanings are all of an
abstract nature. Interestingly, many S%S° expressions in (4) correspond closely in
their meanings to other S° expressions in (3). For example, the wide range of func-
tions of dengan in (4i) is subsumed within the even wider range of functions of
sama in (3gg); the universal quantifier tiap in (4)) is the distributive counterpart of
the non-distributive universal quantifier semua in (3t); the operator pun in (4t) over-
laps in its range of meanings with the operator /agi in (3ee); and the reflexive diri in
(4u) is a hyponym of the macrofunctional sendiri in (3ff). The only motivation for
the S%/S° category is thus syntactic: as suggested by their category name, members
of S/S° cannot stand by themselves as complete sentences; rather, they must occur
in construction with expressions belonging to the category of $°.** In Riau Indone-
sian, then, the category $°/s° may be characterised as the category which contains
the “grammatical markers” of the language.

Recall, now, that the Modifier Category S”/S” is one that is shared by languages
of Types 1" and 2. However, whereas in Type 1° languages this category contains a
small set of semantically heterogeneous grammatical markers, in Type 2 languages
it is an open category, prototypically associated with things—in other words, an NP
category. Thus, the contrast between the category S”/S’ in Type 1* and Type 2 lan-
guages further underscores the independence of syntactic categories, underlying the
syntactic behaviour of linguistic forms, from semantic categories, pertaining to their
meanings.
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Type 1™ languages resemble their Type 17 counterparts in that almost all words
and larger expressions belong to the single open syntactic category S°, while just a
small residue of expressions do not. However, in Type 1** languages, this residue in
wm divides into two distinct closed syntactic categories, S' or S%S'. Expressions
belonging to S' can only occur in construction with expressions belonging to S%S',
which function as their arguments; in such cases, the result is an expression belong-
ing to the category S°. In principle one could imagine a variety of different closed-
class categories fitting the above bill. As defined in (W2) above, S’ contains a set of
quantificational and/or determinative elements, which can only occur in construction
with another set of elements, commonly referred to as numeral classifiers. Work in
progrress suggests that this language type may provide an adequate characterisation
of various mainland Southeast Asian languages such as Thai and Vietnamese.

The language types considered so far have all been rather frugal in their invento-
ries of syntactic categories. However, it is possible to imagine languages with much
richer inventories. A full exploration of the possibilities lies beyond the scope of
this study. One illustrative example may, however, be briefly considered:

X A more elaborate language type

1.s° open —

2.8 open ACTIVITY

3.8%s! open THING

4. (S%S"HY(SYs"y open PROPERTY

5.8%8° open TIME, PLACE, MANNER
6.5'/S' open TIME, PLACE, MANNER
7.(S78H/(S%s" closed —

8. (S'/S")(8%S") closed —

9 S'%SYSh closed —

The above language type begins with the three categories of Type 3, S°, S', and
S%S'. Unlike Type 3, however, it has an additional syntactic category,
(S°8"(sYsh, prototypically associated with the semantic category of property.
This points towards the definition of another sermantically associated syntactic cate-
gory, beyond the two defined previously, in (V):

Y  An Adjective-Phrase (or AP) is a syntactic category which, in a certain lan-
guage, is prototypically associated with the semantic category of property.

In languages of the above type, then, (S%/8')/(S%/S") is the syntactic category of AP.
Such languages thus contrast with the previous types, in which there is no category
of AP
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The next two syntactic categories in the above language type, $%S° and S'/S', are
prototypically associated with the semantic categories of time, place and manner,
thereby sugpesting the definition of a fourth semantically associated syntactic cate-

gory:

Z  An Adverb-Phrase (or AdvP) is a syntactic category which, in a certain lan-
guage, is prototypically associated with the semantic category of time, place or
manner. :

The two categories, S%S°® and S'/S', differ with regard to the constructions into
which they may enter: whereas S”/S° contains sentential AdvPs, which modify S°
expressions, $'/$' consists of VP AdvPs, which modify S' expressions.”’

The next two syntactic categories in (X) above, (S°/S°)/(S°/S') and (S'/8")/(s*/sh,
are closed categories, containing expressions whose function is to convert S%s's,
which in this language type are NPs, to either S%/S™s or $'/S"s, which, as men-
tioned in the preceding paragraph, are AdvPs. These two categories contain a small
class of expressions of the kind commonly referred to as “adpositions”.** Finally,
the last syntactic category, S'/(S%/S"), is a closed category, containing expressions
whose function is to convert S°/S"s, or NPs, to S"s, or VPs. This category con-
tains expressions which are usually referred to as “copulas”.

Many additional, even more elaborate language types can readily be defined, pos-
sessing a variety of different syntactic category inventories, associated in different
ways with semantic categories. Such language types, then, would hopefully provide
the basis for a more adequate account of the diverse syntactic patterns exhibited by
the languages of the world.

5. Towards universality

In conclusion, let us now return to the Tagalog sentence in (1) with which this arti-
cle commenced: manok ang kumakain ‘The chicken is eating’. As argued in the pre-
ceding section, words with similar meanings may belong to different syntactic cate-
gories in different languages. Thus, as suggested in the introduction to this paper,
even though manok ‘chicken’ is the name of a thing, it is not an NP; similarly,
even though Aumakain ‘is eating’ denotes an activity, it is not a VP. Rather, as
claimed in section 4, Tagalog is a Type 1" language, with but a single open syntac-
tic category SO, containing—inter alia—both items, manok and kumakain. Accord-
ingly, the syntactic structure of sentence (1) involves the juxtaposition of two $%s,
in accordance with the rule of Identity Combination, as represented in (T1).
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The theory of syntactic categories proposed in this paper thus provides the neces-
sary tools for escaping Eurocentricity, and breaking out of the straitjacket of ap-
proaches within which “If it refers to a thing, well then it must be a2 noun”. In do-
ing so, it shows how languages may differ with respect to their inventories of syn-
tactic categories to a much greater degree than is usually assumed, or than is gener-
ally allowed for within most current frameworks.

But can they differ without bound? Sapir (1921: 119) seemed to be edging to-
wards an affirmative answer when he wrote that “no logical scheme of the parts of
speech—their number, nature and necessary confines—is of the slightest interest to
the linguist. Each language has its own scheme.” A similar view would appear to be
held by Croft (1991: 42), who argues that within a “structural” (i.e. syntactic, as
opposed to semantic) approach “no adequate cross-linguistic definition of a syntac-
tic category is possible since the grammatical manifestations of syntactic categories
are so varied across languages.”

However, the theory of syntactic categories put forward in this paper points to a
different answer: languages cannot differ in unlimited ways with respect to their syn-
tactic categories. Although highlighting cross-linguistic variation, the theory pro-
vides a unitary framework within which syntactic categories can be meaningfully
compared across languages. To cite just one example, it is possible, within the pre-
sent theory, to claim that a small set of semantically heterogeneous items in Riau
Indonesian (Type 17) exhibit the same distributional privileges as an infinite set of
expressions referring to things in, say, Warlpiri (Type 2); and, on this basis, to as-
sign both sets of expressions, notwithstanding their different sizes and prototypical
meanings, to the same syntactic category, namely $%/S°. Thus, the theory provides
for a universal set of syntactic categories from which all languages must draw.
Moreover, although different languages may draw from this set in different ways,
possible inventories of syntactic categories are governed by universal constraints to
which all languages, without exception, must adhere.

In order to arrive at a universal theory of syntactic categories, it is first necessary
to construct comprehensive syntactic descriptions of a wide range of languages, each
dealt with on its very own terms. Such descriptions will, for each language, provide
motivation for a set of syntactic categories, facilitating the formulation of generalisa-
tions governing the observable syntactic patterns within that language. Once these
descriptions are complete, the inventories of syntactic categories posited for each
language can be put side by side and compared, in the quest for differences and
commonalties. Thus, the escape from Eurocentricity becomes the first essential step
towards the discovery of a truer universality.
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It is a pleasure to be able to thank Sharon Armon-Lotem and Peter Cole for their
continual encouragement and intellectual support in the course of my work on
syntactic categorics. The major ideas contained in this paper were developed in
informal seminars in the Department of Linguistics at Tel Aviv University in 1989,
the Department of English Language and Literature at the National University of
Singapore in 1992; and several meetings of the EUROTYP project, in Valletta,
Donostia-San Sebastian, Konstanz and elsewhere between 1990 and 1995—I am
grateful to participants at all of these venues for their many stimulating
suggestions. Bits and pieces of this paper were also presented at the “Agreement
by Suffixaufnahme”, Franz Nikolaus Finck Memorial Symposium (Konstanz,
Federal Republic of Germany, 23 September [991); the Third International
Symposium on Language and Linguistics: Pan-Asiatic Linguistics (Bangkok,
Thailand, 9 January 1992); the Eighth Annual Meeting of the Societas Linguistica
Europaea Sodalicum Israelense (Haifa, Israel, 3 May 1992); the Eighth Annual
Conference of The Israel Association for Theoretical Linguistics (Ramat Gan,
Israel, 10 June 1992); the Nineteenth Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics
Society (Berkeley, CA, USA, 15 February 1993); the Third Annual Meeting of the
Southeast Asian Linguistics Society (Honolulu, HI, USA, 8 May 1993); the Pre-
Inaugural Meeting of the Association for Linguistic Typology (Konstang,
Germany, 29 November 1994); Dialogue 95, International Seminar on
Computational Linguistics and Its Applications (Kazan, Tatarstan, Russia, 2 June
1995); Workshop on Voice in Austronesian, Twenty-Eighth Annual Meeting of
the Societas Linguistica Europaea (Leiden, The Netherlands, 1 September 1995);
the Fourth Annual Meeting of the Austronesian Formal Linguistics Association
(Los Angeles, CA, USA, 26 April 1997); the Workshop on the Typology of Parts-
of-Speech Systems, Second Meeting of the Association for Linguistic Typology
(Eugene, OR, USA, 13 September 1997); and the Second Symposium on
Malay/Indonesian Linguistics (Ujung Pandang, Indonesia, 12 July 1998)—again,
I am grateful to participants at all of these conferences for their numerous helpful
comments. Finally, this paper would not have been possible without the numerous
speakers of Tagalog and Malay/Indonesian, who opened my eyves to a different
perspective on language.

Note that even Alice didn’t get it quite right, listing only five of the six
forms—missing the ablative.

Although the distinction between nouns (or NPs) and verbs (or VPs) is generally
considered to be of a fundamental nature, claims have occasionally been made to the
effect that this distinction is lacking in certain languages, most famously
Nootka—see Swadesh (1939). However, such claims have been disputed, for exam-
ple by Jacobsen (1979), and it would probably be true to say that most syntacti-
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cians now take the noun-verb (or NP-VP) distinction to be universal, indeed a nec-
essary design-feature of language.

Although the term “autonomy” has been co-opted by Generative Grammar, cf.
Chomsky (1986b). the subslance of the autonomy claims, as outlined in (A3), effec-
tively cross-cuts any division of the field into “generative and non-generative”
camps, with theories on either side of the would-be divide identifying with these
claims to varying degrees.

The three-way division between semantics, morphology and syntax is of course an
oversimplification, motivated by ease of exposition; in a more detailed account,
each of these three levels might be decomposed into several others. In particular,
the term “semantics”, as used here, is understood very broadly, to include also as-
pects of meaning which are more properly subsumed under pragmatics.

Although it does not always seem that way in practice, this is in fact the orthodox
generative position on the relationship between semantics and syntax. Thus, for ex-
ample, Kiparsky (1968: 48) writes that “progress in linguistics should consist in
reducing the abstract part of language, the part consisting of the various theoretical
constructs which must be set up to mediate between the concrete levels of phonet-
ics and meaning, the only aspects of language which can be directly observed.” In-
deed, the only way to really show that there exists an autonomous syntax in the
classical generative sensc is try to do away with as much of it as is possible, by
providing alternative semantic explanations. What is left (if anything), after that is
done, will then be the real/ autonomous syntax. Unfortunately, many practicing
generative syntacticians misinterpret the autonomy hypothesis, taking it instead as
a license to construct syntactic explanations of phenomena whose nature is clearly
semantic rather than syntactic.

In Figure 2, the letters “C” represent the three consonants of the root morpheme: the
inflectional paradigm consists of the prefixes. the affixes, and the intercolated vow-
els. Figure 2 abstracts away from various formal complications involving so-called
“defective” roots, thosc whosc consonants belong to particular classes triggering
a variety of morphophonemic rules.

In addition to the above two cases, there are additional ways in which properties
belonging to different levels may define coextensive sets. One additional case in-
volves coextensive semantic and morphological categories. For example, in Taga-
log. the semantic category of expressions denoting natural numbers is coextensive
with the morphological category of expressions which may occur in construction
with the distributive prefix rig-, containing isa ‘one’, dalawa ‘two’, tatlo ‘three’.
and so forth (see Gil 1982a for discussion of this construction, a morphological
counterpart of the periphrastic German je construction considered above). Another
additional case involves coextensive semantic, morphological and syntactic prop-
erties. For example, in Japanesc, the morphological class of expressions containing
classifier suffixes (-ko, -hon, -nin etc.) such as itiko ‘one-CL’, nihon ‘two-CL’, san-
nin ‘three-CL’ and so forth is coextensive with the semantic class of expressions
denoting natural numbers, which in turn is coextensive with the syntactic class of
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expressions which may occur in postmodifying position, as, for example, in hana
itiko *flower one-CL’, pen nihon ‘pen two-CL’, otoko sannin ‘child three-CL’.
More interesting, however, are the basic categories Noun, Adjective and Verb and
their phrasal projections NP, AP and VP. Most commonly, such categories arc de-
fined by a combination of semantic and symtactic properties. The status of such
categories is considered in section 4 below.

In (H), and subsequently, square brackets denote unordered sets; that is to say, syn-
tactic constituents whose internal parts are unspecified for-linear order.

It is probably not a coincidence that a Polish-speaking logician opted for two Ini-
tial Categories while the English-speaking tradition posits a third. Specifically,
the additional Initial Category in Montague’s system, N, is in fact one for which
there is considerably more prima facie support in English than in Polish. In Eng-
lish, count nouns cannot readily occur in argument position without a determiner;
this fact is often argued to support a distinction between the syntactic categories N
and NP. In contrast, in Polish, all nouns can occur by themselves, in argument po-
sition, as complete NPs, thereby eliminating the most obvious motivation for the
distinction between Ns and NPs. Thus, Ajdukiewicz’s logic follows his native
language, while Montague’s logic reflects his—even though both were proposing
purely formal systems, and not attempting to describe actual languages, their own
or others’.

A corollary of the above definitions is that within the present theory there is no
distinction between lexical and non-lexical, or phrasal categories. Specifically, all
categories can contain both words and longer, multi-word expressions.

Thus, in constructions such as Y & [X, X/Y, X/Y, X/Y ...], the head of the Y expres-
sion is a member of the Kernel Category of Y. This underscores the affinity between
the Kernel Category-Formation Operator and the mirror-image bar operator of X-bar
theory.

The Ancestral Constraint thus provides the primary motivation for turning X-bar
theory upside down, as is done with the Kemel Operator. Assume X and Y are
categories such that X is the Kernel Catcgory of Y. What the Ancestral Constraint
says is that there can be languages with Y but not X, but not languages with X but
not Y. Or, translated into X-bar theory: there can be languages with X™"'s but not
X"s, but not languages with X™s but not X""s. And as a corollary: there can be
janguages with XPs but not Xs, but not Janguages with Xs but not XPs. Thus, be-
ginning at the top, as the Kernel Operator does, rather than at the bottom, as per X-
bar theory, reflects the cross-linguistic distributional facts, with more widespread
syntactic categories associated with lower indices than less commonly occurring
categories.

It may be speculated that the complexity of syntactic categories is a reflection also
of ontogeny, simpler categorics being acquired before more complex ones. Thus, for
example, at the one-word stage, all words would belong to the category S°, this be-
ing the only syntactic category in the child’s inventory at this stage (see also Note
19 below). Somewhat more adventurously, one might also conjecture that the com-
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plexity of syntactic categorics mirrors phylogeny, and the evolution of human lan-
guage from simpler systems spoken by ancient humans or hominids.

The Syntagmatic sonstraint also rules out may other inventories that are, independ-
ently, ruled out also by the Ancestral Constraint, such as {$°,8%8'y and
{S°5° S!, S%S'1. However, other inventories, such as {S%S") and {S'. S%S'}, sar-
isfy the Syntagmatic Constraint but are ruled out by the Ancestral Constraint,
thereby showing that these two constraints are logically independent.

Using the same abbreviations as Greenberg, “S” stands for “subject”, “V” for
“verb”, “O” for “object”, “N” for “noun”, “A” for “adjective”, “G” for “geni-
tive”, and “Prep” for “preposition”. The Malay example is in the colloquial dialect
of Kuala Lumpur, the capital city of Malaysia.

The various language types discussed in this paper do not constitute a privileged
set in any theoretical sense; they are merely chosen from a much larger set of possi-
ble language types, for expository purposes. The absence of any deep significance
to the choice of language types discussed is reflected by their rather unrevealing
names: “Type 17, “Type 2”, and so forth.

To say that a syntactic category and a semantic category are related via a prototypi-
cal rule of association is not equivalent to positing a mixed, semantic-syntactic
category. In the case at hand, each of the two categories, the syntactic one and the
semantic one, may have different extensions, resulting from the interplay of differ-
ent prototypical properties. Nevertheless, the syntactic and semantic categories
may overlap to a considerable degree, and the intersection of the two categories
may contain the most prototypical members of each category. Such, in fact, may be
argued to be the case for the English syntactic and semantic categories in Figure I.
Although the syntactic category of words which can occur in construction with
can, may, will and shall and the semantic category of words denoting dynamic ac-
tivities are independent, the intersection of these two categories arguably contains
the forms that are the most prototypical members of both categories—in which case
it might be concluded that these two categories are related by a prototypical rule of
association. Accordingly, whercas the intersection of these two categories is a
mixed semantic-syntactic category, the syntactic category of words which can occur
in construction with can, may, will and shall is a pure syntactic category, which

just happens to correlate, imperfectly and via a rule of prototypical association,

with the semantic category of words denoting dynamic activities. Similarly, the
categories listed in the first column are indeed pure syntactic categories, which
also correlate prototypically with the distinct semantic catcgories listed in the
third column.

However, as foreshadowed in Note 14 above, Type | provides a plausible charac-
terisation for the earliest. one-word stage of child language, in which all words, by
default, are associated with the same syntactic properties. Conceivably, it might
also characterise the second, or two-word stage, in which words are put together in
structures that may be much simpler and less differentiated than those of the corre-
sponding target adult language. Of course, a possible Type | adult language would
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differ from, say, Type 1 child English, in numerous other respects, one obvious one
being the recursive application of the rule of Identity Combination in (H1).

The correlation between languages of Types 1, 2 and 3 and the ability of words to
stand alone, as represented in (S), is probably an oversimplification: in reality,
many other factors may play a role in determining the ability of a word to stand
alone as a complete, non-elliptical sentence in a particular context. In particular, it
is conceivable that in languages of Types 2 and 3, there might exist real “pro-
drop™ constructions which are analysable in the usual way, as involving a null
element occurring in an empty syntactic position. However, the existence of such
zero entities would have to be well-motivated on language-internal grounds, for
example as a product of paradigmatic pressure.

However, these meanings may be distinguished, at least in part, through different
assignments of headedness. Recall that in accordance with (I1), in a structure
formed by Identity Combination, such as that in (T1), either of the two daughter
constituents may be head, or the construction may remain headless. Thus, in (T).
whereas assigning headedness to EAT yields the desired interpretation ‘the chicken
is eating’, assigning headedness to CHICKEN results in the interpretation ‘the
chicken which is eating’, while a headless version ends up with the interpretation
‘the chicken and the eating’. These alternative assignments of hcadedness may or
may not be reflected in the actual forms of the respective sentences in different lan-
guages. In some languages they are, corresponding to different morphological
markings on each of the two expressions; this is in fact the case in Tagalog, which
belongs to a similar language type, Type 1™—see (W) below. But in other lan-
guages they are not, as a result of which most sentences exhibit a very wide range
of possible interpretations; this is the case in another Type 1° language, Riau In-
donesian.

The above definitions differ in two important ways from the superficially similar
definitions of “noun”, “adjective” and “verb” proposed in Croft (1991). First, al-
though Croft also defines his categories in terms of prototypical associations of
features at different levels, his two tevels arc semantic (objects, properties, activi-
ties) and pragmatic (reference, modification, predication)—syntactic properties
seem to play no role in his approach. Secondly, whereas Croft’s categories are basi-
cally lexical, the semantically associated syntactic categories defined in (V)
are—like the pure syntactic categories defincd in the preceding section—ncutral
with respect to the distinction between lexical and phrasal.

From a quite different perspective, Carstairs-McCarthy (1998) argues convincingly
that therc is no apriori reason why languages should associate semantic catepories
with syntactic ones. Characterising the S-NP distinction as a grammaticalisation of
the distinction between making statements and referring to things, he suggests that
a language without such a distinction could fulfil the necessary communicative
functions equally efficiently. To this end, he defines a hypothetical *“Uniformi-
tarian” language without distinct syntactic categories. However, he goes on (o
claim that such languages do not exist, and proposes an evolutionary explanation
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for their absence; whereas in actual fact Tagalog and Riau Indonesian appear to
provide two real examples of his hypothesised “Uniformitarian™ language.

Riau Indonesian is the dialect of Malay/Indonesian spoken in informal situations
by the inhabitants of Riau province in east central Sumatra. It is one of a wide range
of colloquial varicties of Malay/Indonesian which are not mutually intelligible
and which aiso differ substantially from the standardised versions of Malay and
Indonesian that many gencral linguists have a passing familiarity with. Work in
progress suggests that the characterisation of Riau Indonesian as a Type 1° lan-
guage holds true, mutatis mutandis, for most or all of the colloquial varieties of Ma-
lay/Indonesian, including Kuala Lumpur Malay, which is the specific dialect of ex-
ample (2) above.

The $%S° expressions in Riau Indonesian may be further classified with regard to
their linear order in relationship to their heads. Whereas the forms in (4a-0) obliga-
torily precede their head S”s, those in (4p-u) invariably follow it. Only the forms
in (4v—x) may occur either before or after their head $%s.

One may now go back to Types 2 and 3 and ask what syntactic category property
words belong to in these languages. Within each type, therec are two possibilities:
either property words group with activity words, as $%s in Type 2 or S"s in Type 3,
or else they group with thing words, as S%S"s in Type 2 or S%S"s in Type 3. Ac-
cordingly, in the former case property words are VPs, while in the latter case they
are NPs. These two possibilities thus yield a well-known typology, usually re-
ferred to as governing whether “adjectives are verby or nouny”—see Wetzer
(1992, 1996) and Stassen (1997) for discussion. Of course, in addition to these
two basic possibilitics there is a third intermediate possibility, in accordance with
which some property words group with activity words while others group with
thing words.

In many languages, these two categories, S%/S° and $'/S', may turn out to be co-
extensive. In general, there is no reason why intensionally distinct categories
should not be extensionally equivalent. An abbreviatory notation may be intro-
duced which will provide a unitary name for a set of coextensive categories—by
collapsing the similar symbols and listing the distinct indices. Thus, for example,
in instead of saying that in Type 4 languages, AdvPs are S%S° and S'/S', one may
say, simply. that they are S°'/8°".

As in the preceding case, these two categories, (S%5°)/(S%S') and (§'/8')/(8%8'), are
coextensive, and can accordingly be abbreviated as ($°'/$*)(S%S").
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When can a language have adjectives?
An implicational universal

Jan Rijkhoff

1. Introduction®

Data from a representative sample of the world’s languages indicate that adjectives
only occur in languages in which the numeral is in a direct construction with a noun
(that is, the numeral does not occur with a sortal classifier), but not vice versa. In
my sample Hmong Njua is the only counterexample, but I will show that Hmong
Njua classifiers have assumed other functions and that the language has developed
some kind of regular number marking (which is unusual for a classifier language).
This suggests that Hmong Njua does not use the kind of noun that is commonly
employed in a classifier language. Ultimately | will argue that the occurrence of ad-
jectives as a major word class is not so much related to the absence of classifiers,
but rather depends on a semantic property of the nouns in that language. A language
can only have adjectives if the nouns in that language are lexically specified for the
feature [+Shape], which means that the properties that are designated by these nouns
are characterised as having a spatial boundary.

2. Parts-of-speech systems

It is generally acknowledged that not every language has a distinct class of adjec-
tives (cf. Dixon 1982; Pustet 1989; Bhat 1994; Wetzer 1996; Stassen 1997). This
can be due to two reasons: either the language does not clearly distinguish between
adjectives and members of other major word classes (verbs, nouns) or the language
simply lacks a distinct class of adjectives, in which case other means are used to
express adjectival notions (like a relative clause headed by a stative verb or an ad-
nominal NP headed by an abstract noun). This is clearly shown in the typology of
parts-of-speech systems proposed by Hengeveld (1992).
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1 VIN/A
Flexible
2 \Y N/A
3 \Y N A
Specialised 4 \% N -
5 \% - -

Figure /. Parts-of-speech systems (based on Hengeveld 1992: 69)

Hengeveld’s classification actually has seven types, because it also includes (man-
ner) adverbs. Since adverbs are irrelevant in the present context I have collapsed
three of Hengeveld’s types (V-N-A/ADV, V-N-A-ADV, V-N-A) into one (Type
3: V-N-A) in Figure 1. In defining the word classes Hengeveld took as the starting
point the function of a content word (“predicate”) in a linguistic expression
(Hengeveld 1992: 58):

A verbal predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being taken,
has a predicative use only.

A nominal predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being taken,
can be used as the head of a term.

An adjectival predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being
taken, can be used as a modifier of a nominal head.

An adverbial predicate is a predicate which, without further measures being
taken, can be used as a modifier of a non-nominal head.

In certain languages some or all of the functions mentioned above are clearly dis-
tributed over distinct, non-overlapping groups of predicates (specialised languages;
Types 3, 4, and 5); in other languages some or all of these functions can be per-
formed by the same group of predicates (flexible languages; Types 1 and 2).

Samoan is an example of a language with extremely flexible predicates, since
“[a]lmost any part of speech can be used as any other part of speech” (Churchward
1951: 126). Consider also the following citation from Mosel—Hovdhaugen (1992:
717, 73, 74):

Many, perhaps the majority of, roots can be found in the function of verb phrase
and noun phrase nuclei and are, accordingly, classified as nouns and as verbs.
... This does not mean that a noun can be used as a verb or a verb as a noun or
that we have two homophonous words, one being a noun and the other being a
verb. Rather, it means that in Samoan the categorization of full words is not
given a priori in the lexicon. It is only their actual occurrence in a particular en-
vironment which gives them the status of a verb or a noun. ... What is given in
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the lexicon, is not a particular word class assignment, but the potential to be
used in certain syntactic environments as a noun or a verb.'

Although certain full words seem to be used more as verb or more as a NP nu-
cleus for semantic reasons, there are no lexical or grammatical constraints on
why a particular word cannot be used in the one or the other function.

Most Samoan equivalents of English adjectives, particularly the typical ones,
are full words which function not only as attributes, but also as a noun or verb
phrase nucleus, for example, lelei “(be) good”, leaga *(be) bad”; and con-
versely, all full words which function as noun and verb phrase nucleus can also
be used as attributive modifiers.’

Thus, it is basically the presence of non-lexical elements that indicates what particu-
lar function such predicates fulfil. If a flexible predicate serves as the head of the
clause, it will typically combine with tense/aspect/mood (TAM) particles; if it
serves as the head of the term it will appear with an article, a preposition, etc.

Whereas Samoan has a single class of lexemes whose members combine the pro-
totypical functions of verb, noun and adjective (V/N/A), the Australian language
Ngiyambaa is said to have two major word classes: verbs and so-called “nominals”
(i.e. V-N/A; Donaldson 1980: 68). The class of nominals includes nouns as well as
lexemes that would be translated as adjectives in English. Although there is a mor-
phological difference in that only a subclass of lexemes of the N/A type permits
reduplication, this is attributed to ontological rather than linguistic factors (Donald-
son 1980: 70-71):

Semantically, nominals are divided into two groups; those which are not sub-
ject to productive reduplication and those which are. When rejecting a redupli-
cated version of a nominal which cannot be reduplicated, Eliza Kennedy [a na-
tive speaker informant—JR] would explain: “Either it is that, or it isn’t.” It
was therefore nonsensical to reduplicate, which is equivalent to prefacing the
form with ‘more-or-less’ or ‘somewhat’. Thus *miri-miri was rejected, because
one cannot have a ‘more-or-less dog’, while gi:dja-gi djan ‘more-or-less green,
greenish’ is an acceptable form.

Nominals which do not reduplicate are normally translated by English nouns,
and those which do undergo reduplication are normally translated by adjectives.
The possibility of productive reduplication could be advanced as a formal crite-
rion for similarly dividing Ngiyambaa nominals into two sub-classes, noun and
adjective. But in Ngiyambaa there are no known further differences, morpho-
logical or syntactic, as between non-reduplicating and reduplicating nominals.
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Syntactically, for instance, any nominal which can be a constituent of part of a
NP can also be the sole representative of a NP ... gi-djan may translate as either
‘green’ or ‘(a/the) green one’. To introduce the term ‘noun’ and ‘adjective’ as
synonyms for ‘non-reduplicating’ and ‘reduplicating’ would serve no descrip-
tive purpose elsewhere in the grammar.

Dutch, on the other hand, does have a distinct class of adjectives according to
Hengeveld’s definition. Consider the following examples:’

{8 een  grooty  huisy
a big house
‘a big ho