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In doing this book my intention was to interest people in my vision of things which
is indissolubly allied to the style in which it is expressed. ... I have attended to it
conscientiously with the hope of being entertaining or at least not insufferably
boring to my readers. I cannot sufficiently insist upon the truth, that when I
sit down to write my intentions are always blameless, however deplorable the
ultimate effect of the act may turn out to be.

Joseph Conrad,
preliminary note to Chance, 1920

to without whom this work would be FECkless
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Preface

The provisional title for this work was ‘A representational grammar of English’. A
title including ‘representational grammar’ is doubly tautological, but not harm-
fully so, I suggest. Grammarians try to provide representations of the linguistic
representations whereby language users attempt to represent their perceptions
and conceptualizations. The expression ‘representational grammar’ is perhaps
particularly appropriate, however, in characterizing the grammar I shall try to
present here, in that contemplation of the title may contribute to an understand-
ing of why any grammar, and particularly this one, necessarily fails in formulating
‘rules’, or achieving exhaustiveness or homogeneity. The individual experiences
and skills and intentions of the users of the ‘same language’, together with what
they on any particular occasion want to mean, differentiate their internal rep-
resentations of the language concerned. The present grammar acknowledges this
situation and the limits it imposes on the grammarian’s formulations as well as
the light it throws on linguistic structure. Language attempts to represent the sub-
stance of our variable perception and cognition.

This description and the subtitle of the present work — A Grammar of English:
The Consequences of a Substance-based View — might suggest a lot of overlap with
the author’s trilogy of 2011, given the latter’s overall title of The Substance of Lan-
guage. However, the individual volumes of that trilogy focus on different aspects
of language and each deals with a diversity of specific issues, involving different
linguistic components and a range of languages. The present work introduces a
radical development of the same particular substantive view of linguistic struc-
ture, but as applied to the description of crucial aspects of all the components of
the grammar of a particular language, English. In particular, the basic status of
the lexicon is emphasized here; and where there are overlaps between the two
works, as with the treatment of periphrases, the present account offers inno-
vations that strengthen the substance-based view. This is a view that has been
developed over the last few decades, though it depends intimately on the main
tradition in the history of linguistic theorizing, as it evolved over the centuries
preceding the twentieth.

This is not to deny but rather to hope that the account of the view offered
here has also benefited from the structuralist tradition of the twentieth century,
in explicitness and graphicness of expression, in particular. However, contrary
to the most extreme structuralists, intent on establishing the independence of
linguistic structure from other cognitive capacities, and even its autonomy, the
present book envisages languages as cultural artefacts constructed by these
(other) capacities, using, for the physical implementation of manifestations of

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-203
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linguistic representations, physiological characteristics that have developed
independently of language.

The assumption is that each learner has to construct such an artefact anew
on the basis of tokens they are exposed to, and by implementation via the same
linguistically-non-specific capacities. So that, for instance, what is universal in
language is a reflection of what is universal in our perceptions and conceptual-
izations. And these artefacts that we call languages enable us to express, with
varying success, our perceptions and conceptualizations, universal and particu-
lar, in a communicable form, in the first instance by implementation as speech.
And, in attempting to understand speech and its parasitical alternatives we rely
on knowledge of this artefact to feed our understanding (or misunderstanding).

This expressive, or representational, role has had a profound effect on the
structure of language, so that in order to understand that structure and how it
is learned and employed it is necessary to acknowledge, with the main pre-
structuralist tradition in linguistics, that the classes of linguistic units at all levels
have an extra-linguistic basis. To that extent the lexical and syntactic representa-
tions, in particular, can be said to be iconic with respect to cognition; but they
themselves also supply structure to what, if abstract, is being iconized; iconization
is active.

Classes of phonological segments and prosodies embody the ‘grammatical-
ization’ of our perception of sounds, and classes of words the ‘grammaticaliza-
tion’ of cognitive distinctions. What is meant here by ‘grammaticalization’ is the
adaptation of extra-linguistic mental/perceptual properties to form part of the
complex constructed representational system we call language; that is the only
sense of ‘grammaticalization’ I shall invoke. The grammaticalizations of concep-
tualization and sound perception are united in the sign and in the sentence. And,
as already suggested, language makes possible the eventual embodiment and
transmission of an approximation of the intricacies of our cognition in terms of
a medium that can be perceived directly. In doing so, however, it shapes our per-
ceptions and conceptualizations. The relationship is reciprocal, and not easily
disentangled, given that language is the major means of embodying thought.

The present account of English grammar draws on my own experience of the
use of the language and, to an extent difficult to calculate, on previous attempts
to come to grips with its form and substance, as well as, to a lesser extent, with
accounts of other languages, particularly ones I am myself familiar with. I have
occasionally drawn illustrative extracts from the fictional work in Modern English
that I have been reading while the book was in preparation or which I had read
in the past. As well as typically providing instances of coherent discourses, these
works often have the added advantage over many text types that such creative
work can give an insight into the possibilities of the language, beyond what are
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commonly attested. A simple illustration of this is Thackeray’s happy revival or
re-invention of inhausting in A Little Dinner at Timmins’s (published along with
Hoggarty Diamond [Smith Elder, 1873], p. 137): ‘And she imitated the gurgling
noise performed by the Doctor while inhausting his soup, in such a funny way,
that Fitz saw inviting him was out of the question.’ This is particularly important
in illustrating that we are not dealing simply with predictable automata.

Similarly, Edith Wharton has supplied me with a questioned ordinal conge-
ner to many — in ‘The how-many-eth dinner did that make this winter?’ (Twilight
Sleep [Library of America edn.], p. 551) — useful in affective and other contexts
(though jocular in origin). Reading Willa Cather has revived sensuosity for me
(‘Eric Hermannson’s Soul’, Part II). And I am further grateful to Thackeray again
for reminding me of the verb darkle, which in his usage is an apparently paradox-
ical blend of sparkle and dark, as well as a back-formation from darkling: ‘... the
chapel is lighted, and Founder’s Tomb, with its grotesque carvings, monsters,
heraldry, darkles and shines with the most wonderful shadows and lights’ (The
Newcomes, vol. II, Chapter XXXVII). Such illustrations also bring along with them
an accessible context, lacking with many types of corpora.

Many of the quotations I deploy are from texts emanating from the Victorian
and Edwardian eras, and even earlier; but they indicate the continuing possi-
bilities offered by the language. So do present developments in usage, as illus-
trated by recent (to my knowledge) negative verbs such as uninvite, unfollow and
unfriend, all plausibly back-formations from -ed forms (though in sense the last
of these is closer to the noun, or befriended), or de-platform. These also reflect
(negative) cultural attitudes, of course. On the other hand, the more empathetic
unroost, as in Smollett’s Peregrine Pickle, Chapter XCV, ... he ... betook himself
to rest, that he might be able to unroost with the cock’, is, I think, obsolete, figu-
rative or not, as is unclose (as in Radcliffe’s ‘She ... unclosed its outer door’ (The
Mysteries of Udolpho (Folio edn., p. 361). At this point I should acknowledge that
I cannot list Laurence Sterne’s endless innovations.

These quotations also serve as a counter-balance to the many innovations
introduced by user incompetence and spread by the vagaries of fashion. Histo-
rians of language often underestimate the role in language change of what even
their perpetrators perhaps regarded as errors.

As well as anticipating in this way what I hope the reader will find in these
pages, I should also be frank about what one will not find, and about other
assumptions that have not been made in its formation. I have already intended
to indicate that there is no non-trivial place for current views of ‘biolinguistics’ in
what follows; indeed, this is assumed to be close to being a non-subject, but the
reader should be apprised of other ‘absences’ than any biolinguistic assumptions
beyond human ‘language-readiness’ — the subject of ‘bio-pre-linguistics’?
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Thus, the grammar presented here is also not based on any electronic corpus
or corpora, which is/are composed of dead utterances and, in the absence of
further interaction with the language users involved, of little or no help in explor-
ing the substantive basis of language. The term ‘corpus’ is apt: as far as the inter-
ests of the present account are concerned, i.e. in the representational role of
language, a linguistic corpus is simply a graveyard of possibly defective linguistic
corpses — indeed, typically of the dead, shed skins of utterances, often ill-formed.
Whereas the study of language conceived of here concerns itself with particular
mental activities and their contribution to actual articulation, perception, and
interaction. Grammar itself is concerned with the mental constructs that enable
the latter activities. Studies of ‘usage’ do not give us access to these, popular as
such ‘research’ is, particularly in the age of readily available packaged (mis-)
information, and of ‘researchers’ who are encouraged to be more interested in
their careers than in competence in their discipline.

Nor is the present grammar claimed to be ‘scientific’. It seems to me irrespon-
sible to apply this term to disciplines that cannot fulfil the requirements of scien-
tific method, disciplines such as grammar. The subject matter of these disciplines
is only partially accessible, at most, to scientific methodology, particularly as
regards falsifiability. This does not mean that work in at least some of the areas
concerned cannot be evaluated, but only in terms of general requirements such
as explicitness, coherence, elucidation, and generalization or connectedness,
difficult enough to attain or even approach; the demands of devoted Popperistas
just cannot be fully satisfied, but studies in these areas can indeed constitute
‘disciplines’. And the ultimate unknowability of the material of such disciplines
is of a different order from the admitted mutability of science.

Thus, to speak of ‘linguistic science’ or, partially ducking, or, rather, further
complicating, the issue, ‘language sciences’, is to dress the study of language in
borrowed, or rather stolen, clothes. There are no ‘soft sciences’; and an ‘expert’
in economics or sociology or politics (!) is not ‘expert’ in the sense that a phys-
icist might be. To some, this might seem to be ‘merely’ a terminological issue,
a quibble - or even ‘cranky’ (a term typically used by those lacking arguments
for their own unquestioned viewpoints); to others of us it involves an attempt at
honest discrimination.

More specifically (and as implied above), the present work does not partic-
ipate in any of the various recent mutations of M. Meillet’s wild goose chase (or
was it the pink chimaera that is the goal? — nobody seems to agree), nor has it
invested in the ‘construction’ industry, nor the (for me) tautological ‘cognitive
grammar’ or the oxymoronic ‘formal semantics’. More positively, I have benefit-
ted, to an extent I cannot exaggerate (no matter how badly reflected in my own
thinking and writing this might be), from an array of inspiring teachers, particu-
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larly Michael Halliday, John Lyons, and John Sinclair, who also introduced me to
the work of giants of the past, from Firth to Hjelmslev to Saussure and beyond.
The periods of being taught by Rodney Huddleston, Bob Dixon, and Peter Lade-
foged were much too short, alas.

Chapter 1 outlines the basic assumptions, and their consequences of a
substance-based grammar. The first few chapters of Part I of the work continue to
spell out more carefully the consequences for syntax and phonology of a view of
language as representational — indeed as a set of re-representations of one kind
of structure as another representation that includes further structural dimen-
sions. These cumulative re-representations progressively acquire properties, such
as linearization and other dimensions to do with the perception of sound, that
bring them closer to correlation with physical perceptibility and the production
of sound. The preceding formulation describes re-representation from the point
of view of the speaker. Conversely, from the point of view of parsing, these per-
ceptual representations are progressively re-represented as structures capable of
meaningful interpretation. This is not a claim that production or comprehension
of parts of discourses may not proceed at different paces, thus at different stages
of re-representation. And many specific re-representational relations may be
stored, as, most notoriously, with clichés.

The main text of the work is concerned with laying out the implications of
such a view for the character of linguistic structure, as exemplified by English.
It falls into four Parts, grouped into two books, titled respectively ‘Categories’ and
‘Structures’, of which the present volume is the first.

With a focus on their componentiality and their bases in mental substance, Part
I, ‘Parts of Speech’, in this first volume introduces the basic categories of each com-
ponent — phonology, lexicon (including morphology) and syntax — of the grammar,
and the interfaces that hold between each pair of the grammatical components.
Analogies and dis-analogies between the syntactic and phonological planes are
investigated and motivated, culminating in the analogy of ‘parts of speech’ and the
dis-analogy associated with the absence of ‘functional’ parts of speech in phonol-
ogy. The parts of speech are basic lexical categories that are the site of different
associative contrasts, i.e. polysystemicity, and of structure-building valencies.

Part II, ‘Modes of Signification’, looks at so-called derivational relations
in the lexicon, and the differences in mode of signification that are associated
with words related by morphologically marked signs, or signs that are related
by ‘conversion’. Differences in mode are often associated with a figurative rela-
tion, particularly metonymy and metaphor. All such differences in signification
are associated with the fact that particular modes, such as ‘entity’ vs. ‘event’, are
associated with the semantic, i.e. substantive, differences among the parts of
speech.
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Part I1I, in Book 2, examines the nature of the lexicon generally and its inter-
nal interfaces (involving especially morphology), as well as, crucially, its inter-
faces with phonology and syntax. As the lexicon is the basic component of the
grammatr, the role of entries, signs, in the lexicon, and especially the valencies
assigned to these are essential to the construction, at the lexicosyntactic inter-
face, of the complex syntactic structures explored in more detail in Part IV. That
Part and the Grammar conclude with representations that seek to include all the
modules of the grammar — though not exhaustively, of course.

In the interest of continuity of focus, this account does not attempt to confront
the framework that is developed and exemplified here with alternative views of
linguistic structure or alternative analyses of particular phenomena, or with the
history of the relationship between the present framework and such recent or
contemporary alternatives, or indeed with precursors.

This is partly remedied, I trust, by the Commentary that follows the text of
each book — whose comments are keyed to particular chapters — in particular by
virtue of the references to further reading and presentation of alternative views of
particular phenomena and examples. Indeed, the provision of these references is
perhaps the main function of the Commentary, though it also fills in some back-
ground, some analytic details, and/or alternative interpretations within the same
framework. It is my intention that the text can be read without reference to the
Commentary — though I may have failed in this at some points.

On the other hand, the Commentaries are by no means ‘optional extras’; they
complement the main journey of exploration of the the grammar of English, and
are part of the more inclusive picture. One small indication of this integration is
the numbering of Tables and Figures, indicated by Roman capitals, which may
occur in the main text or the Commentary: the sequence of numbers reflects
the chapter, main text or commentary thereon, and not the page number. Thus
a Commentary Table referring to even an early chapter will have a much later
looking page location.

In order again not to interrupt the exposition in the main text, this is itself
also devoid of bibliographical references. Further, with the same motivation,
there is no sectionalization within the chapters, which are anyway rather short.
Instead, each chapter is preceded by a contents list of what I see as the main
topics to be covered in that chapter.

Remaining clutter, as well as omissions and inappropriate commissions, is
the fault of the author alone. I am happy to acknowledge, however — whatever
they might feel about it - the many improvements in the content and exposition
of the present book that resulted from many discussions and other communica-
tions with Fran Colman and with Roger Bohm (not to mention their own publica-
tions), the latter of whom also did his best to tame my ‘wild trees’ (several times)
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and provided crucial help in preparing the final version. They do not necessarily
agree with what I have to say, and, as usual, I shall no doubt regret those sug-
gestions of theirs I have neglected — never lightly done, given their scholarship.
Some comments of Bohm, however, suggest that the following final admissions
of mine might be useful to the prospective reader.

I labelled earlier partial drafts of the work as ‘introductory’. But this was,
perhaps unrealistically, not meant to be interpreted as suggesting that the work
should be confused with anything resembling a textbook, or a first introduction
to English grammar. No-one who embarks on reading it will labour under any
such misapprehensions for long. The work offers an introduction to an approach
to English grammar in the context of a presumed knowledge of common lin-
guistic concepts and indeed a familiarity with those appealed to in grammars of
English, ancient and modern. And in the interests of achieving a fairly compre-
hensive coverage of important concepts in a modest compass, the presentation
is succinct, though intentionally repetitive, and often dense, though I hope not
perversely obscure, but maybe even stimulating — though I cannot hope to be,
with Conrad, ‘entertaining’. However, judgment of soporificness, bafflement, and
the like I leave, of course, to the reader.

At any rate, it will be apparent that I have dropped the ‘introductory’ epithet
(thank you, Roger), at the minor cost of not thereby flagging up the intentional
failure of the work to engage extensively with alternative views of the nature of
grammar. This work, moreover, is far from being comprehensive in detailed cover-
age. Comprehensiveness is indeed not aimed at, since anyway it is an impossible
target; but the work is intended to deal with what I see as the essential topics to be
addressed in the area of English grammar in the light of the overall assumptions
adopted above, especially those aspects that provide a range of tests of the adequacy
and even advantages of these assumptions. In approaching this goal, the exposition
is cumulative, such that topics recur and are developed throughout the book; the
presentation itself is re-representational. This too makes it quite unsuitable as a ref-
erence grammar — and more so as ‘introductory’. It represents a conceptual journey
in which the encounter with fresh concepts inspired by particular phenomena often
leads to a re-evaluation of conclusions reached at earlier stages in the journey.

This is perhaps an appropriate point at which to acknowledge the help, enthu-
siasm, and patience of those who facilitated the latter stages in the ‘journey’, my
editors at de Gruyter, Birgit Sievert and Barbara Karlson, and their colleagues,
whose contribution has been invaluable. Roger Bohm also prepared the text for
type-setting and participated extensively in proof-reading.

This conceptual journey is not an attempt to replicate the author’s research
programme, but a progressive deconstruction of aspects introduced in unana-
lysed form the understanding of whose internal structure depends on the devel-
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opment of related aspects. It is thus not possible, before the journey is completed,
to describe in any helpful way what the work is about, other than an English
grammar in the context of, and as a test of, the assumptions mentioned above.

And, as always, the work itself constitutes simply a stage in an ongoing
journey in research, but one whose presentation here I hope has some coherence.
[ hope too that the present work is representational in another sense, as a distinc-
tive representative of grammars of English, though there cannot be the grammar
of English. Another hope is that, though this work is not aimed at learners of
English, it may be of some help, even illumination, to some of those responsible
for the teaching of English.

I think that the attempt to write such a work as I’'ve anticipated here is timely,
however speculative it must remain at this point. We are reaching the (dead) end
of the structuralist era in linguistics, particularly of the extreme form manifested
in the development in North America of what started as the ‘transformational
revolution’ and in various forms (not necessarily sympathetic to what evolved
directly from the ‘revolution’) has dominated the last 50+ years in linguistics,
much of it devoted to avoiding the consequences of adoption of the ‘transforma-
tion’, the first false step. My hope is that we are entering a post-structuralist era
where grammarians can benefit from what insights emerged from various struc-
turalist endeavours, while rejecting the central assumption of the latter-day tra-
dition that syntax can and should be studied and understood independently of
meaning. I find this assumption demeaning of my, and anybody else’s, humanity.
The invention of language, including syntax, was a wonderful achievement, and
our capacity to use it creatively and load it with meaning continues to astonish
and delight me. Certainly, language can also be a vehicle for obfuscation, and
for even more dangerous practices. But this is all the more reason to interest our-
selves in trying to understand how it works as a whole.

The present work, of course, draws on some European structuralist concepts,
particularly in acknowledging the importance of contrastivity, (poly)systemicity,
relationality, and planar distinctions. And, among the components of the struc-
turalist legacy, the dichotomy between synchrony and diachrony, for instance,
though it has sometimes proved difficult for scholars to discern, is concep-
tually unavoidable. And I endeavour in this book to deal with what are for me
present-day structures, while acknowledging that my present is no doubt almost
as out-of-date as a brand-new computer, and not monolithic. But from time to
time I shall refer to historical developments that I think illuminate present-day
phenomena, without attributing these diachronic mutations to the structure of
present-day English. The explanatory status of history is apparent in relation,
for instance, to the character of the morphological alternations exhibited by der-
ivationally related words — but this situation does not warrant recourse to the
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epochal confusion of including past changes in accounts of allegedly synchronic
‘generative phonology’.

My rejection of the ‘autonomy’ assumption, particularly as applied to syntax,
isindeed not novel, but such a viewpoint has had little impact on most recent work
on language. But it now seems to me, and (encouragingly) to others, to be becom-
ing urgent to escape from the sterile and underconstrained proliferation within
present-day structuralism of attempts at autonomous explanations, whether or
not based on electronic corpora, of both phonological and syntactic phenomena,
in particular — though this attitude also spread to ‘morphology’, once the exist-
ence of this last was re-acknowledged, or rather very partially re-discovered. It is
only a pity that not more of the traditional wheels of the mechanism of earlier
research on language have been ‘reinvented’ of late.

John M. Anderson
Methoni Messinias (Greece), February 2021
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Chapter1
Representation

language as (re-)representational — signs — exponence — words and segments — planes and
substance — sense and denotation - reference - ‘notional grammar’ — prototypicality and
conversion — figurativeness — groundedness and grammaticalization — structural analogies
and non-analogies between the planes — perceptual basis of both syntax and phonology

Language is representational. It enables us to represent our cognition in such a
way as to allow it to be approximately conceived by others. What is transmitted
is conveyed by sound, or a graphic or signing ‘equivalent’ of it. And, from the
point of view of speakers, physical sound serves to implement, via our articu-
latory organs, a mental representation of what we hear as sound. But, from this
‘production’ point of view, the mental representation of sound is merely the final
representation in a series of cumulative representations that transforms a rep-
resentation of cognition into a representation that can be implemented in phys-
ical sound. For the hearer the transformation is reversed. More precisely, then,
language is re-representational. It moves between representations that link,
cumulatively in either direction, the representation of cognition with the rep-
resentation of our perception of speech sounds. Hearer-based re-representation
involves interpretation; speaker-based re-representation involves realization.
The transformation effected by re-representation is gradual and cumulative,
not mutative or substitutional. Thus, again from the point of view of the speaker,
the representation of cognition progressively acquires representational properties
(involving linearization and phonicization, for instance) that facilitate an eventual
re-representation in terms that can be mapped on to distinctions in perceived sound.
And particular stages in re-representation are not strictly ordered in practice, in real
time. So that the hearer may be constructing parts of more abstract representations
(semantic categorization, for instance) while still completing the phonological
representation of what will be implemented as an utterance — which may indeed
remain incomplete. Different levels of representation may be processed in parallel.
The general direction in re-representation, however, is determined for the
speaker by the acquisition of expressional properties that move closer to the pos-
sibility of physical implementation. These properties are acquired as follows, on
the basis of information concerning linguistic items and their denotata stored in
the lexicon, as well as awareness of context.
(a) unification of the signified categorizations of individual lexical items, or
signs, with their colligational possibilities, or valencies, into a hierarchical
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representation of a cognitive scene — giving a syntactic configuration that is
appropriate to the context;

(b) linearization of the elements in the configuration provided by (a) represent-
ing that scene — giving a word order;

(c) phonically realizable re-representation of the elements in the signifying rep-
resentation, based on lexical information and (a) and (b) — giving a predica-
tional phonology.

A well-formed ‘configuration’ resulting from (a) is a predication that the speaker
constitutes as a particular speech act type or mood. The formulation in (a)
already suggests the crucial role of the lexicon in the construction of structure, as
well as in connecting it with extra-linguistic knowledge.

The re-representation in (c), moving from some form of representation of
cognitive scenes to representation of the units in these scenes as combinations
of elements representing perception of sounds, is a crucial one, to which I shall
return in a moment. However, all these preceding representations are built up of
grammatical properties, like linearization, that are themselves also grammatical-
izations of other aspects of cognition, of language-external mental substance —
in the case of linearization, of our perception of time. By grammaticalization I
understand simply ‘adaptation for use in grammar’. Linguistic structure is perva-
sively substantively based. The use of the term ‘substance’ is not meant to imply
that the relevant mental domains necessarily lack non-linguistic structuring. Lan-
guage (re-)structures such domains in a form that is suitable for re-representation
and ultimate implementation.

The item walk represents an element in a mental scene, but in order for it to
be communicated, this element must be associated with a representation that can
be realized as sound - or, as on this page, a graphic ‘equivalent’. This associa-
tion between a cognitively-based representation, i.e. embodying the meaning and
valency of the element, and its re-representation as immediately perceptually-
based elements, i.e. perceived sounds, identifies a sign. And a sign, here a minimal
sign such as is abbreviated here orthographically by walk, is stored in our mental
lexicons: lexical signs embody a stored lexicon-internal re-representation, whereas
re-representation as intonation, though also involving sound, may take place in
the syntax, along with configurational unification based on valency, and lineariza-
tion of individual signs. Some lexical signs may be complex, in showing the kind of
internal structure otherwise associated with syntactically expressed signs. These
may constitute idioms, with non-compositional meaning, as with one interpre-
tation of She’s walking a tightrope. At this point, however, we’re principally con-
cerned with minimal signs. The substantively distinguished elements associated
as a sign are its poles.
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The relationship between the poles of the sign is, like other re-representations,
necessarily asymmetrical; the re-representation is determined by the input rep-
resentation, not vice versa. Thus, in linearizing a configuration of categories, or
predication, that represents a scene, this configuration and these categories are
independent of the sequencing they determine. Contrary-wise, in interpreting
a sequence of lexical items as a particular configuration of categories, it is the
sequence and intonation, influenced by the context, that are the determinants —
though the expression may be ambivalent, as in I meant the man you know left
at twelve. More generally, the contrarily oriented re-representations need not be
‘mirror-images’. But the minimal-sign-internal re-representation is particularly
drastic, in associating the phonically-based with what is general-cognitively-
based. The pole of cognitive content or signification is said to be expounded by
the signifier pole of phonological realization, or expression.

One reflection of the asymmetry of exponence is illustrated by my talking
above of the ‘meaning’ (singular) and ‘sounds’ (plural) associated with the rep-
resentation of an element in a scene, or sign. There is normally no one-to-one rela-
tionship between a meaning and a particular perceived sound — as there is with,
say, a cry of pain. A meaning in language is almost always associated with a col-
lection, or arrangement, of sounds rather than an indivisible unit. The expression
of the sign is articulated into smaller units in its entry in the lexicon, particularly
the set of minimal sequential elements that are manifested as segments — though
we should not fail to acknowledge ultimately suprasegmental elements (as in
systems of ‘harmony’), associated with more complex units. This is one part of
what has been called the ‘double-articulation’ of language.

Thus, the expression pole of a meaningful element, or sign, is articulated
as a combination of elements that can — in another, very different sense — be
‘articulated’, at the periphery of grammar with non-grammar, as a physical sound
sequence. But there is another language-internal articulation like the articulation
of signs as phonological elements, that of the representation for a scene into its
sign elements, as in (1).

(1) Iwalk to the surgery

The articulation, or syntax, of the signs in (1) is also partly determined, but indi-
rectly, in the lexicon. Associated in the lexicon with the content pole of each of
the elements in (1) is a categorization, including valency, that determines the
place of the element in the syntactic articulation superficially expressed in (1).
This categorization is the grammaticalization of recurrent aspects of cognition;
they are part of the meaning of the pole.
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One can differentiate two correlated aspects of meaning (or signification),
sense and denotation. The former is defined by the logical relations of a sign
with other signs (antonymy etc.), the latter with the relation of the sign to a set
of extra-grammatical conceived phenomena whose identifying properties corre-
late with the sense relations that characterize the sign. Each sign also accrues to
itself encyclopaedic knowledge concerning the denotata of the sign, beyond their
defining attributes. As we shall see, this kind of knowledge, concerns particularly
the individual identified by a name.

The smallest syntactic unit is the word; it is the syntactic manifestation of
the content pole of a minimal sign such as walk. And construction of syntax for-
mulates how words can combine to form successively more complex signs. Thus
walk in (1) is in content an action sign that, as the relational centre of the rep-
resentation of a cognitive scene, can be associated with, among other things,
a self-propelling agent, as well as possibly a goal, though this implies another,
more complex verb walk, involving actionality with directionality. Normally in
English the agent is expressed to the left of the verb, here the word associated
with the sign I, and any goal to its right. In (1) the goal is expressed, as is typical,
by to and its accompanying reference-point (the surgery). Reference is the rela-
tion between some reference-dedicated signs and a particular extra-grammatical
individual or individuals. The sign the expresses a definite reference —i.e. to a ref-
erent that the speaker assumes is identifiable by the addressee. A referential sign
in turn is, as here, typically, but not necessarily, accompanied by a sign denoting
a set of entities, surgery in our example, whose content helps in the identification
of the referent. These sign-content categorizations are given in the lexicon, and
their consequences for the articulation of the scene described by (1) are given
by general rules driven by these categorizations, especially the valencies. These
are the rules of syntax-building grouped together above, with configurationality
having priority. They articulate the content plane of language on the basis of
combinations of the cognitively-based categories of the content poles selected
from and supplied by the lexicon.

We can associate a similar categorization with the expression plane — where a
plane is the set of representations in the language that are constructed out of basic
elements associated with a particular extralinguistic substance, in this case what
we perceive as phonic substance, the substance of expression. Phonic substance,
as with cognitive substance, may be represented in other, non-linguistic ways, of
course; that is to say, our perceptions may be represented in various ways. We are
concerned here with the linguistically relevant categorizations of the substances.
Here I am reminding us that the labelling of these as substances is not to deny that
we are able to structure these domains in other ways than via language - though
alternative structurings obviously interact with linguistic structurings.
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The phonological categorizations partly determine the sequence of the col-
lection of sounds provided by lexical entries: there are phonological rules of
sequencing within the groupings of segments that constitute syllables, in particu-
lar. Thus the central element in the phonological expression of walk is a vowel, a
sound with maximum inherent perceptual salience, or sonority; and, as such, it
occupies the centre or peak of the monosyllable that in this case constitutes the
phonic expression of the sign. The non-vowels, of reduced sonority, are relegated
to the periphery. And further positionings, involving consonant clusters, in par-
ticular, are also determinate, though not all on the basis of relative sonority. Intra-
syllabic linearity is almost entirely determined, and need not be included in the
entries for signs in the lexicon - though it very likely will be, as a stored routine.
The sequence of syllables, or rather syllabics, in polysyllabic signs, on the other
hand, must be specified in the lexicon. The placement of syllable boundaries
depends on the interaction of onset maximization, vowel transitivity, and accent
placement, to all of which we shall return.

Again, the categorizations, in this case phonological, are included in the
lexical information associated with the sign concerned, with its lexical entry.
And the categorizations and the positionings of the categorized elements reflect
the perceptual substance that the categories represent, and indeed aspects of
their phonetic implementation outside the grammar. There are properties of the
production of speech sounds, and particularly syllables, that favour the central
positioning of vowels. Vowels, the most sonorous segment-type, occur at the peak
of the pulse of air on which the syllable is formed.

Similarly, my description above of the syntax of (1) also implies the relevance
of substance to the categorizations that determine that syntax. The verb in (1), for
instance, which labels the kind of situation being represented, is representation-
ally - though not necessarily linearly — central, and other elements, representing
components in the situation, are licensed by it and positioned relative to it. This
sensitivity to substance is associated with the representational basis of language.
The substances represented are imprinted in the forms of the representations; to
this extent the latter are iconic.

Re-representation, too, can be at least partially iconic. So that, for instance,
word order reflects aspects of configurationality: the word order of a particu-
lar language can typically be said to correlate with substantive aspects of the
configuration of categories it represents, as with the typically initial positioning
of topical elements, or in the ordering of conjuncts. The sequence of the latter
may reflect temporal order, as in She came in and sat down. Even the drastic
re-representation of exponence within the sign may involve onomatopoeia,
imprinting of the particular language’s grammaticalization of semic substance
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in the phonic expression, conditioned by the phonological resources of the lan-
guage, as in English bow-wow but Greek yaf-yaf.

We can sum up much of the preceding as in Figure I, in which the boxes are
poles of the sign, linked by the sign relation, and an articulation is associated
with both of the external interfaces of the lexicon (whose internal interfaces may
involve morphology, to which we again shall return).

syntax
content plane POLES
l I l
SIGN SIGN SIGN lexicon
| I |
expresssion plane POLES
AR A
SEGMENTS a b c i j k Xy z

Figure I: Planes, Poles, and Signs

Syntactic articulation combines poles, externally to the lexicon, whereas pho-
nological articulation analyses individual poles, internally to the lexicon, in the
first instance. The content poles contain the categories that largely determine the
articulation, or erection, of syntactic structure, and the expression poles contain
phonological categories most of which (at least) are articulated by the phonol-
ogy as linearized segments. The nature of these categorizations is the subject of
Chapter 2. We also take up, but in Part II, and particularly Part III, the place of
morphology — non-phonological word-structure — in such a schema as is pre-
sented in Figure I.

I have observed that, just as the expression plane is associated with rep-
resentation of a particular perceptual substance, so the elements of the content
plane are linguistic representations of cognitive substance. Anyone familiar with
traditional ‘notional’ grammars of the earlier twentieth century and before will
recognize such ‘notional’ definitions of the basic categories of syntax as ‘a noun
is a word that labels a thing or idea’, whereas ‘a verb tells us about an action or
state’. The qualifications ‘or idea’ and ‘or state’ illustrate some of the difficulties
that have been attributed to such definitions — and indeed they introduce the
further problem that nouns can plausibly label ‘states’ and verbs be interpreted
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as ‘ideas’. In essence it is difficult to apply these labels decisively to every word.
With many tokens of words, even apparently unproblematical ones, it is their
position that tells us which category they belong to. Contrast the walk’s of (1)
and (2).

(1) Iwalk to the surgery
(2) Tam tired after my walk

Here we have two words whose respective distributions tell us that they belong
to different categories, despite their shared form and some close-connectedness
of meaning. But this does not mean that we must abandon reference to meaning
in our definitions of syntactic categories. Indeed, such reference is essential. But
it is important to recognize that it is only certain members of a category that will
fully display the substantive properties of the class, the prototypical members;
and only they will discriminate the essential distributional properties of the class.
Their meaning determines their distribution.

Prototypical nouns are entity-denoting; the denotata of central instances
such as girl or boulder are accordingly stable and discrete, as well as concrete.
The set of denotata of nouns is, because of this particular perceptual basis, most
transparently identifiable among the word classes; the meaning of verbs is most
easily identified by their sense. These prototypical nouns establish for us what
we recognize as the distribution of nouns. But words that are substantively less
typical can be presented as nouns, and thus as constituting entities, by occupy-
ing such a noun position. Walk is not a prototypical noun; it is closer to being a
verb-prototype, as illustrated in (1). In so far as we can delimit them, its denotata
are non-stable, or dynamic, and non-discrete, or relational. It denotes an event
with at least one overt participant; in (1) two are present. The walk of (2), on the
other hand, is a derived noun, a verb converted in the lexicon into a noun; but
it retains verbal properties, so that e.g. a participant in the event may be indi-
cated, as in that example (my). This is because conversion involves building, not
replacement. In the present case the sign denotes an event viewed and presented
as an entity.

It appears that not all non-prototypical nouns are necessarily derived from
other categories, however. There are nouns such as side that are not neatly dis-
crete but relational; a side is a part of something. Moreover, we can use the cat-
egory noun to denote phenomena that are not obviously concrete entities, as
allowed for by the ‘or ideas’ of the traditional type of definition. This reflects a
crucial property of language, or rather a crucial capacity of language-users: they
can use language figuratively. Categories suitable for representing overt enti-
ties and events can be projected into domains that are not themselves overt, but
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whose properties can be conceived of in terms of such projections. And these pro-
jections enable us to structure more abstract domains in terms of entities and
events.

A simple example of this is involved in the interpretation of She enlarged
her repertoire, or the idiomatic interpretation of We’ve come a long way. More
complex, and perhaps less obvious, is the following. We can represent ‘love’ as a
non-prototypical event, as a state, and perhaps only indirectly overt. It is some-
thing that is not necessarily dynamic but something that entities, as with physical
events, can participate in, as with She loves him. It is a relational ‘state’. Or ‘love’
may be presented as a non-prototypical (relational) entity, something that can
participate in events, as in He despised her love. Here we again have a conver-
sion, And so on with even more abstract domains. Figurativeness and the flex-
ibility illustrated by love are fundamental to an understanding of the workings
of language. Figures are not merely a question of ‘ornamentation’, and indeed,
cannot be avoided, especially in subject areas where the ‘scientifically-inclined’
commonly protest that figures must be eschewed.

Largely because of this, language itself is a fundamental aid to our cognition,
rather than simply representing it passively. Of course, the projection of linguistic
categories into new domains is likely to be triggered by perceived or cognitively
reconstructed similarities between the new domain and the source domain; but
different languages do not always embody recognition of the same similarities.
Thus, to take a trivial example, the most obvious equivalent in English to the
first-person singular Greek verb ptaww (eyw), with optional first-person pronoun,
is not a simple verb form and first-person subject but copular expressions such
as It’s my fault or I'm in the wrong. The most accessible categorial representation
of the state of being ‘in the wrong’ is different in the two languages. Because of
this, cognition and language are mutually influential. And language provides us
with a vital means of giving structure — or at least an alternative, communicable
structure — to different cognitive domains. Indeed, language enables individual
thought as well as communication with others.

Both planes of language represent (different) mental substances. The sub-
stances are different but their common role in relation to language underlies the
first great analogy between the planes: they are both grounded in extra-linguistic
mental substance. Their categories grammaticalize substantive distinctions, rep-
resent them as part of one of the semiological systems we call languages; and the
distribution of the categories reflects their substance. Thus, the relationality of
both verbs and vowels is reflected in their core position in the predication or sylla-
ble; it is their presence that allows the participation of non-verbs and non-vowels
in these structures. The existence of analogies in structure is indeed the unmarked
assumption concerning the two planes. The assumption made in the preceding
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that both predications and syllables can be segmented into sequential ‘elements’
is but another aspect of this. Where possible, the same logical apparatus assigns
the same kind of structuring to the planes, based again on the perception of simi-
larities. This has been called the structural analogy assumption.

Nevertheless, we have already noted discrepancies between the planes. For
example, part of the sequencing of sounds is necessarily given in the lexical
entries, and part (especially that within the syllable) may be determined by
lexical rule; whereas the assigning of sequence to minimal signs, or words, is not
given in the lexicon but is part of the role of the interface rules linking it to the
syntactic plane. Here analogy is lacking because of the asymmetrical relation of
exponence, whereby phonology and syntax are differently oriented with respect
to the lexicon, and because of the different characters of the substances that they
grammaticalize. Concerning the latter, phonology, for instance, is more intimately
associated with direct perception and its linear character. There is less scope in
this respect for variation among languages and within individual languages.

This asymmetrical relationship between the planes is already roughly indi-
cated in Figure I, but it is made more explicit in Figure II, which provides more of
the architecture surrounding Figure 1.

SYNTAX <= projection = CONTENT POLES
| (categories)
|
exponence exponence LEXICON
PHONOLOGY -<—— projection === | EXPRESSION POLES
(sets of categories)

Figure Il: Rough Guide to the Grammar

The content, or syntactic, categories of lexical items in the lexicon are projected
into syntactic structures via the submodules in Figure I, and the expressional, or
phonological, categories are projected into phonological structures. These pro-
jections are the interfaces between lexicon and the planes, whose establishment,
particular as concerns syntax, also relies on interface with the context, linguistic
and otherwise.

Moreover, as part of their articulation, categories of the syntax can be ex-
pounded by aspects of phonological structure such as intonation; we have an
extra-lexical relation of exponence, involving also phonological interaction
between individual signs. And, within the lexicon, the content pole of a sign is a
unit in the unmarked case, but the expression pole is typically a combination of
units within the expression pole. We have, as anticipated, a second articulation
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within the expression pole into contrastive units, not in themselves meaningful.
Ultimately this reflects the difference between the two substances and their dif-
ferent roles in linguistic communication, as involving content vs. expression.

But analogy also fails where the demands made on phonology and syntax by
their extra-linguistic substances are incommensurate. In particular, the elaboration
of phonological structure is restricted by the limitations of the mode of transmission,
articulatory movements producing (hopefully) audible sounds; while the need to
express sometimes complex cognitive scenes encourages greater elaboration of struc-
ture in the syntax, and in the lexicon, some of the latter being expressed morpholog-
ically (whose role is again neglected in Figure II). In what follows we shall encounter
both analogies and discrepancies between the structures of representations on the
two planes. What is striking is the extent of analogy despite the factors disfavouring
it. Such analogies are another testimony to our capacity for figurativeness.

Content form I often refer to as ‘notionally-grounded’, as involving a ‘notional
grammar’; I thereby emphasize a certain continuity with the grammatical tradi-
tion alluded to above. However, I have adopted the label of ‘substance-based’ in
the title of the present work to emphasize the homogeneity in the status of lin-
guistic structures in general: they are all mental representations. Language is a
system of re-representations which ultimately permits the transmission (perhaps
only to oneself) of a representation of cognitive scenes as what can be realized
as phonetic events. The signs included in our mental lexicons involve the major
re-representation of exponence. The content poles of the signs are combined in
the creation of syntax according to their categorization. Likewise the articulation
of the structure of the expression pole is determined by the categorizations of the
perceived sounds that constitute the pole. These linguistic representations are
grammaticalizations of extra-linguistic properties, and their structure reflects
the demands of these properties, as embodied in the first place in the categori-
zations.

The term ‘scene’ in ‘cognitive scene’ is not inappropriate here, given that, as
we shall continually see in what follows, even abstract semantic domains are typ-
ically structured in terms familiar from perceived domains. Use of the term recog-
nizes that syntactic structure is nor merely conceptually-based but ultimately is,
as with phonological structure, as just described, specifically perceptually-based.
Perceived scenes are models for more ‘abstract’ scenes. Phonology is based on a
more restricted perceptual domain, but more directly based on it.

Because of the generality of aspects of human perception of sound and
capacities for sound-production, the categorizations of phonology form a univer-
sally available set, though selection is largely language-specific. Commonness of
aspects of perception in general also means that certain basic syntactic catego-
rizations will tend to recur, such as the verb/noun distinction. But, again, both
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variety of experience and the flexibility of the syntactic structures that are avail-
able to represent perception means that the main interest in the study of that
plane in particular is the diversity of syntactic ‘solutions’ to be found in different
instances of language(s), and the range of imagination that underlies these.

This diversity constitutes the focus of the study of our linguistic capacities,
which is necessarily a ‘humanistic’, non-deterministic enterprise. Individual
learners create their language faculty, with varying success, on the basis of their
general cognitive and perceptual endowment and of the environment they are
confronted with. Creative diversity is of far more significance for understanding
the nature of language than the instinct to communicate that creativity fulfils —
though creation, of course, is guided by imitation and learning. Linguistic knowl-
edge is knowledge of a cultural artefact and how to use it. Speakers differ in what
they know and how they use that knowledge. However, undoubtedly ‘<s>peech
was a great invention’ (H.G. Wells Brynhild, Chapter 10, §1), though this, and spe-
cifically the means of implementation, was facilitated by various prior biological
developments in the evolution of humans. And the results of these developments
continue to facilitate language learning. But the invention of language was no
doubt itself a stimulus to the development of the brain.

The succeeding chapters are concerned with one instance of this language
diversity and the varying generality of its properties, one instance of a language,
one instance that is itself diverse, Present-day English. We now begin in the chap-
ters that immediately follow to look more carefully at the nature of linguistic cat-
egorization. This is indeed the primary concern of Book 1 of this work. I call this
Book ‘Categories’, and Part I is ‘Parts of Speech’, a term traditionally restricted to
the study of syntax. The categories and structures of syntax and phonology, in
sharing basic analogies, are treated in parallel in what follows, however, wher-
ever appropriate. Part II is entitled ‘Modes of Signification’, again not a novel
notion, which introduces particularly the relationships, including morphologi-
cal, between different signs that reveal differences in the perceptions associated
with different parts of speech, possibly signalled as related.

The primary categories of syntax and phonology proposed in Part I are dis-
tinguished by their location on the perceptual dimensions in terms of which they
are classified, and out of these categories syntactic and phonological structures
are built; and in both cases this primary categorization is evidenced by both sub-
stance and distribution. In phonology the classificatory dimension has vowel at
one end and voiceless plosive at the other. Placement on the dimension is deter-
mined by how and if perceptually-based features are combined, so that phono-
logical categories intermediate between vowel and voiceless plosives typically
combine the defining features of these extremes. Parts of speech are character-
ized componentially, as will be explored in the immediately following chapters.
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Categorization is thus substantively-based, and the distribution of categories
reflects this substantive basis. And the primary categories of both planes seem
to belong to a small set the presence of some of which is pre-supposed by others.
In both planes this set is the basis for classifying the membership of the (tradi-
tional) parts of speech. However, paradoxically perhaps, application of the term
to syntax turns out to be more complex than to phonology.

In applying the term to both planes I'm invoking an equivocation in the term
‘speech’: in syntax, the term ‘part of speech’ applies to the sequentially differenti-
ated classes of basic lexical elements that linguistic representations are constructed
out of, the uépn Toil Adyov and partés orationis of Greek and Latin grammars; but
I am also applying this term ‘part of speech’ to the basic phonological elements of
‘speech’ considered as expression, or vox. The use of the same term ‘parts of speech’
to cover the same aspect of both planes, is intended to emphasize the analogies
between them, particularly the analogy of groundedness — though we shall quickly
discover where analogies break down. And, indeed, though both syntax and pho-
nology manifest parallel types of categorization, simplex combinations of the
features that define categories cannot be equated with parts of speech in syntax.
We shall find that some syntactic parts of speech — word classes with a distinctive
lexical membership — are inherently complex in their categorization; they involve
combinations of categorial feature-combinations that distinguish other parts of
speech. The distinction between simple and complex categorization seems not
to be appropriate to phonology: in phonology simplex primary category = part of
speech, apparently. But we shall eventually discover a distinction that is perhaps
analogous to what we find in syntax.

Despite disagreements on the membership of the parts of speech in syntax,
the European tradition has, throughout, numbered them as round about eight.
Lily, for instance, in his grammar of Latin (in English), distinguishes the follow-
ing, divided into two groups, a morphologically-based division dating back to
early Latin grammarians.

Declined Undeclined
Noun Adverb

Pronoun Conjunction
Verb Preposition
Participle Interjection

One thing we must confront in what follows is whether this and its bipartite divi-
sion reflects something systematic or merely an ‘accident’ of history.
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Part I of this work is thus concerned with the composition of these sets of
primary categories in phonology and syntax, and with the markedness relations
between their members. In the case of syntax we shall also look at the correlation
between parts of speech and complexity of categories. Later chapters in Part I
also look at basic aspects of the interaction of categories with other dimensions
of linguistic structure, to do with hierarchization, or configuration, and lineariza-
tion, and at the substantive basis for these dimensions as well.

Parts II-IV take up progressively more complex structural properties in both
planes, but principally, for reasons to do with their different demands on rep-
resentation, in the syntax, both in the plane and as part of the structure of lexical
items. We shall look, particularly in Part IV at those elaborations of the syntax
that permit the expression of complex cognitive scenes and of the kind of act of
speech that is involved and its relationship to the participants in the act. These
substantive requirements require structurization beyond that necessitated in the
phonology, which, rather, is limited by the physical demands of transmission.

Part II focuses only on syntactic elaborations that depend on the category-
re-representing associated with lexical ‘derivations’, which link different modes
of signifying, as with our walk form. Part III looks primarily at the exponence
of lexical derivation by morphological units or conversion. And Part IV explores
the syntactic structures that reflect a range of valency requirements. Valency,
however, will occupy us almost immediately in the chapter that now follows. And
throughout the following presentation of a view of English grammar there will
recur confirmations of the central place of the lexicon in the grammar, and in
particular of the categorizations and colligational requirements that both gram-
maticalize (parts of) cognitive scenes and account for the distributions we call
syntax. The core of syntax, as well as phonology, is in the lexicon.
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Categorization

componentiality of the word - cross-classes — notional features — valency and circumstantials —
primary vs. secondary categories — inflectional morphology —inherent vs. elective features —
componentiality of the segment — perceptual features — complements and modifiers in
phonology - structural analogy

The preceding chapter invoked substance-based categories in both planes,
such as verb and vowel, whose linguistic behaviour reflects their ground-
edness. For instance, the category that prototypically denotes an event and
provides labels for cognitive scenes, scenes which may be internally complex
and often transient (typically processes rather than states), is the verb. In
representing the core of scenes, the verb is thus prototypically relational, in
licensing a number of participants — necessary elements — and a wide range
of circumstances - contingent elements; and it is dynamic, and so associated
with the expression of tense and aspect. This last observation invites us to ask
what the status of tense and aspect might be. But firstly we need to examine
the status of ‘verb’ itself. Pre-theoretically, there is agreement that something
corresponding to what has traditionally been labelled ‘verb’ obviously has a
role to play in syntactic representation. But there are reasons to think that
‘verb’, as well as the other categories appealed to in Chapter 1, is not an atomic
category. We can attribute to these categories componentiality: they have
internal structure.

In support of this, we can observe that there is in the first place evidence of
cross-classification of categories. Categories belonging to a particular cross-class
share behaviour. For example, in English neither nouns, entity-denoting words,
nor adjectives, attribute-denoting words, can normally be finite; they cannot
license a potentially independent predication, as exemplified in (3).

(3) a. This *(is) mud
b. This *(is) nice
c. She *(is) an American
d. She *(is) American

The asterisked brackets indicate that the contents of the brackets cannot be

omitted. In order for the examples in (3) to constitute independent sentences they
must contain a finite element, here is, which enables them to be predicative.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-002
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Contrast these with (4), where the verb is finite, ensuring an independent status
for the predication.

(4) This vibrates

Nouns and adjectives thus form a distributional cross-class that excludes verbs.
In notional terms, (3c—d) also illustrate the salient classificatory capacity and rel-
atively low dynamism shared by entity-words and attribute-words.

On the other hand, there are apparently underived, or simple, adjectives in
English that, unlike prototypical underived nouns, seem to invite varied partici-
pants. There may be more than one element that complements the semantics of the
adjective, elements whose presence characterizes a scene-type. This is particularly
true of adjectives expressing the notion of ‘state’. Such adjectives are accompanied
by a range of normally obligatory complements, and are in this respect more ‘verb-
like’ than a prototypical adjective, such as small or old. This is exemplified in (5b),
where the adjective is apparently complemented like the verb of (5a).

(5) a. John likes Judy
b. Johnis fond of Judy
c. John has a liking for Judy

Contrast (5c), where the noun liking is derived, and the sentential structure
more ‘periphrastic’. Here the presence of the participant for Judy is asso-
ciated with the presence, in a complex, derived nominal form, of the verb
category on which the noun is based. The apparent participants of the noun
are licensed by the presence of the verbal base. Recall too the noun walk of
Chapter 1, whose derived status is not marked morphologically; it is a con-
version. In both instances this categorial complexity, contrasting with the
apparent simplicity of fond, is characteristic of the phenomena we shall be
looking at in Part II, involving ‘derivation’. What is our concern at this point,
however, is evidence that verbs and adjectives form a distributional cross-
class that excludes nouns, which typically are minimally complemented, as
well as being stable.

Non-prototypical ‘relational’ nouns involve, instead of ‘states’, such rela-
tively inalienable, or at least stable, relationships as part-whole relations (side)
or kinship relations (daughter) or measure terms (kilo). These, being typically
stable, are even more unlike prototypical verbs than the adjectives of state. We
can represent the place of adjectives (as prototypically statal) on a discreteness
scale as intermediate between verbs (prototypically denoting events) and nouns
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(prototypically representing entities). And they again fall into an intermediate
slot in terms of contingency, as prototypically denoting attributes, or properties,
often alienable, rather than entities or events.

This evidence of competing cross-classifications is allowed for if adjectives
share component properties with both nouns and verbs. This is expressed, as a
first approximation, in (6), where the braces include categorial representations.

(6) {P}=verb
{P,N} (or {N,P}) = adjective
{N} = noun

The adjective combines properties, or features, that appear on their own in the
internal composition of verbs and nouns, with simple combination indicated by
the comma. It is with the property P, predicability, that we can associate relation-
ality and transience, and with N, referentiability, discreteness and stability. In
visual terms, P is like ‘gesture, mime’, N is like ‘pointing’.

Adjectives are characterized by the presence of both notional features,
the effect of which co-presence is their mutual dilution. This is reflected in
the distribution of adjectives, as exemplified above, but, of course, it is also
notionally appropriate, as also anticipated above. It has emerged that adjec-
tives, as prototypically denoting possibly transient attributes, are often to be
interpreted as less stable than noun denotata, entities; and as denoting such
attributes, which may, on the contrary, be persistent, they are less dynamic
than verbs. And their relative relationality is revealed not just in their status
as denoting an attribute, an inherent or temporary property of something
else, but also in their capacity for a variety of complements, i.e. for the neces-
sary elements in a scene that I’ve called participants. Let us turn now to the
expression of this relationality of some signs; this constitutes another aspect
of their componentiality.

Such relationality is crucial in uniting signs into predications. Relational
signs possess valency requirements that are part of their entry in the lexicon.
These can be indicated as in (7), where a verb is represented as taking two partic-
ipants in the scene-type it denotes, given to the right of the slash.

(7) {P/AXHY}

For the moment, the symbols for the participant-types are arbitrary. (7) might be
a partial representation of the valency of the verb in (5a). Even though one par-
ticipant precedes the verb, and is traditionally designated the ‘subject’, whose
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syntactic status we shall return to, and the other follows, they together satisfy the
valency of likes. The valency reflects the semantics of the verb. The positioning
is a matter for the construction of syntax at the lexicon-syntax interface. But we
shall see that this too is determined in accordance with lexical categorization,
and so ultimately is notionally based.

However, as anticipated, there can be elements in the predication that are
not participants, but have to do with the circumstances of the scene. These
are circumstantials, elements that are not required semantically to be part of
the valency of the relational sign, but may well accompany it, in being compatible
with its semantics. In order to accompany another sign, they themselves are rela-
tional in another way. This might be illustrated by the final word in (8a), which
introduces a temporal circumstance.

(8) a. John liked Judy yesterday
b. Yesterday was independence day

In this case, the element concerned is to be characterized as capable of accompa-
nying a sign whose significance it extends by showing a particular circumstance,
here temporal. Such an element as yesterday can be represented optionally in the
lexicon as in (9b), as an alternative to (9a), which is potentially a participant, as
in (8b).

9 a. {7}
b. {Z\{P}}

(9b) should be interpreted as saying that this element, again represented by an
arbitrary symbol, can take a {P} sign as denoting the core of the predication-type
that it can extend by providing a circumstance. The optional circumstantial status
of ‘Z’, in the case of yesterday, is, however, combined with our observation that
it could also, in an appropriate predication, be a participant, as in the equative
sentence of (8b). It is not necessarily circumstantial only.

The penultimate and the final forms in (8a) are often distinguished by gram-
marians as complement vs. adjunct, and I have alluded to the term ‘complement’
in what precedes. However, I use, for preference, the terms ‘participant’ and ‘cir-
cumstantial’ here to emphasize the notional basis for the distinction in the syntax,
as well as to include the subject as belonging to the former, even though it is not
normally labelled ‘complement’. The complement/adjunct distinction has to
be drawn in notional terms, anyway — and cannot be reduced to ‘obligatory vs.
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optional’, for example. For instance, the optionality of the competition in (10) is
not evidence against its participant status.

(10) Paul won (the competition) in Helsinki

Win is a notionally transitive verb, but allows contextually interpretable ellipsis
of the post-verbal participant. I shall regard ¢/ and ‘\’ as representing different
kinds of valency requirement, based on notional necessity vs. compatibility.

We return in future chapters, beginning with Chapter 5, to the consequences
of such lexical representations for the erection of syntax at the interface, i.e. for
the articulation of the structure of predications on the basis of such categoriza-
tions. The major or primary categories of syntax, involving combinations of P
and N, together with the valencies associated with the categories, determine the
basic syntax of words. But at this point I am primarily involved in elaborating
the content of lexical entries. And this brings us to another distinct dimension
of this content anticipated initially, ‘the status of tense and aspect’. I now turn to
these and other minor or secondary categories and the major categories they
are associated with. These are categories whose presence, or rather that of the
alternative features of the categorial dimension they label, may be manifest in
the syntax, and may also be marked morphologically, by inflectional morphol-
ogy. That is, different (combinations of) these features may be associated with
distinctive forms of the same word.

In the lexicon certain combinations of the features of primary and second-
ary category may be associated with the presence of an affix, or by some dif-
ference in the shape of the root of the word. The former is what is indicated
(in phonetic transcription and morphological brackets) in [[liv]d], as a first
approximation, where the presence of the affixed ]d] signals with this word
form the presence of past tense as the feature of that secondary category. In
[[sat]], this is indicated by the presence of a second pair of braces, as with
[[1rv]d], but with a difference in the root compared with the non-past form [sit].
Unlike the planes of phonology and syntax, morphology does not have a dis-
tinct alphabet: it associates syntactic categorizations with phonological rep-
resentations that morphologically are bracketed into formatives of the word,
roots and affixes. In inflectional morphology this unlabelled structure signals
the presence of features of some secondary categories. The phonetic transcrip-
tions given here have no systematic status; phonology too is componential, as
well as contrastive.

Verbs in English may express tense, as illustrated again by (5a) vs. (8a).
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(5) a. Johnlikes Judy
(8) a. John liked Judy yesterday

I have suggested that this is notionally natural, given the insistence on occurrence
in time, particularly associated with verbs, which are prototypically manifested
in time and possible transience. Tense relates the time of the scene signified to
the time of speaking. And, as a property of the predication as a whole, tense is
also fittingly associated with its relational core, the verb. I have taken verb, noun,
and adjective to be primary categories, in so far as they are the primary determi-
nants in the distribution of the sign to which they belong, as well as establishing
its essential notional character. Tense is a secondary syntactic category, which is
manifested by secondary features such as {past}. And it is hosted by an appropri-
ate primary category; its presence in (8a) is reflected in the shape of the verb. It is
the primary category that provides the root of the word; the realization of tense
is an extension of the root. Tense affects only minor aspects of the distribution
of the host, as well as locating the scene temporally with respect to other scenes,
including particularly the moment of speaking.

Nouns too are associated naturally with a secondary category, that of
gender (in a wide sense), or ‘inflectionally expressed noun notional class’. The
prototypically stable and discrete denotatum of the noun makes it the ideal host
for a persistent classificatory property such as gender. The gender of a noun,
say feminine, is an inherent property of individual nominal items; though some
nouns may be ambivalent or simply uncategorized for gender. Contrast such
an inherent feature with an elective feature such as past, which may or may
not be associated with particular instances of verbals. Gender tends to become
relatively opaque; the motivation for classification may become obscure. Such
gender systems are traditionally distinguished as ‘grammatical’, rather than
‘natural’, but some of the members of such a gender subclass may share distinc-
tive ‘natural’ properties.

Gender, natural and/or grammatical, aids in cross-reference, which is impor-
tant in keeping track of the entities that participate in the scenes described by
different predications or sub-predications. This is illustrated by the pronouns in
the possible continuation of (5a) offered by (11).

(11) But she loathes him
In many languages, but not English, gender is systematically marked morpho-

logically on ‘full’ nouns as well as pronouns and many names, and then may be
heavily idiomatized, as ‘grammatical gender’.

printed on 2/9/2023 7:32 PMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

22 — Partl: Parts of Speech

Typically, too, given its role in ‘tracking’, gender participates in ‘agreement’,
whereby again co-referring elements in a construction can be identified. This is
marginal in Present-day English. But an extensive agreement system is illustrated
by the (out-of-context) sentence from Kathlamet Chinook of (12).

(12) qust  i-kipixt i-axi-ax ik-i-x-lucx-am
Behold MAsc-sealion MASC-that-EMP MASC.ERG-MASC.ABS-RFL-See-PURP
(‘Behold, a sealion came to see the dance’)

(maAsc = masculine, EMP = emphatic, ERG = ergative, ABS = absolutive, RFL =
reflexive, PURP = purposive). We shall be returning to some of the other, non-gender
categories signalled by these word forms. All that matters at this point is illustra-
tion of the agreement of the other forms with the masculine gender of the noun.
Each word assumes the form appropriate for the signalling of agreement. Again,
we shall have to return to the mechanism of agreement, as applied to English in
particular.

We can represent secondary features as in (13), i.e. as simply an element
within an internal brace in the categorial representation.

(13) a. {N{feminine}}
b. {P{pres}/{P,N}}

(13a), with inherent feature would be part of the lexical entry for Judy, whereas (13b),
the entry for is in (5b), combines an elective secondary feature with a representation
of valency, specifically in this instance an adjectival participant, realized as fond in
(5b). We are not concerned here with sequencing of the categories, if any.

We should note here too, however, that there is a further important differ-
ence in status between primary and secondary categories. A primary category
is associated with a combination of features (so that, say, an adjective might be
defined by equal combination of the two features P and N); secondary features
are normally disjunctive members of the secondary category they belong to (as,
say, singular and plural as features, or terms, of number) — though, as we shall
see there can also be minor-feature combinations (indeed of number features).
The commonness of primary feature combinations we shall encounter reflects the
notionally and distributionally fundamental status of (combinations of) primary
features.

The categorial representations just offered are provisional, pending the dis-
cussion in the next chapter, which will affect aspects of them, and provide further
motivations for componentiality. It is also rather obvious that many of the second-
ary categories of the syntax, such as tense, conceal complex internal structures,
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only some of which we can explore in what follows. However, this does not affect
the propriety of drawing of analogies between the planes of language even at this
point. And in what remains of this chapter I illustrate the presence of distinctions
in category-type in phonology that are analogous to those we have associated
with the syntax.

Thus, it seems appropriate to attribute to phonological units components
that allow for cross-classification. To begin with, we need not just to distinguish
between vowels and non-vowels but also to allow for the fact that there is again
an intermediate category, distinguished by combining the defining properties
of the extremes. This is allowed for by combinations of the sonically perceptual
features V and C.

(14) {V}=vowel
{v,C} (or {C,V}) = sonorant
{C} = obstruent

V, the vocoid property, is associated physically, when implemented, with the
presence of solely periodic energy, and C, contoid, with relative suppression of
periodicity, through there being a major obstruction of the vocal tract (giving at
least frictionless continuants, or sonorants — in combination with V), or even,
more severely, the presence of a non-periodic sound source (giving friction) or,
even more severely still, by occlusion of the vocal and nasal cavities (stopping
of the air flow). However, such articulatory correlations as I have just drawn are
not intended to disguise the status of the phonological features as perceptual. But
they illustrate the range of primary feature distinctions that will be necessary in
the phonology.

To begin with, in terms of (14), vowels have uniquely V in their categorization.
Obstruents, fricative or oral stop, have solely C as a primary feature. Sonorants —
liquids and nasals — combine the two features, as in {V,C} or {C,V}. Obstruents
and sonorants thus share occurrence of C, and this correlates with their typical
occurrence in syllable margins, or ‘consonantal positions’. But the presence of
the V feature with sonorants means that in general they are much more likely
to occur in the syllable peak, the position otherwise occupied by vowels, than
are obstruents. Moreover, they normally occur closer to the syllable peak than
obstruents, as in (15).

(15) a. [fri] = free
b. [bild] = build
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Such cross-classificatory phenomena suggest that componentiality should be
associated with phonology as well as syntax. We find analogous categorization-
types among the primary categories of phonology to those we associated with
syntax. In both planes these primary categories are defined by combinations of
substantively-based features, and these determine the basic distribution of the
elements they characterize.

And phonology also exhibits grounded secondary categories. We can, for
instance, distinguish various vowel-types in terms of presence or absence or com-
bination of the secondary features, i and u, for instance. This is indicated in (16),
where the secondary features are distinguished from primary by lower case, as
well as by their occurrence between inner braces.

(e) {vii} {ViLul} {V{u}}
[i] [v] [u]

The secondaries i and u are again perceptual features. They are most closely
related to the acoustic features of acuteness and gravity. The latter terms refer to
the distribution of energy through the spectrum, in these cases concentrated high
(acute) and low (grave) in the spectrum. In articulatory terms they can be thought
of as respectively ‘unrounded frontness’ and ‘back roundedness’. Front rounded
vowels combine the two features. As suggested by the label ‘front rounded’, this
has the effect of cancelling the first part of each of the articulatory descriptions
for [i] and [u] and combining the second parts. Such combination of secondary
features seems to be much more common in phonology than in syntax. As sug-
gested above, semantically-based syntactic secondary features are commonly
oppositional rather than also cumulative.

The third secondary feature that typically distinguishes vowels also illus-
trates another property of categorization that is shared by phonology and syntax.
For this feature is v, the occurrence of vocoid as a secondary rather than a primary
feature. It is associated with compactness of the energy in the spectrum, whereas
acuteness and gravity are associated with diffuseness. The feature v character-
izes the vowel-type of (17), the lowest vowel in a three-plus vowel system, the
strongest vocoid, the most sonorous.

(17) {viv}}
[a]
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In diphthongs [a] is more prominent than [u] or [i]: as in [au], [a]]. [a] is the vowel
of vowels. Presence of {v} also characterizes voiced vs. voiceless obstruents.
{C{v}}/{C}. {v} here may contrast simply with its absence, but, depending on the
language, it may be differentiated from presence of {c}, glottal-reinforcement,
and/or the combination {v,c}, aspiration.

Analogously, the syntactic feature of predicability can occur as a secondary,
in indicating the relationality of non-prototypical nouns like side, which is typi-
cally complemented.

(18) {N{p}/{X}}

side

The secondary feature correlates with the presence of a valency with an unde-
rived noun, though the basic distribution of such a noun remains otherwise as
expected. {p} as a secondary to {P} could designate the prototypical sentence-type,
the indicative (though other complexities are involved here). There is some initial
plausibility, at least, in suggesting that both syntax and phonology show sharing
of substance between primary and secondary categories.

The analogies extend even further. Certain members of the set of accented
vowels in English require to be complemented. So that there is no monosyllabic
lexical item in English corresponding to (19a) but without a following consonant.

(19) a. [kid]=kid
b. *[ki]

And this is not an ‘accidental’ gap: there are no accented monosyllables ending
in [-1]. [1] is one of those vowels that take a complement (unless ‘reduced’, as we
shall see), with this valency expressed as in (20), where ‘X’ is an arbitrary label.

20) {v/{x}}

Compare the verb in (8a), which differs only in showing two participants, one
preverbal.

(8) a. John liked Judy yesterday
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The initial consonant in (19a) is not a complement, however; its presence is not
required, as evidenced by the word id or it.

There are other vowels that lack a complement, but may take a following
modifier, as in (21).

(21) [bi(d)] = bee/bead

In using terms to generalize the description of such phenomena over syntax and
phonology, I shall talk of the distinction ‘complement vs. modifier’, where syn-
tactic participants are complements (but include subjects) and circumstantials
are modifiers. I shall prefer the ‘complement vs. modifier’ terminology to the
common ‘complement vs. adjunct’. We shall find in the following chapters that
‘adjunct’ is used here in a rather different sense — in contrast with ‘subjunct’.

Unlike (19a) and (21), (15b) above shows two following consonants, and at
least one of them is, like the single consonant in (19a), obligatory.

(15) a. [fri] = free
b. [bild] = build

The vowel may be said to be transitive. The vowel in (21), and that in (15a), is
intransitive, it lacks a complement, though it may take a coda modifier, as in (21).

The verb in (22) lacks not just a traditional ‘complement’ but any participant —
though in English the syntax requires, in most circumstances, a subject-filler,
here an expletive.

(22) a. Itrained (yesterday)
b. awe

The vowel in (22b) lacks not just a post-vocalic complement but any accompa-
nying consonant at all, including, like id/it, any initial. But in some varieties of
English the expletive of syntax may be matched in the phonology by glottal-stop
initiation of such a syllable; we have a purely phonological ‘expletive’. And,
overall, transitivity is in English a shared property of the two planes.

However, the extent of this last analogy is limited. Phonology has nothing to
compare with the multiple participants we can associate with predications such
as (23).
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(23) Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail

Here we have three participants implied by the semantics of the verb (whose
dynamic or static character is not relevant here). This discrepancy is associated
with the nature of the substances with which the two planes respectively inter-
face. Whereas the expression of various cognitive scenes is facilitated by the
availability of verbs with a valency allowing for several participants, no such
expressive demand is associated with phoneticity. Rather, the possible structural
distinctions that can be carried by, for example, the syllable are restricted, in the
first place, by the perceptual representation of phonology having to correlate
with the physical properties of speech sounds and of the articulatory apparatus
that produces them. And this reinforces the limitations imposed by the absence
of semanticity, whereby participants may be differentiated. Thus, vowels can be
at most mono-transitive, though permitting several modifiers, the number and
position depending on the language. Languages with only or nearly only (C)V
syllables are not uncommon.

We have now come to a major source of dis-analogy between the planes. And
this is associated with the demands of the representation of cognition for differ-
entiations in categorization and structure that are unnecessary in the phonology,
as well as being incompatible with the presence of phoneticity rather than
semanticity. Moreover, the elaboration of predications with multiple participants,
for instance, depends on the presence of a further distinction among syntactic
primary features that is not replicated in the phonology. It is this distinction that
is the ultimate concern of the following chapter. Firstly, however, there will be
introduced a further extension of the system of categorization developed in this
chapter, an extension that involves the recognition that features may be combined
asymmetrically in both planes, content and expression, syntax and phonology.

In the course of Part I the relationship between the primary categorizations
that are being explored and the notion of a ‘part of speech’ will come to acquire
some more complexity than what at first might seem to be the case. In syntax I
take the latter to be a set of lexical items — prototypically single words — that share
a distinctive notional characterization and a distinctive distribution. The catego-
ries that we have in the preceding characterized as {N} and {P} seem to be quite
straightforwardly parts of speech. But it is not just that some lexical items are
phrasal: thus a phrase like on condition (that) can be grouped notionally and syn-
tactically with a word like if, and labelled traditionally as a member of the part of
speech ‘subordinating conjunction’. But there are also motivations for taking some
single-word parts of speech as categorially complex — not merely in the way that
{P,N} is complex, which is a complex category-internally — but rather in that a part
of speech exhibits semantic and syntactic properties that are otherwise associated
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with more than one category. This seems to be appropriate in the case of many, at
least, of those words traditionally called ‘adverbs’ — as well, indeed, as ‘conjunc-
tions’ like if. We shall find an analogous notion of ‘part of speech’ to be appropriate
in phonology, but reflecting the different orientation of the expression plane.

Parts of speech in phonology are a manifestation of polysystemicity, the
presence of different subsystems of contrast at different places in the syllable, in
particular. A familiar example is the neutralization of plosives after initial [s], result-
ing in a different subsystem of contrasts at that position from elsewhere, and a set of
plosives at that position that belong to distinctive systems from those associated with
the occurrence of plosives in other positions, and the [s] belongs to a different part
of speech from other instances of onset [s]. This is explored in Chapter 12 and after.

A problem that the representational grammarian faces is that the content of
the substance-based features of each plane cannot be described independently
of language, as illustrated above. With meaning we can resort to gestures or dia-
grams, but they have limited applications. With speech sounds, we can describe
them indirectly in terms of how they are produced, or in relation to their acoustic
properties, and I resort to both of these here. Spectrograms give us visual icons
of speech sounds that we can invoke, and there are also traditional tactile met-
aphors (‘rough’, ‘smooth’) that are often appealed to informally. Articulatory
gestures are closely associated in our minds with the sounds we hear, so that
language users form an association between the sounds of their language and
vocal-tract movements. Those with colour/sound synaesthesia can go further
and provide colour icons, but not necessarily the same ones. And these external
resources must be reconciled with what the distribution of words and segments
shows us about their substantive basis.

Moreover, it should be emphasized that the use of ‘transcriptions’ such as
those in (15) is for convenience of the reader only, and even then they can be a
rough guide at best.

(15) a. [fri] = free
b. [bild] = build

These representations have no systematic status: phonological representations at
all levels, are componential, involving combinations of the perceptual features
proposed here. Identifying ‘transcriptions’ with phonological representations has
led to many false steps in the study of language, not least in the reconstruction
of earlier stages in the evolution of a language or languages. We cannot associ-
ate ‘transcriptions’ even with ‘phonetic representation’, since the latter is not a
well-defined distinctive notion: there is no such linguistically relevant single level.
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Categorial Asymmetries and Functional Categories

asymmetrical feature combinations in phonology — cross classes — markedness — sonority and
syllable structure - secondary features — asymmetrical combinations in syntax — contentive
vs. functional categories in syntax — operatives and finiteness — derivational morphology:
affixation vs. root modification — conversion— determiners and referentiality - comparators —
functors — subjects — universality of syntactic primary categories — syntactic cross-classes —
predicators

With respect to both planes, the combinations of primary categories allowed for
so far are clearly insufficient to allow for all the major substantively and distribu-
tionally relevant distinctions to be found in language. For instance, in the phonol-
ogy the distinction between fricative and oral stop, or plosive, is, apart from being
potentially paradigmatically contrastive (distinguishing pit vs. fit, for instance),
also, unlike some such contrastive distinctions (say, in pit vs. bit), distributionally
salient. Most strikingly, fricatives typically occur closer to the syllable peak than
do plosives, and this is in accord with what we perceive as relative sonority. How
are they to be differentiated categorially?

Further distinctions can be allowed for by recognizing that the combina-
tions of primary features that define distributional classes can be asymmetri-
cal. Rather than simply {X,Y}, we have {X;Y} and {Y;X}, where, by convention,
the feature to the left of the semi-colon ‘preponderates over’ that on the right.
Recognition of asymmetry of combination permits the drawing of the scalar dis-
tinctions in (24).

4) {v} {v;c} {c;v} {c}
vowels sonorants fricatives plosives

We can still characterize cross-classes, so that continuants, for instance, are the
cross-class containing V: vowels, sonorants, and fricatives. We can represent this
cross-class as V, i.e. V without a bracket. And obstruents can be said to be that
class in which C preponderates, {C;}. In the case of the plosives there is simply
nothing to preponderate over; their representation in (24) is equivalent to {C;?};
cf. {V;@} for vowel. And fricatives are thus represented, appropriately, as both
obstruent and continuant.

But, in addition, the notation deployed in (24) also enables us to extend the
capacity to represent relative markedness in terms of relative complexity of

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-003
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combination. Thus, fricatives emerge as more complex than oral stops, and so
more marked. This accords with the observation that fricatives are less common
in languages than plosives; there are often fewer fricatives in a particular system
than plosives. It goes without saying that these markedness values are intrinsic
to the category and may, of course, be overruled in context. Intervocalically, for
instance, it is fricatives rather than plosives and voiced (with the additional sec-
ondary feature {v}) rather than voiceless that are contextually unmarked. This
is simply illustrated by the incidence of voiced fricatives and plosives in Spanish,
where the fricatives occur intervocalically.

And (24) also makes it clear that we can define another hierarchy in terms of
the relative preponderance of V. This is the sonority hierarchy, the hierarchy of
perceived relative sonority, with vowels at the top, and with sonority decreasing
as we move rightwards in (24). Decreasing sonority correlates with decreasing
salience of a well-defined formant structure. Relative sonority is fundamental in
defining the sequence of segments in the syllable. Language-particular require-
ments may supervene, but higher-sonority segments tend to be closer to the peak
than lower, where the peak is typically a vowel. These two hierarchies — of mark-
edness and sonority — involve further phonological relationships whose char-
acterization is based on the componentiality of categories — and componential
asymmetry.

The role of sonority in determining syllable structure was illustrated for son-
orants and obstruents by (15), repeated here.

(15) a. [fri] = free
b. [bild] = build

And in (25a) the post-vocalic fricatives are closer to the peak than the plosives.

(25) a. soft, mist
b. stop
c. apse, adze

(25b) illustrates a common exception to sequencing according to sonority, and
(25¢) a more language-particular one. Initial clusters with cluster-initial [s] like
that in (25a) are quite well testified in language — though in some other languages
the cluster has been diachronically avoided by prothesis or retention of a vowel,
for instance. (25c¢) is an instance of the aberrant behaviour of coronal obstruents
in English with respect to sonority, an ‘aberrance’ that is shared in some form by
a number of other languages.
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There are some obstruents whose realization is associated with the presence
of the harmonic source constituted by the vibration of the vocal cords; they are
voiced. As suggested in Chapter 2, we can relate this voicing to the presence of
a secondary v, just as we accounted for the greater sonority of the low vowel in
such a way; but sonorants are distinguished in secondary sonority (witness kiln,
and, in rhotic accents, whirl, turn). Thus we can differentiate the obstruents as in
(26a) and the sonorants as in (26b) — and recall the compact vowel of (17).

(26) a. {GV{v}} {C;v} {C{v}} {c}
voiced fric. voiceless fric. voiced plosive voiceless plosive
b.  {V;C{v}h} {v;c} {v;c{ch
rhotic lateral nasal

(17) {vivh}
[a]

Sonority within the set of vowels and sonorants and voicing of obstruents are not
associated with distinctions in primary feature. They are not basic to the deter-
mination of distribution, though adjacent obstruents normally agree in voicing,
but {v} + non-{v} diphthongs are common. Thus, it may be that (24) suffices to
differentiate the primary categorial distinctions within the phonology of English
and other languages, and their relative distribution, but we shall return to the
character of some other kinds of distinction below.

Certainly, the minor differences in sonority associated with the presence or
absence of the secondary features may be reflected in distribution, as illustrated
in (27).

(27) earl, arm, film, kiln

But these clusters are unstable. In many varieties of English the historical rhotic
in the first two words in (27) has disappeared. The rhyme is detransitivized and
retains a modifying coda, however; the rhyme remains ‘heavy’. And otherwise
there is a tendency to epenthesize a vowel between the members of the clusters
in (27), or again to vocalize the lateral in the second two words. The sonority dif-
ferential in the cluster is apparently not big enough to sustain such clusters in
stability. This instability suggests again that we do not need to extend (24) as a
representation of distinctions in primary feature in the phonology of English; we
are at the limits of differentiation that can maintain stable combinations.
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However, the equivalent of (24) is not sufficient to allow for the primary cate-
gories of English syntax, which have been even more under-represented in what
we have looked at so far. In particular I have ignored the presence of a set of
syntactic categories that behave distributionally in a very different way from the
nouns, verbs, and adjectives we have so far been concerned with. The presence
of these requires not only that the range of primary categories to be allowed for
is more extensive than in (24) but also that we must recognize and be able to
distinguish in our representations these two different kinds of primary syntactic
category. I shall look at the need for what we can call the functional/contentive
distinction in category before looking in other respects at the representation of
the primary categories of the syntax.

The primary syntactic categories we have been looking at involve open-ended
classes sometimes labelled as ‘lexical classes’. Given the range of interpretations
of the term ‘lexical’, here I prefer the term contentive classes. And many of the
members of these classes have indeed detailed meanings, or senses, as well as
having attached to them pieces of encyclopaedic information. So that we know
that the word witch denotes a subset of humans, usually adult and female, with
allegedly special powers. Other ideas we have about witches — consorting with
a black cat, transportation by broomstick, association with particular historical
periods and cultures — move us further from what is most relevant to linguistic
structure and firmly into the purely encyclopaedic.

Members of these primary categories also may have zero valencies. There are
nouns, adjectives, and even verbs whose meaning does not involve a distinct par-
ticipant in the scene they denote as predicators or predicatives. Recall (22), and
compare (28) with noun and adjective, all with an expletive subject.

(22) Itrained (yesterday)

(28) a. It’s summer
b. It’scold

As we have seen, these categories can be ranked in terms of their relationality,
with verbs being most susceptible to allowing multiple participation in the scene
signified. But none of the categories necessarily involves the presence of a par-
ticipant.

Grammarians have long recognized that there are other categories that are at
most slow to expand and further differentiate their membership, and are associ-
ated with a particular semantic domain. These categories also seem to be those
that have a most obviously functional role, in ‘joining together’ the parts of a pred-
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ication and relating it to its context of speech. I interpret their role as involving
these two types of relationality, intra-grammatical and interfaced with the extra-
grammatical. And, indeed, language-internally these categories are necessarily
relational, valency-bearing, unlike the contentive categories that are associated
with an open-ended membership, as we have just seen. These relational functional
categories are thus basic to the erection of predicational structure. But they are also
basic in anchoring an utterance to the context of the act of speaking and the kind
of act itself: they embody in particular deixis and reference, mood and modality.
Thus, while nouns, for instance, denote, context-free, a set of entities perceived
as sharing a particular sense, a member of the functional category determiner, say
that/those, refers to a particular or particulars. Contentive words, being mostly
but not entirely non-iconic, roughly correspond in interpretation to Peircean ‘sym-
bolic signs’, words that belong to functional categories correspond to one variety
of ‘indexical signs’, that which reflects the immediate setting of the act of speech.

The functional categories have no analogue in phonology; the only necessar-
ily complemented elements therein are some vowels, the checked, or transitive
vowels, which, unless reduced or pre-ictus, must be complemented by a conso-
nant. And the presence of such a set of vowels is far from universal in language.
Syllable structure is otherwise formed on the basis of a generalized ‘maximize
dependency’ requirement, as we shall look at. The contentive vs. functional dis-
tinction in word class is universal, however. It is basic to the fulfilment of the
expressive function of language. Indeed, there are languages where the ‘noun/
verb distinction’ is primarily signalled by the functional category a contentive is
dependent on. The planes present here, then, a rather different kind of categorial
asymmetry — a dis-analogy between them in terms of absence vs. presence of this
distinction.

Let us now look further at the properties of the functional categories of syntax,
at the same time as we endeavour to identify them. And let us return in the first
instance to their role in the syntax of those contentive categories in English that
cannot be finite, as mentioned in Chapter 2. A consideration of these will lead us
to a further crucial property of functional categories.

In Chapter 2 I observed that nouns and adjectives in English are not ever
finite, but at best are predicative with respect to a finite such as be (3a-b).

(3) a. This *(is) mud
b. This *(is) nice

In order to constitute a potentially independent sentence the sequences in (3)

with ‘predicative’ nouns and adjectives must contain a distinct finite element,
in these cases realized as is. The latter form belongs to a category that embod-
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ies finiteness, the capacity to licence an independent predication. I shall call
instances of the category of finiteness-conferment operatives. It is a functional
category. As such it is closed-class, and its members must take a complement. In
(3) this is a noun or adjective.

In many cases the members of this particular functional category correspond
to what have traditionally been called ‘auxiliary verbs’. But not all occurrences of
‘auxiliaries’ are finite. In (29) the be is not finite, but it still confers predicativity.

(29) a. This will be mud
b. This will be nice

Be and have can be either finite or non-finite. They are both non-finite in (30a),
while the has of (30b) is finite.

(30) a. It may have been raining
b. It has been raining

Normally, modal verbs like will and may are always finite. Be and have are option-
ally operatives, but that is their unmarked state; the core modals are obligatorily
such. Each of the first of the verbal forms in (30a-b), however, has a non-finite as
its valency. The behaviour of have and be suggests a close link between operatives
and verbs, as traditionally recognized. Moreover, the forms of have also function
as an ordinary verb. They have too much money.

What then of (‘non-auxiliary’) verbs in English? They too can be either
finite or not, as illustrated by (22) vs. (30). But, unlike the independent opera-
tives, the sentence types in which they can occur as finites are strictly limited.
As illustrated in (31), they occur in simple positive declaratives, sentences that
make a positive non-emphatic statement (31a), and also sentences that pose an
intonation-signalled question (31b) and a (possibly overtly subjectless) command
(31c), futile as it is in this instance.

(31) a. It(*did)rained
b. Itrained?
c. Rain!

But in all of the sentence-types in (32), the verbs also require the presence of an
independent finite to ensure potential independent sentencehood.
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(32) a. Diditrain?
b. Itdidn’t rain
c. Itdidrain

(where in (32c) the double-underlining indicates ‘insistent intonation’). The
presence of the particular operative in (32) is a default option that occurs in the
absence of another, sense-bearing operative, except in sentences such as those
in (31). Compare (33) with operatives whose presence is associated with an inde-
pendent semantic difference, aspectual or modal.

(33) a. Itwas raining/It could rain
b. Was it raining?/Could it rain?
c. It wasn’t raining/It couldn’t rain
d. It was raining/It could rain

For a full finite distribution, contentive verbs are very dependent (in both the
general and technical senses, as we shall see) on operatives.

Indeed, even when, as in (31), verbs seem to be finite in their own right,
this is to be interpreted as the result of being converted in the lexicon into
operatives. The possible inflectional markers of finiteness in particular lan-
guages, such as, in English, the third-person singular ending or the indica-
tion of tense, though not themselves derivational affixes, are a reflection of
this non-morphologically-expressed lexical recategorization, or conversion.
And this correlates with a property of functional categories that they share
with other categories but which has a very distinctive role to play in their case.
This is their capacity to be the categorial goals of the lexical conversion of
other categories.

In Chapter 1 we looked at the conversion in the lexicon of the verb walk to a
noun, as illustrated in (2) vs. (1).

(1) Iwalk to the surgery
(2) Iam tired after my walk
Functional categories are frequently the goals for conversions, and this is indeed

characteristic of their distribution. And their derivation from contentive catego-
ries differs from lexical relationships among contentive categories in normally
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(rather than merely sometimes) lacking a derivational affix or other derivational-
morphological signal, i.e. precisely in being restricted to conversion. The pres-
ence of lexical recategorization in such as (31a) or (1) may be signalled by the
presence of inflectional distinctions associated with operatives, but the function
of these inflections is not directly derivational. Notice again that, despite what the
traditional ‘derivational’ terminology might suggest, these relationships involve
structure-building lexical redundancies.

Not all relationships between primary categories in the lexicon involve overt
derivational morphology; and, as we have seen, the latter is not limited to
affixation. Thus, in the first place, the difference between verb [declaim] and
noun [declam|ation]] (here illustrated using orthography, not phonetic transcrip-
tion) is signalled by both affixation and root modification, and verb [sing] and
noun [[song]] differ only in the shape of the root, with the derivationality here
also being indicated notationally by the double braces. But, further, there is no
phonologically expressed distinction between verb [dance] and noun [[dance]].
Derivation here does not involve morphology. We have conversion in this last
case, but in all three we have a lexical relationship between two primary cat-
egories. Even [king] and [king[dom]] involve a relationship between primary
categories, which happen to be both nouns, though of different subclasses. The
representations illustrate such a relationship between primary categories, char-
acterizes derivational rather than inflectional morphology, which also does not
involve conversion, though derivation is itself not necessarily morphological.
Inflectional morphology differentiates word forms.

Derivation of a functional category is normally by conversion. And, as we
shall see, the base of the conversion satisfies the necessary complementation of
the functional category — but ‘internally’ to the word form, ‘as it were’. All of this
means that functional categories, as well as not being open-ended in member-
ship and taking an obligatory complement, such as the verb forms in examples
(30-32), have a further characteristic. It is characteristic of operatives and other
functional categories that they may be signalled in three different ways. It may be
signalled by an independent item, i.e. analytically, here by an overt operative,
or synthetically by the inflectional morphology manifested by the de-contentive
category (sit/sat, kick/kicked), or simply by its pesition, as in (1), with no overt
morphology. The derivationality does not have a dedicated signal.

In the latter, non-analytical, cases, what would otherwise be a distinct com-
plement is the base of a conversion to operative status, and the entire derived
form occupies an operative position. (31a) contains a derived form, an operative
based on a verb, and, as we’ve seen, the verb satisfies the operative’s need for a
complement ‘internally’.
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(31) a. It(*did)rained

The base satisfies the valency of the operative. And, conversely, default did is
unnecessary because the sentence already contains a derived operative. In the
chapters that follow we look at how such a derivational relationship might be
characterized more explicitly, so that we can remove the ‘as it were’ from the
above formulation.

In contrast with contentive verbals, operatives be and have do not nor-
mally require the default do; they are finite (as well as non-finite) in their own
right. Contentive verbs undergo finitization in appropriate circumstances, in the
absence of a distinct operative — as in (31a), and as we shall investigate below. If
not, finiteness is signalled by a distinct operative, as in (32-33). Be and have are
non-finite only when this status is required by the valency of another element, as
in (29) and (30). They are operatives that may de-finitize in such a specific context
(again a structure-building addition of ;N). Thus, be and have can appear as the
essential part of finite clauses of all types — interrogative and negative as well as
positive declarative (with the partial exception of emphatic or negative imper-
atives) — they are basically finite — and, as we have seen, be, as copula, allows
finiteness even to non-verbs. Whereas finiteness is denied contentive verbs in a
range of the above clause types — they are basically non-finite.

Operatives are crucial to the expression of distinctions associated with the
speech act in which a sentence is embedded. These involve contrasts such
as declarative vs. interrogative, negative vs. positive, contrastive vs. neutral.
And they are what are distinguished in (31) and (32). Operatives, whether
independent or the result of conversion of a verb, guarantee the independent
status of a sentence with a particular speech-act role. They provide sentences
with a communicative structure. Even when subordinate, operatives provide
a link to the speech act orientation of the operative that heads the whole sen-
tence, as in expression of tense, for instance. But let us now consider further
functional categories, and how they all might be categorized, and what their
role might be.

There seems to be a functional category corresponding to each contentive
category. To put it crudely, each functional/contentive pair has a member that
specializes in ‘function’, and one that carries most of the ‘lexical content’. Oper-
atives confer on dependent verbs, in particular, finiteness, the capacity to license
a potentially independent predication and access to the context of speech. Sim-
ilarly, determiners enable nouns to have referentiality, rather than simply
their inherent capacity to denote a class of entities. Nouns identify types, deter-
miners refer to tokens, not necessarily definite. And comparators provide gra-
dient adjectives with the capacity to compare the perceived intensity of differ-
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ent instances of the property that the adjectives attribute or predicativize. They
allow more defined positioning on a cline; they indicate degree. In Greg is small,
with non-overt comparator, we understand Greg’s (vertical) dimensionality to
be located towards the positive end of the cline of smallness, Greg is relatively
small; but in Greg is smaller (than Bob), where we have an overt comparator, we
are given a definite point on the cline, Bob’s height, by which to locate Greg’s —
though Bob’s height might be anywhere on the smallness cline — such as ‘not
small at all’. Let us now look in a little more detail at these two further functional
categories.

Determiners may or may not be definite in reference, and they may or may
not be partitive, and partitives may or may not be specific. The determiner in
(34a) is definite; it signals that the speaker assumes that the interlocutor can
identify the referent(s) he has in mind.

(34) a. The workers were poor
b. Some (of the) workers protested
c. Any (of the) workers could protest

The act of reference is thus again associated with the speech act and its context.
This is even more evident in the case of deictic determiners such as this and
that. The determiner phrase in (34a) (and those headed by deictics) is also par-
titive; it refers to a specific subset of the set of denotata associated with the
noun worker. (34b) too is partitive, but it is not definite; the speaker does not
assume the referents, though specific, to be necessarily identifiable. (34c) is
non-specific.

Either definiteness or specific/non-specific partitivity may be present even
in the absence of an overt determiner. So, the ‘generic’ subject of (35a) is definite.

(35) a. Workers are poor
b. Workers protested

On the obvious interpretation of (35a), the speaker assumes that the reference of
workers can be identified; it is simply to the members of the set denoted by the
noun worker. (35a) is not normally partitive. Definite non-partitivity is what most
typically characterizes the nominal contribution to ‘generic’ sentences. In many
languages (e.g. Greek) such ‘generics’ are overtly definite, so that ot epyareg ‘the
workers’ may or may not be partitive. (35b), however, would most probably be
interpreted as not definite, but it is partitive. This interpretation, as with the defi-
niteness of (35a), I associate with the presence of a derived specific determiner.
The nouns in (35) have been converted in the lexicon into determiners. As such
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they can serve as arguments in predications that refer to individuals, even if these
individuals are left not definite or are generic. Determiners provide a referential
structure for nouns; nouns themselves merely denote classes of entities.

The functional category corresponding to adjective allows for differences in
what is known traditionally as ‘degree’, as invoked above. (36) exemplifies respec-
tively analytic and synthetic constructions expressing the comparative degree.

(36) a. Betty is more obese than Billy
b. Betty is fatter than Billy

The overtly comparative comparators in (36) differ in terms of analytic vs. syn-
thetic expression. Traditionally there are only some adjectives that allow the
synthetic exponence; they are typically native and simplex, but I continually
come across innovative synthetic comparatives. The gradient adjective in (36b)
has been recategorized lexically as a comparative comparator, signalled by the
suffix. The derived form has the same distribution as the comparator construction
in (36a), and a shared interpretation. I have suggested that this involves identifi-
cation of a specified point of comparison with respect to the gradient property
expressed by the adjectival base: hence the tautological label. The simple gradi-
ent adjective, however, with covert positive comparator, offers comparison with
an implicit norm. Such an adjective is converted lexically to a positive compar-
ator to bear the implicit norm, since only gradient adjectives normally can be
compared. All of the adjectives in (35a) and (36), as well as superlatives such as
poorest/most industrious, are associated with provision of a gradience structure.
Normally non-gradient adjectives such as pregnant or English involve degree dif-
ferences only figuratively, notably by metonymy or metaphor, as in By February
she looked very/more pregnant or Why do you have to be so English about it?/Could
you be less English about it?.

It can be said of functional categories in general that such a provision of dis-
tinctively functional structure is limited to the content plane; it is irrelevant to
the expression of phonological distinctions. Any analogue of the contentive vs.
functional distinction is not relevant to phonology. With non-analytic operatives,
determiners, and comparators, the change of category from the corresponding
contentive may be signalled by presence of inflectional exponents associated
with the functional category, such as expression of tense or person-number on
the converted verb, and of number on the determinerized noun, and non-positive
comparison with adjectives.

However, things become a little more complex in the last case when we
note that the analytic comparator in (36a) can itself be said to be a comparative
form, with corresponding, if opaquely in expression, positive forms much/many.
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The analytic comparator in (36a) is already marked intrinsically as compara-
tive. Further complication is introduced by the observation that much/many/
more display characteristics of both determiners (much of that) and of adjectives
(very many, They are many). We pursue such complexity in Book 2, particularly
in Part IV, just as the other functionals will also claim further attention, in the
present Part, the determiners first of all in Chapter 8 and operatives initially in
Chapter 15.

All of these functional categories are fairly uncontroversially not open-
ended in membership, except that other set of non-definite-partitives/adjectives
called numerals, which has a recursive structure of its own. There is a further
primary functional category, however, that is rather obviously relational but
whose closed-class status is rather more controversial. There is also no conten-
tive category with which it can be paired. Despite this it has a strong claim to be
a functional category, indeed one that is central to the relationality of predica-
tions, one that provides them with a predicational structure. This is the cate-
gory that identifies the participants and circumstantials in the scenes whose type
is denoted by the predicator; centrally it relates predicators to the arguments
they require, or permit, and in so doing it distinguishes the secondary features,
the semantic relations that arguments participate in. This category is called the
functor category, represented { /}, with empty primary category; its relational
secondary features alone are its content. A functor feature can be signalled by
inflections and to some extent by position; the inflected forms are traditionally
known as case forms. But functors, like the other functional categories, are very
often signalled by an independent element, by an adposition — in English, prep-
ositions. And that’s where the controversy arises, for it is perhaps not so obvious
that adpositions are ‘closed-class’. But let us look firstly at some examples of the
various manifestations of functors.

The prepositions in (23) from Chapter 2 manifest respectively a functor with
the non-primary feature source and one with the feature goal.

(23) Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail

The membership of the set of even obviously locational prepositions is at least
more extensive than that of other functional categories — particularly if we lay
aside the special case of numerals (and other complexities involving determiners
we shall encounter).

The pre-verbal participant in (23) and that in (10a), however, are associated
with functors with different semantic relations, but this is not signalled by the
presence of a distinct word, a preposition, as with from and to in (23), but by the
position of the nouns.
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(10) a. John liked Judy

The functors are present in the lexical representations of the nouns, which are
categorially complex in different ways. Both (23) and (10) sentences contain an
initial functor converted in the lexicon from a nominal (as is Judy in (10a)). The
initial functor in (10a) has the secondary feature provisionally termed ‘experi-
encer’; that in (23) has simply the ‘neutral’ secondary feature. The latter intro-
duces the argument whose referent is interpreted entirely in accordance with the
semantics of the verb, in this case as the element that ‘moves’ or ‘extends’, or ‘is
extensive’, actually or abstractly. The unmarked argument that satisfies a functor
is a determiner. Thus, the mass noun fog in (23) has been converted into a (parti-
tive, non-definite) determiner that has been converted into a functor.

The other functional categories typically are complemented by a contentive
category, but, as indicated above, with functors the prototypical satisfier of their
valency is a determiner, another functional category (which itself can then be
complemented by a functor: on some of the roads). This circumstance, a succes-
sion of the functional categories functor and determiner, marks the boundary
between the structures concerned with mood and predication and those whose
concern is the identification, by description and reference, of the participants
in predications. But let us proceed with further observations concerning what is
manifested by such examples as (23) and (10a).

The presence of the functor in the pre-verbal instances and also post-verbally
in (10a) is indicated only positionally. It is the identity of the particular functor
involved that allows preverbal position to the determiner-noun, but which functor
is involved is not invariant as well as not being overtly signalled; the functor sig-
nalled by preverbal position is a neutralized functor, and this functor phrase
is usually referred to as subject. The subject thus neutralizes the expression of
distinctions among the secondary functor features; normally, no distinction in
semantic relation is signalled by the subject itself. Nevertheless, in any particular
instance the identity of the preverbal functor is recoverable from the valency of
the verb.

The valency of the verb in (23) contains a ‘neutral’, a source, and a goal
functor. Of these three it is the ‘neutral’ that is chosen as subject by rule at the
lexico-syntax interface. Similarly, the ‘experiencer’ in (10) is preferred as subject
to the ‘neutral’ Judy. There is a subject-selection hierarchy among participants,
whereby a subject is determinately selected from any array of participants to be
associated with a predicator; and in (23) and (10a), for instance, the result of this
selection is marked positionally, as generally in English. Subjecthood is deriva-
tive of the subject-selection hierarchy. We return to this in Chapter 4.

printed on 2/9/2023 7:32 PMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

42 —— Partl: Parts of Speech

The presence of the neutralized functor may be also be signalled by morphol-
ogy, as in (37), where he appears preverbally in preference to him.

(37) Helikes him

In other languages functors may quite generally be expressed inflectionally, by
case inflections such as the traditional nominative associated with the subject of
(37), as in the Latin of (38).

(38) Missi legati Athénas sunt
(‘Envoys were sent to Athens’)

Here the plural -i of légati ‘envoys’ also expounds nominative.

The functional/contentive distinction is a fundamental one as far as the
primary categories of syntax are concerned. And it represents an important
dis-analogy between the phonology and syntax. As we shall see, the presence
of functional categories accounts for an important aspect of the greater struc-
tural complexity of syntax. And as I’ve suggested, this complexity is a reflection
of the demands imposed by the need to represent complex cognitive scenes. It is
a complexity that there is no motivation for in the representation of phonological
structure.

Table I offers a means of drawing the distinction between functional and con-
tentive, while maintaining the essential character of the relationships expressed
in (6).

Table I: Primary Syntactic Categories

Functional Contentive
Operative {P/} Verb {P;N}
Comparator {P.N/}  Adjective {P:N}
Determiner {N/} Noun {N;P}
Functor {1

The functional categories are distinguished by being necessarily complemented,
and by showing only simple — non-asymmetrical — combinations of P and N or
their absence. {P/}, {N/}, the simple combination {P.N/}, insisted on as contras-
tive by the period, and the null combination { /}. Verbs and noun are respec-
tively {P;N} and {N;P}. And they are the contentive categories corresponding to

printed on 2/9/2023 7:32 PMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 3 Categorial Asymmetries and Functional Categories = 43

operator and determiner, respectively. And the colon in the representation for
adjective indicates that they combine representations where both P and N pre-
dominates over the other: the representation {P:N} abbreviates {{P;N}.{N;P}}, a
simple combination of the verb and noun representations. The adjective thus
again emerges as the most complex category — appropriately, in view of the
markedness revealed by, among other things, the absence of adjectives from a
number of languages and their paucity or their predominantly or purely deriva-
tional status in others.

Given the universally available cognitive basis for the primary syntactic cat-
egories, these latter are universally available to a language. And it is generally
assumed that some minimum will be found in any language. Further, it may be
hypothesized that likelihood of absence of a particular category correlates with
complexity of representation, markedness. Thus, adjective is the most complex
category in Table I; it combines the properties of nouns and verbs. So it is unsur-
prising that, as just observed, it is lacking in a number of languages. Languages
are more likely to ignore in their structure distinctions that introduce more than
a minimal complexity. That minimum is an empirical question, depending on
attestation. Thus, in line with what has been claimed concerning the distribution
of adjectives in language, it has commonly been maintained that, of the conten-
tive categories, noun and verb are the minimum set that is found in language.

But even this is disputed, so that it has been claimed elsewhere that a lan-
guage may possess only one non-functional category, the simple contentive,
which we can represent as {P,N}, a simple combination of the two primary fea-
tures. The comma in its representation expresses simple combination in a system
lacking asymmetrical combination — while the full stop in the comparator rep-
resentation indicates simple combination that is in contrast with asymmetrical
combinations. In terms of the present framework, the capacity of such a conten-
tive category for both ‘verbal’ and ‘nominal’ syntax is facilitated by combination
with — particularly conversion to — the appropriate functional categories. More-
over, relational and dynamic contentives will favour conversion to {P/}, discrete
and stable to {N/}.

At least the distinction between functional and contentive categories seems
to be universally drawn. And the functional categories { /}, {P/}, and {N/}appear
to be indispensable for the functioning of human languages, even if there is only
one contentive. We can exclude here from necessary presence the comparator,
which presumably will be absent as such from adjectiveless languages, though
not necessarily if there are at least adjectives that are derived. What is important
theoretically is that our framework of representation provides some account of
relative commonness of categories, including the possible absence of some. The
question of what the minimum complement of categories for a language might
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be is, as proposed above, an empirical one — though a complex one, particularly
given the interaction of contentive with functional categories.

The representations in Table I also enable us to characterize various cross-
classes in English. We can, for instance, define the cross-class of nominals as
comprising those categories that show a preponderance of N; and the class of
verbals have a preponderance of P. Contentive categories all contain ;’, an asym-
metrical relation, or two of them. Any category containing P belongs to the cross-
class that can be categorized as simply as P, i.e. P without a bracket. Any member
of this class is a potential predicative, predicable of something, though only
{P/} itself guarantees finiteness, propositional or speech-act status, or mood, of
a predication; and nouns and adjectives in English cannot be converted to {P/}.
Modals are {P/}, but have and be are {P/}&{P;N/}, or, better, {P<;N>/}, where the
N is optional, or indeed {P>/}, where P preponderates. ‘Auxiliary’ have and be are
either operative or verb, whereas contentive verbs, including ‘main verb’ have,
are operative only by conversion.

And those categories containing N permit at least textual co-indexing,
though full referentiality is limited to {N/}, uncombined N. Thus, in I stole the
bread, though I know I shouldn’t have done, the pro-{P;N} done is interpreted by
recurrence to the {P;N} stole and its subordinates. This capacity, represented by
co-indexing, is associated with the presence of N in {P;N}; but this does not con-
stitute coreference. A {P;N}, or other contentive category, including nouns, does
not refer, as opposed to denote, extra-linguistically. Strictly, perhaps only {N;P}s
denote, given that what verbs signify is often difficult to delineate, given their
internal complexity, extensible relationality, and possible notional transitori-
ness. Whether a scene is to be counted as a member of the signification class of a
particular verb is often difficult to decide: consider, for instance, the range of can-
didate scenes for signification by different verbs associated with means of (even
unassisted) animate locomotion. Most adjectives, intermediate as usual, are less
difficult to associate with the members of a class of denotata. However, abstract
denotata for any lexical form are inaccessible in relation to abstract domains,
except by figurative means, such as via the metonymies of concrete correlates of
the abstract denotatum — physical signs of happiness, for instance.

Mlustration of the roles of these and other cross-classes will arise in what
follows. The list of primary categories in Table I is incomplete, however. We have
not allowed, in particular, for pronouns and names. Contrary to one pervasive
tradition, these cannot be regarded as sub-types of noun. The class of pronouns
is not open-ended, and the distribution of neither class corresponds to that of
nouns. Their primary distribution resembles that of determiners, but determiners
without an overt complement. Below, in Chapter 7, we shall look at arguments
for regarding them, in their common usage, as derived determiners. As we shall
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see (in Chapter 9), they thereby satisfy the complementation requirements of the
determiner internally, by conversion — i.e. in the lexicon, not in the syntax. And,
as determiners, they are able to refer, as can nouns when so converted. We must
also take up later the status of the traditional parts of speech ‘adverb’ and ‘con-
junction’ (see in the first instance Chapter 7). Can they be seen to be compatible
with the categorial framework embodied in Table I?

The set of representations in Table I, the extent of whose incompleteness we
must come back to, is nevertheless sufficient to illustrate, in comparison with
(24), the greater variety of distributional categories necessitated by syntactic
structure, compared with phonological. Recall the primary categories of (24),
which again are universally available, and ranked in markedness, but not as elab-
orated as in syntax.

Q4 {v} {v;c} {cv} {c}
vowels sonorants fricatives plosives

Elaboration beyond this is unnecessary in English and perhaps generally,
given an appropriate use of secondary features. These representations, and
particularly the relative sonority they express, are the basis of the erection of
sub-syllabic phonological structure. Though there is an analogue to sonority
in syntax, as discussed below, more fundamental is the articulation of catego-
ries into functional and contentive, lacking in phonology. And this variety in
the syntax of both number and type of category is a response to the demands of
the cognitive substance with which the syntax interfaces, a response that also
involves complex categorization, categories that are lexically-derived from
other categories.

This kind of response to cognitive demands, and syntactic complexity in
general, is possible because syntax is not directly tied to the constraints imposed
by phonic expression on phonological representations. Thus, for instance, the
idea that one category can be derived synchronically from another is incoherent
in the context of phonological representation, where each category is identified
by particular sonic characteristics incompatible with those that identify other
categories. An event may be viewed as an entity, as with the noun walk, but there
is no comparable substantive motivation or capacity for viewing a fricative as a
stop. We shall focus more precisely on how syntactic structure meets the rep-
resentational demands of cognition after we have given further attention, in the
chapter that follows immediately, to a functional category that plays a crucial role
in the representation of predicationally-complex as well as simple structures, the
functor.
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To end this one I make some distinctions in categorial notation that we shall
rely on in what follows. We have seen that the major categories of syntax — noun,
verb, etc. — are distinguished by the (symmetrical and asymmetrical, unary and
null) combinations of major or primary features P and N enclosed in braces, as
{N;P} for nouns. And there are minor or secondary features that distinguish sub-
classes, some of them at least corresponding in substance with primary features,
as with n, which distinguishes, for example, adjectives that are usually ‘classifi-
catory’, like deciduous, as {P:N{n}}, for instance. This major-minor parallelism
is even more common, possibly even the norm, in phonological categorization.

Combinations of these minor features distinguish minor categories, and
single features are often also in associative contrast. Thus, the features that dis-
tinguish different kinds of the gradient subcategory of adjectives include alter-
native sets of adjectives of weight, speed, size, length etc. We can represent this
situation, hyponymy, when necessary, as in terms of the crude notation abbrevi-
ated in {P:N{GRAD(IENT)::length}}. However, allusion to this phenomenon arises
with any salience only later, in our discussion of lexical-derivational relations in
Part II.
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Chapter 4
The Content of Functors

semantic relations as non-primary features of functors — absolutives - locatives, goals and
sources — feature combinations - ‘experiencers’ decomposed - ‘holisticness’ — subject-
selection hierarchy and routinization - localism - functors and dimensionality/orientation —
non-morphological lexical relationships — complex functors in English and elsewhere

In this Chapter I present a theory of functors as a functional category. The mem-
bership of the category is differentiated by features that, in traditional terms,
we might call ‘cases’ or ‘case relations’, but have also been called semantic
relations. I adopt here the last of these labels, despite its lack of transparency,
because traditionally ‘case’ has a too restricted denotation. With functors the
status of functional category has to be reconciled with the apparent problems
exhibited by the relatively extended membership of the functor class and by
their distribution, whereby in Latin, for instance, a combination of two different
kinds of element showing functor-like properties — a preposition and an inflec-
tion (traditional ‘case’) — can introduce a single participant or circumstantial,
while in the same language case inflections can also occur alone, without a
preposition.

In the preceding chapter, we encountered five distinct functors, which I
labelled source, goal, ‘neutral’, ‘experiencer’, and (simple) locative. The quota-
tion marks around two of these anticipate that these labels will not persist once
we elaborate a fuller framework of secondary functor features. But the other
three — source, goal, and locative — also demand some attention on specific
grounds. This arises from such questions as: can’t sources and goals be said to
be a kind of ‘location’ as well as locatives? And isn’t this reflected, as concerns
goal (and sometimes source) and locative, in the fact that there is often neutral-
ization of their expression, as in He went/was inside the shop? And doesn’t the
relationship between goal and simple locative correlate with the observation that
normally the statement She has gone to Crete implies that She is in Crete is true.
The answers to these questions, if positive, introduce some further factors con-
cerning the relations among suggested functor features. Firstly, however, look at
the possibly most straightforward of the provisional labels that I’ve marked with
quotation marks. This will enable us to begin to introduce such factors.

I am going to lay aside the label ‘neutral’ on purely historical-terminological
grounds: in the tradition that immediately underlies the present account of rep-
resentational grammar, the equivalent of ‘neutral’ has for some time been called
absolutive. I have allowed this to override use of the provisional term, which

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-004
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is perhaps more transparent, and avoids the problem that ‘absolutive’ is a tra-
ditional label for a case inflection in some languages. This secondary feature
label designates the most neutral functor: its precise interpretation depends on
the semantics of the predicator it is associated with, particularly that involving
the rest of the semantic relations in its valency. Thus, as we have seen, ‘neutral’/
absolutive introduces the argument that refers to the entity that is located or
moves in locational/directional sentences; but also it introduces the argument
that refers to the entity that is the ‘goal’ of an action sentence, or the entity that
has attributed to it a process or state. And we shall find that its ‘neutrality’ is
the basis for further distinctive properties vis-a-vis the other functors. On these
grounds we might recognize that it is the unmarked feature of the unmarked
functional category, with a representation { { }/}, the ‘empty’ functor, the empty
feature of the secondary/minor category associated with the empty primary cat-
egory. However, in the interest of transparency and of terminological consist-
ency, I shall again retain here the ‘absolutive’ label, with { {abs}/} as equivalent
to{{ }/}.

This terminological decision means that we should say that (23) contains an
absolutive, a source, and a goal.

(23) Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail

But — to take up again the status of source and goal - it seems appropriate to
regard the labels other than abs applied to (23) as involving here tertiary fea-
tures, not secondary like absolutive; these two functors share the secondary
feature locative. This is the dominant feature with respect to both source and
goal. There are at least two levels of minor features.

In these terms, we can annotate the valency of (23) as in (39a), where the ter-
tiary features appear within inner braces relative to the secondary, and the (null)
primary feature, or category, that these functors share (i.e. { /}) is omitted here,
for simplicity.

(39) a. Fogextended from Queensferry to Crail
{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}
b. {P;N/{absHlocH{src}}} = (c)
c. {P;N/{absHloc{gol}Hloc{src}}}
d. Itlies in Crail harbour
{abs} {loc}
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Extend is then a directional verb, either dynamic or static, with the redundancy-
free valency shown in (39b), where the functors are again represented only by
minor features such as absolutive ({abs}). And the co-presence in a valency of a
locative ({loc}) and a source ({{src}}) functor in (39b) means that that valency can
be expanded by general lexical rule as in (39c). The latter introduces redundant
features. That is, in the presence of tertiary source in a verb valency, a locative
acquires a goal ({gol}) tertiary feature, and the (tertiary) source becomes ter-
tiary to a locative. Thus, (39b) is simply (39c) with the redundancies in the latter
removed. In the absence of tertiary source, a locative is not redundantly a goal,
as exemplified in (39d).

{{loc{src}}} is typically associated with presence of a { {loc{gol}}} in the same
predication, which is thereby directional. But it can occur alone, as in Fred is
out(side) or It is off the map. To be ‘out’ is to be ‘not in’. This relationship between
source locatives and negation and antonymy will assume some importance in
our discussion of existence and negation, truth and the opposite (beginning in
Chapter 15), as well as lexical relations.

Despite the association of the {gol} of the {loc{gol}} with presence of {loc{src}}
in a valency, a source locative is much more commonly not made explicit in a
sentence, as in He travelled to lots of places (though a source or sources might be
apparent from the context). This follows from the positive value of {gol}, as does
its primacy in the conjunction to and fro. We return to antonymies in general in
the conclusion to Part III.

A simple secondary, rather than tertiary, source is to be interpreted, in the
absence of a secondary {loc}, as the source of the action, or agentive, i.e. as not
locational, as illustrated in (40a).

(40) a. Fredread the notice {src}  {abs}
b. {P;N/{abs}{src}} = (c)
c. {P;N/{abs{gol}Hsrc}}
d. {<loc>} = {<loc>{gol}}/{<{>src<}>}

The valency of the verb is given in (40b). However, in the presence of a source
participant and no locative, the absolutive is interpreted as a goal, i.e. the
required functors are amplified as in the redundant (40c). (40a) thus involves
a non-place direction, to do with the directionality of action, not of locations
in a movement or extension: src as part of a valency that contains a distinct
{loc} (as in (39b)) is itself spatial, and tertiary; in the absence of a distinct
{loc} (as in (40b)) or a dominating one (as in Maria is out), src is agentive,
and so secondary. In both instances of source, the corresponding (locational
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or non-locational) functor acquires a goal tertiary, as in the redundancy in
(40d), where content of all the paired angles must be simultaneously present
or absent, and the slash introduces the environment. We have two different
kinds of ‘journey’, spatial vs. actional. We shall see that (40d) follows from
other generalizations.

The preceding exhaust the set of minor (secondary and tertiary) features
of the functor, or semantic/case relations, as they are sometimes referred to.
However, there are more combinatory possibilities than we have encountered
so far, some of which eliminate other putative ‘functor features’. The verb
with the ‘experiencer’ participant in example (5) from Chapter 2 also involves
a combination with locative and source, but with source as secondary and
the locative feature tertiary, as shown in the suggested valency {P;N/{abs}

{src{loc}}}.
(5) a. John likes Judy

Such a source-locative combination introduces the participant that, as with
source alone, is the source of the scene, but of a scene which is not an action
because it is located internally to the source entity; it is an ‘experiencer’, which,
as we shall see, shares further properties with agentive. The second of the two
provisional labels mentioned initially is decomposed in this way, then: the label
‘experiencer’, often appealed to, does not correspond to an atomic secondary
feature but to a combination of features, thus exploiting the componentiality of
categorial representations.

We also find this combination in the partial representations in (41a—b), which
are directional, not simply locational, and are minimally specified (and again
only minor features are indicated).

(41) a. Friedareceived a pleasant sensation from the contact
{src{loc}} {abs} {src}

b. Frieda suffered from anxiety attacks
{src{abs,loc}} {src}
{P;N/{abs}{src{loc}{{src}}} = (e)
{P;N/{src{abs,loc}H{{src}}} = (f)
{P;N/{abs}{src{loc{gol}}Hloc{src}}}
{P;N/{src{abs,loc{gol}}Hloc{src}}}
{P;N/{src.abs{loc{gol}}}Hloc{src}}}

e
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The representation of the first functor in (41b), with a simple combination of ter-
tiary absolutive and locative, is provisional; the presence of absolutive is meant
to mark the locative as affected by the independent locative source; ‘affectedness’
is a property associated with functors, specifically the {abs{loc}} combination.
(41c) and (d) represent the valencies of the respective verbs in (41a-b), which are
thereby annotated appropriately as ‘experiencers’ that are ‘recipients’, or receiv-
ers. (41c) involves a directional verb where the simple source functor, realized in
(41a) as the preposition from, is interpreted as a locative source in the presence
of a distinct locative; and the original locative of the valency, combined with src
in introducing Frieda in (41a), is a goal. As a receiver, it is an ‘experiencer goal’.
Compare the expansion of (39b) as (39¢). We thus in the present case expand (41c)
as in (41e). Likewise, rules of redundancy give (41f) from (41d). In these latter, the
representation stresses the coincidence of the location and the sensation, indi-
cated here by the simple combination of {abs} and {loc} - which we now shall
turn to.

(41f) thus shows symmetrical combination of the two tertiaries, locative and
absolutive. If this is just, then we might expect secondary features also to be able
to combine symmetrically, as a simple combination, whereas so far I have not
appealed to such. It may be that such a distinction between the treatments of
secondary and tertiary functor features is universally appropriate. But it could
be that symmetrical or asymmetrical combination of particular features is a lin-
guistic variable, depending on whether there is a contrast in dominance of the
features involved in the language concerned. Or it could be that asymmetry is the
norm among functor features.

In English it seems, as a first approximation, at least, that locative and abso-
lutive also combine symmetrically as secondaries, as well as when tertiaries (as in
(41f)), in identifying the functor with the ‘holistic’ argument of (42a).

(42) a. Thebasement flooded {abs,loc}

b. {P;N/{abs,loc}}

c. Water flooded into the basement
d. The water reached the ceiling

e. The chairs got a lick of paint

f. {P;N/{loc{abs}}

g. {P;N/{abs{loc}}

The effect of the action of a verb such as is represented in (42b) is to exhaust the
relevant dimensions of the {abs,loc} argument. Complex dimensionality such as
is made overt by the presence of in- in (42c), which is the ‘non-holistic’ conge-
ner of (42a), will be discussed shortly. The effect of holisticness, associated with
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the presence of the absolutive-locative combination, is indirectly expressed by
optional suppression — circumstantialization — of the other argument in (42c).
The basement flooded (with water/wine/sewage).

It is not unnatural that such an interpretation of ‘holisticness’ be associated
with a process involving exhaustion of the dimensionality of a location that is
also absolutive. For absolutives in general are associated with ‘holisticness’. We
can normally assume from (40a), for instance, that the notice as a whole was
read.

(40) a. Fredread the notice {src}{abs}

Of course, this inference can be cancelled in various ways, such as by the pres-
ence of the progressive in Fred was reading the notice. On the other hand, the
journey aspect can be made overt. Fred read through the notice. Concerning the
representations in (42a—b), however, we can observe that they simplify somewhat,
since the predicator is clearly directional.

It might be suggested too that we can locate a contrast in dominance between
locative and absolutive when we compare (42d) with (42a) - or the corresponding
transitive in The leakage flooded the basement. The sentences contrast in whether
itis the journey or the dimensions of the location that is exhausted. But this seems
to depend rather on whether complex dimensionality is involved rather than the
simple semantic relation. Both (42a) and (42d) might be regarded as ‘holistic’ in
different ways — either in terms of relevant dimensions or the single dimension
of a journey’. However, there are further examples suggesting a distinction in
dominance in combinations of {abs} and {loc}.

It can be argued, in particular, that (42a) and (42d) contrast with (42e) in dom-
inance, i.e. as { {loc{abs}}} vs. { {abs{loc}}}, as in the abbreviated valencies (42f-g)
above, where the combination in the latter case of a prominent absolutive with
tertiary locative is associated with ‘intrinsic affectedness’ vs. the ‘holisticness’ of
{loc{abs}}, where the location and its dimensions are dominant. Notice that the
‘experiencer’ subject in (5a) may also be said to be ‘affected’ in some way, but
unlike the subject of (42e), specifically ‘experientially’.

(5) a. John likes Judy

This suggests that we can then associate patienthood in a very general sense with
both {src{loc}}, experiencers, and {abs{loc}}, affecteds — i.e. a patient is where a
locative is a tertiary to a basic non-locative — secondary source or absolutive. I shall
adopt these suggestions here. In this case, the valency of the verb in Frieda suffered
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from anxiety attacks should be specified as (41g) rather than (41f), repeated here,
i.e. with simple combination of the non-locationals, a combination, however, that
contrasts with asymmetric combinations of these features, as in intransitive agen-
tives vs. middles, and this is indicated by the period separating the features in (41g).

(41) f. {P;N/{src{abs,loc{gol}}}{loc{src}}}
g. {P;N/{src.abs{loc{gol}}}H{loc{src}}}

The secondaries in (41g) are combined. The participant is both experiencer and
affected. And we eliminate the symmetrical combination of secondaries {abs,loc},
and expect to find holistic experiencers, i.e. {src{loc{abs}}} — perhaps for love
rather than like, while the simple absolutive of (43c) contrasts with the exhaustive
of (43d), which also invokes two absolutives in a simple predication.

(43) a. Billlikes Suzie {src{loc}} {abs}
b. Jojo loves Bill {src{loc{abs}}} {abs}
c. Bill thinks that Jill has left {abs{loc}} {abs}
d. Bobknows thatJill hasleft {abs{loc}} {loc{abs}}

These two states are also expressed by two occurrences of {abs}: {abs} is the
only functor feature that can occur twice in a simple predication, such as equa-
tives — The tall man is the manager. In (43d) they carry along with them two
locatives. Active thinking can be signified by conversion to an agentive {P;N}.
Observe too that (43b) has {abs} as a quaternary feature. Moreover, (41f—g) sim-
ilarly introduced {gol} as a quaternary feature. The status of such that-clauses
will get some comment later, as, in Part IV, will the valency of these mental
main verbs.

When, as in (41f-g), we get involved in combinations of three minor features,
we are, I suspect, at the limits of complexity that is reflected in the grammat-
ical expression of English in this area. In the preceding paragraphs we have
been working up a hierarchy of relative complexity in categorization. And this is
manifested in the relative prominence of the role of a particular categorization in
the grammar: the simpler, the more common. The least complex representation
is simple absolutive, intrinsic emptiness — but anthropocentricity presses for a
secondary source to be present, and in subject positions.

One can perhaps put forward a more obvious case in English for the sugges-
tion that absolutive and (non-locative) source can be combined asymmetrically,
thus with absolutive being tertiary to the source or vice versa, as illustrated by the
single functors in (44).
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(44) a. Bill works (hard) {src{abs}}
b. The book sells (well)  {abs{src}}
c. {P;N/{src{abs}}
d. {P;N/{abs{src}}}
e. Dinner is preparing

Here the single participant is both the source of the action and the entity that
undergoes it, with the source being dominant in the intransitive agentive of
(44a) and dominated in the middle construction of (44b). And the verbs have the
valencies in (44c) and (44d) respectively.

Both holistics and middles are derived. And we come back to the derivation
of middles and holistics, first of all in Chapter 26 of Part II. At this point it is
perhaps worth observing that the circumstantials in both (44b) and the other
derived form in (42a) — The basement flooded — are rather more commonly
present — even participant-like — than in other instances of non-participants. On
the other hand, progressive middles of verbs of achievement, particularly, quite
commonly lack a circumstantial. Thus, we find such as (44e) — though perhaps
not to everyone’s taste.

The above suggests that in English, at least, (minor) functor features are com-
bined asymmetrically, up to a level of three-feature combinations, at least. More
strikingly, in terms of the preceding, it looks as if we need have no recourse to
semantic features that only ever have an abstract interpretation. These possible
combinations of minor spatially-directionally-based features provide quite a flex-
ible means of differentiating among participants in ways that reflect their syntax
and their semantics.

For instance, the association of source as a secondary feature with both ‘agen-
tives’ and ‘experiencers’ correlates with shared semantic properties, such as the
preference of ‘agentives’ and ‘experiencers’ for subject complements denoting
entities that are for various reasons perceived as high on a hierarchy of human-
ness, entities that can be treated as human in some respect. And both ‘agentives’
and ‘experiencers’ are preferred subjects, as shown in (40a) and (5a).

(40) a. Fredread the notice {src} {abs}
(5) a. Johnlikes Judy
They are both selected as subject over the other, absolutive participant. Of course,

humans and other animates do not necessarily complement only these relations,
they also undergo processes and occupy states.
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As concerns subject, we can establish the hierarchy in (45), which applies to
the minor features of the functor.

(45) SUBJECT-SELECTION HIERARCHY
2ndary src < abs <

Secondary source participants are preferred to (‘<’) absolutives, and absolutives
to the others, as illustrated by (39a) and (39d).

(39) a. Fogextended from Queensferry to Crail

{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}
d. Itlies in Crail harbour
{abs} {loc}

As observed, this reflects anthropocentricity; humans are not usually places.
Agents and experiencers are favoured topics; and in their absence the special
character and pervasiveness of the neutral/absolutive encourages topicality.
And these preferences are routinized in the subject-selection hierarchy. Some
exceptions to the subject-selection hierarchy will occupy us in later chapters,
however.

The neutralization involved in subjecthood illustrates the unsurprising sus-
ceptibility of functional categories to further functionalization and indeed rou-
tinization - a weakening in semantic content in favour of a primarily syntactic
role. In the present case, subject formation creates an argument of the verb that
can contribute to the compactness of syntax, by not necessarily being overtly
expressed. For it can be reconstructed from overt occurrences and knowledge of
the selection hierarchy and the valency of the verb whose subject is not made
overt. Thus, in Beppo intends to leave the village we know that leave is ‘agentive’
and coreferential with Beppo, but this is not made overt. And Beppo refers to
the same entity as is signalled overtly, on one interpretation, by the non-subject
pronoun in Beppo intends Pippa should leave with him. Such phenomena will
play a significant role in the present account of syntax, particularly, of course,
in Part IV.

The various combinations of functor features also provide flexibility. But the
set of non-primary functor features, or semantic relations, is, as observed above,
itself extremely limited. These features involve only distinctions to do with loca-
tion and directionality. We have sources, goals, and locatives and a feature that
is none of these but may be ‘located’ with respect to them, the absolutive, or
potential ‘locatee/actional goal’ — as well as ignoring them, as in Fred shivered.
Such a restrictive theory of the semantic relations carried by functors, based on
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locative notions, is one instantiation of what has been called the localist theory
of case — where ‘case’ is to be understood in the wide sense given to it in some
earlier traditions, i.e. as roughly equivalent to functor. These distinctions in loca-
tion are applied to abstract as well as concrete domains. And localism is but part
of the kind of theory of representation adopted here, whereby terms that can be
given some concrete interpretation are what are also applied to characterizing
the non-concrete, as briefly discussed in Chapter 1 and pursued in Part II.

Locational expressions are a fertile basis for the structuring of abstract
domains. This is illustrated by another directional possibility not considered so
far. Consider the variety of non-concrete situations that a preposition like through
helps to articulate (see it through, think it through, through his help, through no
fault of my own, ...). Some such expressions are idiomatic, but the directionality
sense remains transparent. This sense we might label as ‘path’, and we can char-
acterize it in terms of a combination of members of the small set of semantic rela-
tions introduced above. (46) provides an illustration of the ternary combination
of the two locative features, in this instance symmetrical.

(46) They walked through the wood {src{abs}} {loc{src,gol}}

Through is alocation that is a combination of a goal and a source, locationals that
are elsewhere not combined asymmetrically — hence their separation in (46) by
a comma rather than a period. Such prepositions are, by redundancy, available
as a single argument of any verb with a distinct {loc{src}} and {loc{gol}} valency,
such as that in (39a-b).

(39) a. Fogextended from Queensferry to Crail

{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}
b. {P;N/{absHlocH{src}}}

The lexicon allows an alternative valency {loc{src,gol}} to any verb that has
a valency that includes the two spatial directionals. The temporal sequence of
{src,gol} is redundant. And this is the only symmetrical combination of three-
feature functor representations — this one that involves the two ternary semantic
relations that are locational. It is the non-locational features, which can also be
combined asymmetrically (intransitive agent vs. middles) that are combined as
secondaries in (41g).

(41) g. {P;N/{abs.src{loc{gol}}}Hloc{src}}}
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However, there is much to be explored concerning functor feature combinations.

We can give some indication of the main combinatory possibilities we have
looked at as in Figure IIl.a, in which the lines connect possible combinations
available to any functor.

{abs,src} — simple combination
{abs} {src} {loc} _| secondary
{abs} {gol} {loc} {abs} {gol} {src} ] tertiary
{src,gol} _| simple combination

Figure Ill.a: Minor Functor Feature Combinations

The content of Figure Ill.a is not necessarily exhaustive in languages (or even just
English), though combinatory extensions of those allowed for there are increas-
ingly improbable. But what do not need to be envisaged are further semantic
relations.

What we have examined are combinations of the minor features of individ-
ual participants and their role in valencies. However, there are also, in terms of
valency, restrictions on what functors can co-occur as participants of a single
predication. The most obvious of these is the role criterion: a simple predication
cannot contain more than one instance of each semantic relation at secondary
(primary minor) level, except for absolutive — one indication of its special status.

(47) a. The tall man is her brother
b. Her brother is the tall man

Here, where the copula links two secondary absolutives, subject-selection is
pragmatic.

But a simple predication can include two locative participants provided they
differ in direction or are combined, and a simple predication cannot contain two
distinct sources of the action; this would presents a cognitive problem unless the
‘two sources’ are coordinated. Sentences with two such sources are necessarily
complex: two predications are involved, associated with two different actions.
This complexity may be revealed syntactically, as in He made her drown the
cat, or morphologically, as in Turkish causatives (illustrated in the commentary
to this chapter), or it may be covert, as in Rebecca walked the pony around the
paddock.
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But perhaps the most striking restriction on valency structure is the exclusion
of a simple predication that has distinct secondary locative and secondary source
participants. There seems to be a cognitive basis for this too: the two domains of
location and transitive action are conceptually disjoint, and cannot be expressed
via a simple predication, unless the agent is also the transitive goal (absolutive).
John remained there/Bill went away. A transitive action cannot be conceived of,
representationally, as simultaneously locational; only a circumstantial location
can be specified. The absolutive in putative predications that are simultaneously
transitive-actional and locational would be given incoherent interpretations: it
would be assigned actional goalhood and spatial location by a single predicator.
Such actional-locational sentences are necessarily complex. They typically take
the form of causative locationals, which may be expressed syntactically, as in He
made it go away, or morphologically, as (again) in Turkish, or covertly, i.e. lexi-
cally, as in They sent the parcel to Budapest, where sent realizes such a complex
of verbal categories. We return in Chapter 26 again to the analysis of such and
other causatives.

The distribution of the various minor functor features over these two
domains, the transitive-actional and the locational, is compactly indicated in
Table II, where a distinct absolutive participant may appear in either domain, or
alone —i.e. in neither.

Table II: Minor Functor Feature Domains

actional domain neither locational domain
{src,abs} {src} + {abs} abs {loc,abs} {loc} + {abs}
{src{abs}} {abs{src}} {loc{abs}} {abs{loc}}
{src{loc}} {loc{src}}
source-dominant location-dominant
{abs.src{loc}} {src{abs} + {loc} {loc{src,gol}}
domain mingling

Features from the actional and the locational domains do not co-occur as par-
ticipants of a simple predicator unless combined with the defining relation from
the other domain or with abs in representing a single functor. We might call this
domain exclusivity, which is overcome only if a feature is ‘invited into’ the
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alien domain by it or abs combining as a tertiary with the defining feature of that
domain, as in the lower part of Table II, which ignores, however, the contingent
role of gol.

Domain exclusivity means, for instance, that we can simplify the {{src}}
element in the non-redundant representation in (39b) to a {src}, given that there
is a locative in the same predication.

(39) a. Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail
{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}
b. {P;N/{absHlocH{src}}}
c. {P;N/{absHloc{gol}}{loc{src}}}

These representations could not be interpreted as agentive.

The role criterion and domain exclusivity are not arbitrary, and I have sug-
gested that there is a simple cognitive basis for them, to do with incoherence
of subscenes involving a single clause expressing transitive action and loca-
tion. This constrains the notion ‘predication’ in terms of its array of participant
types.

Membership of the set of semantic features is also highly restricted, in
conforming to a localist criterion. Thus, the simplicity and generalizability of
such notions of semantic relations and their combinatory potential are pleas-
ing in terms of constraining and thus making precise and distinctive this area
of the grammar. But it is immediately apparent that, despite the degree of flex-
ibility afforded by the combinatorial potential of the semantic relations, there
are further distinctions carried by elements manifesting functors in language —
whether adpositional or inflectional — that are not obviously to be allowed for in
the terms discussed so far.

We have already associated the property of ‘interiority’ with the preposition
in in the Latin discussed in the commentary on Chapter 3, but not related in this
chapter to our consideration of functors. Similarly, the locative prepositions at,
in, and on in English cannot be distinguished in the terms introduced so far in this
chapter, except that, whereas at normally contrasts, as a simple locative, with the
goal locative to, the notionally more complex prepositions in and on may neutral-
ize this distinction. Compare (48a—b) with (48c—d).

(48) a. The necklace is at the office
b. Fred took the necklace to the office
c. The necklace is in this box
d. Frieda put the necklace in(to) this box
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This observation leads us towards an account of what might be going on here.

A starting-point is the suggestion that the goal/non-goal contrast is neces-
sarily marked in English with the conceptually simpler prepositions in (48a-b).
But expression of the conceptually more complex prepositions may be identical
as goal or simple locative (in and on), though the complexity may be optionally
reflected in the internal structure of the form in (48d), for example. We can asso-
ciate this complexity with expression of dimensional — or, more properly, multi-
dimensional — notions, as well as simple location and directionality. The longer
form in (48d) separates a dimensional component from a goal marker with the
same shape as in (48b), whereas the dimensionally simple locative in (48b) has
a simplex realization, with no expression of a dimensional component. We can
associate contrasts in dimensionality with functors that have locative as a sec-
ondary feature, but dimensionality is a distinctive notion.

Further, (48d) involves only one kind of manifestation of the relative com-
plexity of dimensional prepositions. Consider e.g. (49), where, indeed, the nom-
inality of the diachronic source of one component of the preposition (-side) is
relatively transparent, and an overt directional component is not even optional.

(49) a. The necklace is inside this box
b. Frieda put the necklace inside this box

Are we to associate the complexity of dimensional functors in general with pres-
ence of a dimensional nominal, the natural categorical locus for dimensional dif-
ferences? We shall now look at other indications of this in a moment, and I shall
suggest in Part II, indeed, that into, for instance, is a compound of functor and
determiner.

Further, there are also prepositional forms that express orientation. This is
where an entity or scene is related to some reference point, deictic or simply rela-
tive. And this complexity too may be suggested by the form of the preposition, as
in (50a), though here the components are now somewhat obscured.

(50) a. The garden is behind the house
b. The garden is in front/back of the house
c. The garden is (at (the)) back of the house
d. The garden is at the front of the house

But in (50b) we have a distinct dimensional preposition as head, and the orien-
tational aspect is expressed by a distinct, apparently nominal word linked to the
final determiner phrase by another preposition. In (50c—d) the multidimensional
aspect is not expressed but a more complex structure is suggested by the presence
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of the the preceding back (optionally in (50c)), normally associated with presence
of anoun.

It looks as if the full form of (50c—d) involves a locative preposition that is
accompanied by a complex determiner phrase that includes another preposi-
tional phrase. And (50b) and the short form of (50c) can be seen as a further
functionalization, and lexicalization of this. Thus, these constructions suggest
that the expression of orientation is basically associated with functor + nominal,
and that the examples from (50d) to (50a) show progressive functionalization of
nominal-based structures involving both orientation and dimensionality. Further,
(50a) involves a nominal that has been converted to a functor, via historical amal-
gamation, or compounding. Such prepositions are derived functors, based lexi-
cally on nominals of some sort.

And the form of the locative in (49a) similarly suggests a complex categoriza-
tion, with again a dimensional nominal converted to a functor, or, as suggested
above, at least diachronically, compounding. With respect to both these kinds of
functor, both dimensional and orientational, or both, such a categorially complex
structure as just suggested correlates with both their conceptual and their expres-
sional complexity compared with the unidimensional functors. In and on differ
from (49a) only in the opacity of expression of complexity, particularly in the
absence of -to.

This means that any apparent open-class property of functors illustrated in
terms of (49) and (50) simply reflects the commonness of derived functors. And
in this respect they resemble the other functional categories, which in general
are commonly the goal of lexical derivations from contentive categories, whether
marked by their inflectional affixation or not (i.e. by conversion). As illustrated in
Chapter 3, affixational exponence of a functional category is illustrated by a derived
comparator such as that in (36b). Moreover, in rhotic accents at least, the expres-
sion of the comparative comparator ends in the same way as the independent more.

(36) a. Betty is more obese than Billy
b. Betty is fatter than Billy

And simple conversion is exemplified by the generic word of (35a), where the
noun has been converted to a definite non-partitive (generic) determiner.

(35) a. Workers are poor
In and on, however, unlike the short form of (50c), or even (50a), apparently

cannot be regarded as based on synchronically manifested nominals; there is no
independently attested source for the derivation.
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This brings us to an instance of the need for the recognition that the cate-
gorial complexity of words need not be reflected in their own shape or by the
existence in the lexicon of a source for a conversion. A word may be inherently
complex categorially; it may involve more than one primary category, with, in the
simplest case, one of them subordinate, as a ‘base’, to another. That is, we have
bases that have no independent realization, no synchronic source.

Consider in this regard the medial nouns in (51), with varying evidence of a
verbal component.

(51) a. Sheisa convert to Cretan wine
b. Sheis a lover of Cretan wine
c. Sheis a student of Cretan wine
d. Sheis a connoisseur/fan of Cretan wine

Phonologically, there is evidence that (51a) does not involve simply a lexical der-
ivation (indeed), since the derivation is signalled accentually; but note that it
even preserves as such the to-argument of the source verb. Of the rest, only in
(51Db) is the noun clearly based on a distinctly realized source verb; and the noun
bears a still productive affix. The morphological relationship between student in
(51c) and the verb study is less straightforward, or generalizable. And in the case
of the relevant nouns in (51d) there is either no obvious independent potential
source for a base in English or clearly none at all. But in all these instances the
conceptual and categorial complexity of the noun is what licenses the presence
of the phrase to/of Cretan wine. This phrase corresponds to a participant associ-
ated with a verbal category, despite the lack of independent existence of a verbal
source in the lexicon in the case of (51d).

Similarly, the categorial complexity of in and on is only optionally reflected in
the alternations in/into and on/onto. But the simple forms too can be categorially
complex, in notionally sharing a dimensionality with the complex and sharing
their distribution. We return in Chapter 7 to the precise nature of the complexity.
But we can anticipate at this point that what seems to be involved is a complex
structure belonging to the overall category functor. The components of the lexical
structure of (50a) are made overt in the syntactic structure of (50b), repeated here.

(50) a. The garden is behind the house
b. The garden is in front/back of the house

However, the making explicit of this lexical structure depends on the develop-
ment of the relevant elements of linguistic structures in general in the immedi-
ately following chapters. Then too we should be in a position to have some idea
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of the extent to which the lexical structure of complex syntactic categories resem-
bles and fails to resemble syntactic structure itself.

Given some such account as is implied here of the apparent open-endedness
of functors, in terms of dimensional and orientational nominals, it seems that the
basic functor category can be characterized in terms of combinations of the set
of locational and directional distinctions discussed initially in this chapter. I list
these members of the closed class of simple functors in (52), where the ‘secondary
features‘ can also be tertiary.

(52) secondary features absolutive locative source
tertiary features + goal

These form the basis of a localist account of the minor features of functor. But the
ranks of functors is swollen by the many derived forms typically based on {N}.

In the latter part of this chapter our concern thus has been with the presence
of further properties in the interpretation of functors, specifically expressions of
dimensionality and orientation. These are properties consistent with a localist
analysis, in that they have obvious concrete spatial applications; but they cannot
be reduced to combinations of the features in (52). And their presence appeared
to threaten the closed-class status of functors. Both these additional kinds of
property are associated, however, with nominals that in English are the sources
of the bases of lexically complex functors, as illustrated in (49)-(50). Similar
structural relations to those syntactically expressed there underlie in principle
the lexical structure of English dimensional prepositions, such as in. And I shall
suggest in the commentary to Chapter 7 that they also throw a light on possible
co-occurrence of preposition and inflectional case with a single participant or cir-
cumstantial in languages like Latin. The structural categories involved are those
that link arguments with predicators - i.e. functors and determiners.

In order to express these lexical structures and relationships more explic-
itly, we must characterize the kind of structural relation that exists between the
category of the base of a complex category and the resultant category. We turn
in Chapter 5 to the nature of this relation, which is a lexically relevant structural
relation that is also manifested in the syntax — as well as in phonology. This
common fundamental relation constitutes a further analogy between the planes.
We confront it first, however, in the chapter that follows, in relation to syntax,
where it has been more familiar. This is followed, in Chapter 6, by a study of the
analogical deployment of this relation in the phonology, before we take up the
role of the relation in characterizing the lexical phenomena we have encountered
in the present chapter.
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valency and syntactic dependency — headhood - the configurational module - the linearization
module — circumstantials and dependency — subjunction vs. adjunction - finitization, free
absolutives, and subject formation — argument-sharing — subjects and routinization —
restrictions on tangling — inalterability — the dependency analogy

We now begin to confront the basic structural relation that primarily holds
between categories on both planes and in complex forms in the lexicon. This
relation was anticipated in the discussion of ‘asymmetric combinations’ and
‘preponderance’ of features in Chapter 3, let alone talk of ‘maximizing depend-
ency’ in phonological structures. Let us look firstly at its syntactic manifesta-
tion, where the nature of the relation is perhaps most transparent, or at least
more familiar.

Each of the participants in (23) is associated with a functor that satisfies part
of the valency of the verb.

(23) Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail

This was expressed in a rough way by the representations in (39), where each of the
participants in (39a) corresponds to a valency requirement associated with extend,
as given in (39b) (as amended in the preceding chapter), or, with redundancies
included, (39c); and each element is thereby licensed to occur as a participant.

(39) a. Fog extended from Queensferry to Crail
{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}
b. {P;N/{absHlocHsrc}}
c. {P;N/{absHloc{gol}Hloc{src}}}

In this way the verb is the relational centre of the predication. Its presence is
crucial for the predicational status of the sequence of words in (23).

The consequences of this for syntactic structure can be characterized graphi-
cally by attributing to each of the participants a dependent relation with respect
to the verb, the head of the construction, whose presence is characteristic of
the construction: no predicator, no predication (operative or contentive verbal).
These relations are established in the configurational sub-module of the lexico-
syntactic interface, upon selection from the lexicon of compatible categorizations,
including their valencies.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-005
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This gives a partial representation like (53).

(53)  {P;N/{absHlocHsrc}}
{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

extended.......f0g........... from Queensferry.......to Crail

Each continuous line is a dependency arc; it has direction, it is asymmetrical. The
higher node in each case is the head in the relation expressed by these graphic
means. At the lower ends are the dependents. A predication so represented is a
construction headed by a predicator, here the verb extended. Each of the cate-
gories in (53) is associated with a distinct word form; this is what is indicated by
the discontinuous vertical association lines. These associations are part of the
signs projected from the lexicon. The absence in (53) of lines associating Queens-
ferry and Crail with a distinct category makes it obvious that much is omitted in
(53), particularly indication of the relevant categories dependent on the functors.
I comment on the horizontal discontinuous lines below.

By virtue of their categorizations a bundle of words from the lexicon may
be associated with a hierarchical structure, a dependency tree which is a gram-
maticalization of cognitive salience: this salience is associated with the role of
the head in characterizing the kind of sequence it heads and in determining its
external syntax. Dependency too is grounded in substance. The presence of this
grammaticalized substance characterizes the lexico-syntactic sub-module of
configurationality. The association of poles in a minimal sign is given in the
lexicon, but formation of syntactic structure is based on compatibility of the syn-
tactic categorizations and valencies of each sign in the potential structure. The
structure is projected from the individual items in accordance with their require-
ments. However, there is further re-representation to consider now.

The configuration of categories in (53) is unordered, as indicated by the hori-
zontal discontinuous line; the categories are only potentially linearizable. Linear
position in the syntax is determined according to general (largely routinized) rules
of the language, supplemented by pragmatic considerations, which in some lan-
guages, indeed, may be more dominant. These rules are introduced in a further
lexico-syntactic module, the interface sub-module of linearization. Lineariza-
tion grammaticalizes our perception of position in time, but the choice of word
orders is subject to various factors in different languages. Typically involved in
syntactic linearization are topicalization, time or cause iconicity, and the human-
ness hierarchy, but there is also much scope for routinization.
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We can associate with basic word order in English a marked and an unmarked
variant.

(54) SYNTACTIC SEQUENCING IN ENGLISH
marked word order: the dependent precedes its head
unmarked word order: the dependent follows its head

From this it is clear that linearization presupposes configurationality, just as con-
figurationality presupposes the categorizations that project the configurations.
Some linearizational regularities also pre-suppose particular categorizations,
as I shall shortly illustrate. Syntactic structure is thus built up cumulatively at
the interface by the introduction of successive modules associated with different
aspects of substance.

The marked order in (54) occurs in only certain well-defined circumstances.
The two locatives in (54) adopt the expected, unmarked order with respect to their
head, after it, as in (23)/(39a). And their relative order here shows time iconic-
ity, which is particularly evident on a dynamic (rather than static) reading of the
verh. But the absolutive in (23)/(39a) precedes the head: it does not occupy the
position apparently attributed to it in (53) — though recall that the elements in (53)
are unlinearized.

(39) a. Fogextended from Queensferry to Crail

{abs} {loc{src}} {loc{gol}}

This participant with a marked order is traditionally called the ‘subject’, selected
in accordance with a hierarchy of semantic relations (as introduced in Chapter 4).
An account of this instance of marked ordering presupposes the introduction of
some other elements of representation. It is only when we have elaborated these
that we can look at the mechanism of subject-formation that accounts for the
marked order in this case. Firstly, however, we must pay attention to circumstan-
tials as well as the participants so far focused on.

A predication may contain circumstantial as well as participant elements.
(53) shows the pattern of (8) with participants only — though, of course, there are
three rather than the two of (8).

(8) {P/{XHY}
But in Chapter 2 we also allowed elements that do not satisfy the valency of a

predicator, but which optionally express circumstances in the scene-type labelled
by the predicator. This was illustrated by the last word in (9).
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(9) John liked Judy yesterday

The combinatory potentiality of such an element was characterized as in (10),
where yesterday in (9) corresponds to Z.

(10) {Z\{P}}

It is an element seeking a head to modify: what follows the back-slash indicates
its adherency as a modifier. The satisfaction of this need is interpreted structur-
ally as in (55), again without linearization, and indeed this circumstantial could
be linearized otherwise, in a marked position, possibly because topical.

(55) {P;N}
-
{P;N/{absHsrc{loc}}} { {loch\{P;N}}
{ {srcf{loc}}}  { {abs}}

liked.......JOhN ......ecveune.. Judy....... yesterday

Here yesterday is interpreted as a locative functor, specifically temporal — but this
last is indicated by the nominal part of the structure, which is not included in the
partial representation in (55). The backward slash triggers above the basic {P;N}
the introduction of a node of the same category as that adhered to. This new {P;N}
takes the original as a dependent, as shown in (55).

But the dependency between this new head and the dependent {P;N} is not
linearizable. The lower {P;N} is subjoined to its head; it does not come to occupy
a distinct linear place; the two {P;N}s are expounded by the same word form and
only that word form. The participants and the circumstantial, on the other hand,
are adjoined: they must be given a distinct individual linear position, after the
predicator in English in the unmarked case, though, as noted, circumstantials
may precede, particularly if topical — as can participants, but involving more
structuring. And in English the participants are normally closer to the predicator
than the circumstantial when they are linearized. We take this up below.

The relation of subjunction can thus be introduced in the syntax in response
to the ‘\’ instruction. But subjunction is also the basis for complex, including der-
ivational, relationships given in the lexicon. So that derivation of a noun from
a verb can be represented as subjunction of the category verb to the category
noun. These subjoined elements are again not linearizable in the syntax. These
word-derivational relationships between categories in the lexicon do not involve
linearity. This is not to ignore that there are linear relations between, say, roots
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and affixes; but these morphological relationships are distinct from the lineariza-
tions of syntax, and are the subject of morphological, so lexical, rules rather than
syntactic (as explored in Part III, in particular). Let us now take up the relevance
of subjunction to marked linearization, and subject-formation in particular.
Subjecthood also involves subjunction, but subjunction of {P;N} to {P}.

(56) a. {P/{P;N}}
{P;N/{absHloc}{src}}

{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

extended........ fog......... from Queensferry.....to Crail

b.  {P/{P;N}}
{P;N}
-
{P;N/{absHsrc{loc}}} { {loch\{P;N}}

{ {srcfloc}}}  { {abs}}
liked.... JohN .......cuvnee.. Judy.....yesterday

The upper subjunctions in (56) thus show the result of lexical derivation, conver-
sion, not a consequence at the interface of the presence of a circumstantial. This
conversion confers finiteness on the verb.

(57) FINITIZATION

{P}

|
{P;N} < {P;N}

Finitization is an optional lexical rule available in principle to all {P;N}s; they
thereby can head a potentially independent sentence. Since the upper {P;N} in (56b)
is inserted at the interface, the structure illustrates that the construction of syntax at
the interface can refer to internal lexical structure — here of a finitivized verb.

A finite clause must be headed by {P}. In the case of (56a) the {P} is lexically
derived, based on a {P;N}. The derivation satisfies ‘internally’ the valency of {P},
which prototypically involves {P;N}. In Fog was extending from Queensferry to
Crail there is an independent operative: in (58) we have a simple finite was with a
distinct {P;N} to satisfy its valency, and eventually adjoined to its right, in accord
with unmarked linearization.
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(58) {P/{P;N{prog}}
{P;N{prog}/{absHloc}{src}}

{{abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

was...extending...fog ......... from Queensferry...to Crail

The presence of the {P;N}-governing {P} illustrated by (56) and (58) enables us to
begin our account of subject-formation.

Crucial here again is the special status of absolutive, the unmarked relation
among the semantic relations. For the syntax requires that every predication
contain an absolutive; there is always a neutral participant present. This is a
general requirement of language associated with the relationality of predication,
to the effect that absolutive is a necessary participant; it must be satisfied in the
course of configuration-building in the interface. The structure in (58) contains
two predications, that headed by {P} and that headed by {P;N}. The former does
not contain a lexically required absolutive; its valency does not include absolu-
tive, but only {P;N}. When a predicator lacks an absolutive from its valency, one is
introduced at the interface to syntax, in response to the above requirement. Thus
(58) should be further expanded as in (59), which in effect remedies a ‘defective’
valency, one lacking absolutive.

(59) {p}
\
{P;N/{absHloc}{src}} ....... { {abs}}
{{abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

extended....fog......... from Queensferry...to Crail

The upper absolutive is a free absolutive, introduced in the transition to syn-
tactic implementation of the categories given in the lexicon. And we can term
its necessary introduction in appropriate circumstances as the free-absolutive
requirement, which ensures that predicators always have an absolutive depend-
ent in the syntax.

This requirement is based on the relationality of predicators and the special
status of absolutive as a functor; to that extent it is cognitively natural. But
the requirement itself is a routinization, a lexico-syntactic adjustment. As an
element not introduced from the lexicon in response to cognitive requirements,
a free absolutive does not introduce a distinct semantically-selected participant,
however. But, like any functor it has, as a functional category, a valency to be
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satisfied. This is satisfied by the sharing of what is identified as the subject par-
ticipant of the {P;N} in (59).

The lower absolutive, the lexically required participant of extend that is
highest, in this instance, on the subject-selection hierarchy invoked in Chapter 3,
can share its nominal with the free absolutive. Recall (45) from Chapter 4.

(45) SUBJECT-SELECTION HIERARCHY
src < abs <

Indeed, a {P;N} must share its subject with another element if the subject is syn-
tactically overt (rather than incorporated — as we shall see). A prototypical {P;N}
is structurally saturated by participants. {P} thus must be satisfied by sharing
one of these, specifically the argument of the subject of {P;N}. In this way, in
(59) the same element, realized as fog, satisfies the requirements of the two
absolutives — the free and the lexically prescribed — so that they each can be
complemented. Fog in (59) should be associated with both absolutives. The free
absolutive is parasitic upon the lexically-required subject relation, which in turn
seeks a head.

In a sentence like It rained the need for a free absolutive is redoubled. The
{P;N} also lacks an absolutive, as well as the {P}. Rain has no lexically-determined
participants; its subject is a free absolutive. Since the {P} also lacks an absolutive
in its valency, it too has a dependent free absolutive. There is no semantically
relevant participant to occupy subject position. There is only a dummy, or exple-
tive, nominal present in the sentence to fill the absolutive positions. And in this
case the requirement of the free absolutive — or any functor — that it be associated
with a nominal that identifies an entity is satisfied only in this way, i.e. vacuously.
Both absolutives in the structure of It rained are free; and they share an expletive.
However, there are other lexical factors to take into account, as we shall see in
Part II.

Free absolutives dependent on {P} are linearized to the left of {P} in English;
they take the marked option in (55).

(55) SYNTACTIC SEQUENCING IN ENGLISH
marked word order: the dependent precedes its head
unmarked word order: the dependent follows its head

This is another distinctive property of (free) absolutives in English. And this posi-
tioning overrides the post-head position that fog would otherwise occupy as a
dependent of {P;N}. Subject position is a routinized residue of topicality of the
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particular argument of the {P;N}. Agentives and experiencers are preferred sub-
jects, if present, because their topicality is typical; but this preference is routi-
nized and reinforced by the default status of absolutive in subject selection (45);
and subjects need not be topical.

So we have the linearized structure in (60a).

(60) a. {P}
P
{ {abs}} {P;N/{abs}HlocH{src}}}
—
{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

fog extended from Queensferry to Crail
b. {P}
/
{ {abs}} {P;N}
—
{ {abs}}

it rained

The two absolutives are associated with the same word; we have argument-
sharing. In It rained in (60Db) there are also two sharing absolutives, but, unlike in
(60a), both are free, so only the expletive is available as an argument. Let us now,
indeed, look at the character of arguments, the dependents of functors, which,
for simplicity, are missing from (60), in order to complete, among other things,
this picture of subject-formation.

The unmarked dependent of a functor is a {N}. In order to be (part of) a
semantic-relation-bearing argument in a predication, a noun, {N;P}, must have
a determiner, {N}, as its head. Functors take {N}s as complements, not {N;P}s.
This {N} may be either a syntactically distinct one or one acquired by lexical con-
version of a noun. Thus, in the case of fog in (60a) the mass noun has been con-
verted into a (non-generic, indefinite) determiner, to acquire argument status,
and this category has in turn been converted into a functor, in order, in this
instance, to satisfy the valency of extended. We have a double conversion, from
noun to determiner and from determiner to functor. (I'm ignoring at this point
the behaviour of names and pronouns, but this again involves {N} in such cir-
cumstances.)

(60a) should thus be extended as in (61a), which, however, still omits the
details of the {N}-headed structures resulting from conversion.
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(61) a. {p}
-
{ {abs}} {P;N/{absHloc}H{src}}}
—
{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}j
— ~.
{N} {N} {N}

fog  extended from Queensferry to Crail

b. {P/{P;N{prog}}}
{Tabs} | [P:N{prog}}
{ fabst} | . {focisrellt { floc{gollt}
! | | T ™~
N : R B
ft;g Wlas exte;zding frtl)m Quee);sferry tlo CrlaiI

Subject-formation accordingly involves argument-sharing between a free abso-
lutive of {P} and the potential subject functor of a dependent predicator, as in
(61a), and it is the marked positioning of the free absolutive that determines the
placement of the shared argument, fog in this case.

Compare (61a) with (61b), the linearized version of (58b), where there is an
operative as a distinct word from the verb. (58b) showed the was as an opera-
tive with the valency ‘/{P;N{prog}}’, i.e. it requires a {P;N} which has the progres-
sive secondary feature, and that exhausts its valency. It thus, of course, takes a
free absolutive, and the same mechanism of argument-sharing is involved even
though in (61b) the {P;N} is adjoined to the {P} rather than involving lexical sub-
junction, as in (61a).

Subject-formation involves a further stage in grammaticalization; it is not just
a representation of cognition in grammatical form. We have again conventionali-
zation, or what I have called routinization: it is a syntactic regularity that reflects
any basis in substance only indirectly. Subject-formation makes reference to the
array of semantic relations in a predication (and they of course are semantically
based); but selection of subject is fixed by the hierarchy, it is not subject to other
semantic factors. It does not, for instance, reflect a necessarily topical status for
the subject selected. It is the result of atrophy of the natural selection of topic
resulting from preference for non-locatives and particularly agents/‘experienc-
ers’ as topics. This selection has been further grammaticalized; selection is now
automatic, not based on topicality. Such routinization is a feature of cultural arte-
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facts like language: use leads to the development of formulae. But the existence
in languages of routinizations should not be allowed to obscure the substantive
basis of syntax. Indeed, the subject can still be described as the unmarked topic
slot. The availability of different constructions for the representation of a scene
often allows choice of construction so as to ensure that the topic occupies the
subject role.

Argument-sharing provides the basis for a relatively simple account of
subject-formation that recognizes the latter’s association with finiteness, in the
unmarked case; and it allows for the participant status of fog with respect to its
{P;N} as well as its deviant positioning with respect to it. And we shall find that
argument-sharing has a similar, but not identical, role in sentences involving
{P;N}s that are subordinate to other {P;N}s such as She tends to like new flavours,
where she is clearly a participant in the like predication, again despite its posi-
tioning. But this argument is shared with the free absolutive of the tend verb,
whose valency includes only {P;N}, and of the {P} into which the tend {P;N} is
converted. Subject-formation is a special case of the argument-sharing that is tra-
ditionally labelled as ‘raising’, and that is illustrated in this sentence.

But argument-sharing is a potentially powerful mechanism which could
allow for possible sharings that are not found in the syntax of natural language,
or at least English. For argument-sharing permits tangling, or non-projectivity:
for instance, in (61) and (62) an association line intersects a dependency arc. The
projection is not a proper tree. A syntactic tree with tangling violates a character-
istic of the most restrictive kind of tree graph. Unmarked syntactic structures in
English otherwise avoid tangling, though there are other specific circumstances
in which it is permitted.

Thus, normally in English the tangling, for instance, that would be involved
if a circumstantial precedes a participant is avoided. Compare with the normal
(62a) the tangled (62b), which is normally avoided.

(62) a. {P}
P
{{abs}}  {P;N}
\
{P;N/{absHsrc{loc}} { {loch\{P;N}}

/\
{ {srcfloc}}} { {abs}} {N}
{N} {N}
John liked  Judy yesterday
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b. {P}
P
{ {abs}} {P;N}
\
{P;N/{absHsrc{locH}}  { {loch\{P;N}}

/\
{ {src{loc}}} {N} { {abs}}
{N} {N}
John liked yesterday Judy

Such tangling is permitted in such a case only in response to pragmatic require-
ments or if it enhances parsing, particularly by post-posing of a complex non-
subject participant, as in John liked yesterday the song he disdained the day before.
And we shall look in some detail later at the varied positioning of circumstantials,
particularly adverbials. Restriction of systematic argument-sharing to particular
well-attested circumstances such as this, or where a superordinate free absolu-
tive is involved (as in (61) above), limits this otherwise unwelcome potential of
argument-sharing and circumstantial variable positioning, if not restricted, for
predicting as unmarked, a range of structures that are minimally attested. We
take this up again especially in Part IV.

But what of the sequence of the other, non-subject participants of e.g. (61a)?

(61) a. {p}
P
{ {abs}} {P;N/{absHlocH{src}}}

—
{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}
\ \
N} {N} {N}

fog  extended from Queensferry to Crail

The post-verbal sequence could be reversed, for pragmatic reasons, but, as
observed, that in (61a) is unmarked. And it is so, because, as anticipated, it
iconizes the time-place priority, even if (61a) is interpreted statively, descriptive
of the result of the movement. Observe too that even non-subjective absolutive
normally precedes other post-verbal participants, as in Bill turned his gaze from
left to right, traditionally distinguished as ‘object’.

The same relations of dependency and linearization, and indeed an analogue
of argument-sharing, also characterize phonology, as will be illustrated in the
chapter that immediately follows. This constitutes another important analogy
between the planes. We can observe too that there is also a partial phonological
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analogy to the free-absolutive requirement. This syntactic requirement arguably
implements what is a specialization, a routinization, ultimately of a cognitive
necessity, the mutual dependence (not dependency) of predicate and unmarked
argument. In the phonology, which instead reflects phonic preferences, the ana-
logical status of onsets involves only a preferential presence: consonant + vowel
syllables are unmarked; a vowel prefers to have a dependent onset.

The analogical presence of non-linear dependency in both planes has another
manifestation in the asymmetrical relations in (24) and Table I of Chapter 3.

@4) {v} {v;c} {CGV} {c}
vowels sonorants fricatives plosives

Table I: Primary Syntactic Categories

Functional Contentive
Operative {P/} Verb {P;N}
Comparator  {P.N/} Adjective  {P:N}
Determiner {N/} Noun {N;P}
Functor {n

The ‘;’ relation is another instance of dependency, with head, by convention, on
the left of the semi-colon; it is the head whose substance preponderates, and
which is syntactically more significant. Likewise, the primary/secondary dis-
tinction among features can be so described, as involving dependency; it is the
primary category that determines the syntax of the element concerned, and indeed
gives non-primary features access to the syntax. However, for clarity and com-
pactness of presentation I do not adopt for these intra-categorial dependencies
the graphic-tree-notation by which inter-categorial dependencies are expressed.
Thus, I shall retain here the semi-colon and bracketing notations in these cases.

The relations of dependency and relative linearity are not only in common
between both planes, but also once-assigned, they are inalterable, another funda-
mental restriction on the power of the grammar. Structures created at the interface
may not be deformed by removing dependency arcs or changing the attachment or
position of elements, or removing them. This requirement, eliminating structural
mutations, is an important restriction on the character of linguistic structures; it
outlaws — appropriately, it seems — a whole range of powerful operations that might
be invoked in the description of the assignment of linguistic structure, thus allow-
ing a more restrictive characterization of this structure.

The insistence, in this and the following chapter, on the centrality of depend-
ency structure to all of syntax, phonology, and lexicon distinguishes the rep-
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resentational approach from accounts based partially or wholly on constituency.
Dependency makes a more restrictive claim about the nature of linguistic structure
than unadorned constituency — i.e. constituency unsupplemented by additional
stipulations such as are embodied in the X-bar theory of syntax. Constituency is
derivable from dependency (but not vice versa without special conventions). In
terms of dependency structures, a determiner phrase is everything subordinate to
a determiner, where subordination is the transitive closure of dependency.

A disadvantage of such a characterization might seem to be that this means
that {N} in isolation is apparently ambiguous: is it to be interpreted as a word with
category {N} or a phrase with head of category {N}? This is resolved in terms of the
natural principle embodied in the head convention, which applies in the syntax
and suprasegmental phonology. This has been formulated as (63).

(63) HEAD CONVENTION
Any regularity mentioning category X is to be interpreted as applying to a construction
headed by X unless a subordinate of X is mentioned in the same regularity, in which case
the element manifesting X is referred to. Anderson (1992: 17)

We have begun to establish further analogies between the planes, and we shall
encounter more in the succeeding chapters. These illustrate the application of
the same representational capacities to perceived similarities between the two
planes. Their existence reflects the substantive basis of both these capacities and
the structural dimensions displayed by the planes themselves.

However, from the point of view of much of the rest of the present book,
perhaps a more important result that emerges in outline from this chapter is
the idea that, internal to language, the erection of basic syntactic structure, in
particular, is determined at the lexico-syntactic interface by the categorizations
of the component words that combine to form sentences, as well as relying on
knowledge of the context. The categorizations of these words must be mutually
compatible, so that, in the case of predication, for instance, all potential partic-
ipants must satisfy a valency requirement of a predicator, and circumstantials
must be able to identify a suitable head to be adjoined to among the potential
elements of the sentence. Bundles of words may thus be associated with a hier-
archical structure, and this in turn with a linearization. We shall find that this
determination of syntax by lexical categorization is also true with respect to more
complex structures such as we look at in Parts III and IV of this work. It is partly
the existence of such complex structures, with at most only partial phonological
analogies, that means that the main concern of these Parts is indeed the relation-
ship between lexical and syntactic structure, and what they share.
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the representation of complements and modifiers in phonology — sonority and linearization
in the syllable — rhymes — onsets and their maximization — dependency maximization —
absence of phonological tangling — dependency and timing

In the previous chapter we looked at basic aspects of the structure of simple
clauses. Similarly, I shall focus here on syllable structure only, mainly leaving
aside more inclusive constructions for the moment.

We saw in Chapter 2 that there are word-forms in English that contain vowels
that must be followed by a consonant, unless they are pre-accentual, as in (64a),
where the [bi-] has no coda, or they are independent ‘weak forms’, as in the first
syllable of (64b).

(64) a. behind
b. mi’ aunt

And there the weak form is proclitic in origin; it behaves as if it is part of a poly-
syllabic word with final stress. The normal restriction was illustrated with (19).

(19) a. [bid] = bid
b. *[bi]

Not all vowels are transitive in this way. Recall (21), where we have an intransitive
vowel.

(21) [bi(d)] = bee/bead

Once again, this property, i.e. transitivity, is much more elaborately developed in
the syntax in allowing for there to be several participants. But in English there is
a phonological analogy at its core. And in the phonology we can associate with
this analogy structural consequences that are analogical to the structural distinc-
tions that were associated with syntax in the immediately preceding chapter. The
configurational sub-module of phonology can manifest a distinction between
complement and modifier — though this is much less common in the phonol-
ogy of languages than in the syntax, and, as we shall see, it lacks the sequence-
determining role of the distinction in the syntax.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-006
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In English a transitive vowel like that in (19), characterized categorially in this
respect as in (20), projects a dependency structure such as that in (65a), where I
have substituted unbracketed ‘C’, designating any consonant, for the temporary
‘place-holder’ “{X}* of (20).

20) {VAX}}

(65) a. {v{i}/c}
’\
{ctv

o[l

b. {Viil/}

’\
{Civh

1
|
|
1
1 |
: 1
1

oo [d]
c. {v}

T
{v{i}} {GVIvi{vl

il [

Indeed, since {V} can be complemented only by the immediately following con-
sonant, we can remove even the ‘C’ specification from individual items, giving
(65Db) here.

The projected structure in (65a—b) is analogous to the syntactic substructures
of (53) in Chapter 5.

(53) {P;N/{absHloc}{src}}
{ {abs}} { {loc{src}}} { {loc{gol}}}

exter;ded ....... fc

(o]

- SO from Queensferry......to Crail

Of course, (53), as well as showing more complements, is unserialized at that
point, whereas sequencing in (65) is assigned independently of configurationality,
but in accord with relative sonority and language-particular routinizations. The
vowel in (21), on the other hand, is not transitive; so the structure associated with
the rhyme in ease is as in (65c). Here [z] is analogous to a circumstantial; it is a
modifier. It is specified as modifying a vowel head, which it is adjoined to a higher
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replica of that head. Most consonants have this property, so it can be added to
their categorization by a lexical redundancy rule. But there are exceptions: [h]
does not occur in such a rhymal configuration. Nor can it satisfy (20), i.e. occur
as a complement: it is an onset consonant, as in (64a); and it is restricted in other
ways.

(65b) makes it clear that it is transitivity that is contrastive, not the identity
of the complement segment; serialization has priority. It is also evident from
the representation in (65) that the distinction between [1] and [i] is transitive vs.
intransitive. We find both kinds of regular consonant categorization in (66), asso-
ciated with the last part of build.

(66) {v}
I —
{Vii}/} {CivI{V}
I\

These configurations are determined by the colligations. But what counts as the
complement of the vowel is apparently determined by the sequence of conso-
nants, rather than vice versa, as in syntax. There is a different relation between
the configurational and the serializing modules in the phonology.

In syllabic phonology configuration presupposes linearity and categoriza-
tion, specifically (in)transitivity. And the basic sequencing of elements in both
onset and rhyme results from relative sonority (recall Chapter 3), involving a sub-
stantive property specific to phonology; this property largely determines lineari-
zation within the syllable. Within the syllable, neither the dependency relations
nor linearization needs to be marked in the lexical entry; they are lexically redun-
dant. What is contrastive is categorization and the relative sonority that, among
other things, the categorization expresses. This again reflects the phonology’s
closer tie with extragrammatical implementation as sound, with transmission via
articulation and aural reception.

In general, then, sequencing in the syllable, or rather within the onset and
rhyme, correlates with relative sonority, as discussed in Chapter 3, and illustrated
by (15), originally cited in Chapter 2.

(15) a. [fri] = free
b. [bild] = build
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In (15b) the sonorant, which has a preponderance of V, as {V;C}, occurs closer to
the syllable peak than does the voiced obstruent {C{v}}. And the sonorant accord-
ingly fills the complement slot associated with this vowel, whereas in (19a) the
complement was the obstruent that occurs alone after the vowel.

(19) a. [kMd]=kid

Again, this aspect of linearity, at least, is predictable, but on a different basis from
in the syntax, which lacks the intrusion of perception and physical requirements
that underlies what we perceive as sonority. Optimal syllables are preferably
formed on a smooth sonority curve, consistently increasing and then decreasing.
The same role of sonority is illustrated in (15a), but this form also reminds us of an
aspect of syllable structure we have neglected thus far, the status of consonants
or clusters of consonants that are syllable-initial, onsets.

The transitivity interaction suggests that the coda is more closely integrated
with the syllabic than the onset. There is thus a major division between onset and
rhyme, and the latter divides into syllabic and coda. Apparently, any {V} supplied
by the lexicon is obligatorily subjoined to another {V} in the phonology, giving
a syllable head, rather than simply a rhyme head. This is shown in the fuller
representation for (19a) given in (67).

(67) {v}
/

{Clul} {Vii}}
| \
{Ctv}

K 0 (d)

Here, for relative completeness of representation, I have associated [k] with the
perceptual feature correlating with occlusion at the velum and compact gravity
{u}, and with aspiration rather than voicing, as with the final consonant, {v} — but
the secondary features of consonants are not our concern at this point (see further
Chapters 11-12). I have also represented the initial consonant as dependent on the
higher (syllabic) vowel. So we must add to the categorization of the consonant or
vowel what it is that motivates this dependency. What kind of relation does the
consonant of the onset bear to the vowel?

The presence of a contrastive onset is not obligatory in English. But there
is clearly a preference for filled onsets, so that the onset of a syllable claims as
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much as possible of an intervocalic cluster. We have onset maximization. Thus
both interlude consonants in the forms in (68) are part of the onset to the second
syllable, as indicated by the bracketing in the rough transcriptions, which here
indicates syllable boundaries, initial and final.

(68) a. [e[pnl]=April
b. [a[knd] = acrid

I have not indicated the latter bound of the first syllables in (68), and indeed
they differ in the two examples. The first (accented) vowel in (68a) can constitute
a syllable on its own; it is potentially an independent monosyllable. The vowel
is intransitive. But the corresponding vowel in (68b) is transitive, it must have
a complementing consonant. So that the terminations of the first syllables are
respectively as in the skeleton transcriptions of (69).

(69) a. [e]lpnl] = April
b. [a[k]rd] = acrid

[k] is shared between the two syllables in (69b). We have an approximate analogy
to argument-sharing in the syntax. But, consistent (once more) with physical
restrictions on the phonetic implementation of phonological elements, sharing
does not involve tangling in this instance: the shared element is at the boundary
between the two constructions that share it. Such a consonant can depend only
on the most adjacent vowels. And there are other restrictions on such sharing, or
ambisyllabicity, as illustrated by (69). Here the accented second syllable does
not share its onset with the proclitic. Ambisyllabicity is foot internal.

But let us return to the status of onsets in general. Onset consonants, as we
have observed, are not obligatory in English, as is illustrated by the first syllables
in (68)/(69). So that the relation between [k'] and [1] in (67) is not transitivity.
Rather, we have (70a) as a more precise representation, where the onset is a
simple adjoined modifier.

(70) a. v}
— ]
{Cluh\v}}  {V{i}/}
{ctvht

1
|
|
1
|
i
1

[k no
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b. {V}
|
{vivl/}
\
{C{u}}

la] [k

And we can apparently have a higher (syllabic) {V} without the presence of an
onset, as illustrated by (70b), representing the first syllable of acrid. But such
is the desirability of a filled onset that there are varieties of English and other
languages where a lexically empty onset position in a word form is filled by the
analogue of a syntactic expletive, typically a glottal stop.

The situation in such varieties brings us even closer to an analogy with free
absolutive. If we pursue this, and generalize it to other varieties, then we can
say that the phonological equivalent to the insertion of free absolutives would
be the assigning to the transition from lexicon to phonology the introduction of
not just a syllable head but also an onset, where a lexical onset is lacking. This
free onset would optionally be filled by an expletive, or be filled by capturing the
final consonant of a preceding form in the pre-utterance phonology - but in some
varieties it would remain phonologically contentless — just as an expletive it lacks
any independent notional content. The presence of the word-initial syllable head
is associated with the necessary presence of an onset, on this view.

Even laying this scenario aside, onset maximization suggests that onset posi-
tion is the unmarked position for a consonant. And this seems to be confirmed
by the commonness of ‘CV-languages’, languages lacking codas or showing only
minimal ones. This suggests that we should take onset consonants to be the norm.
That is, in a word like kilt, only the coda consonants need have their sequence
relative to the vowel specified lexically, as in (71b), where ‘+’ signals sequencing,
and is the only sequence restriction to be included in a lexical expression pole
that would otherwise be simply (71a).

(71) a. segments (unordered): 1, 1, t, k"
b. rhyme segments: 1+ 1,t
c. unordered lexical representation: [k"[t,1,1]]

The position of [k"] is the default; and the relative sequencing of [1] and [t] (and [1]
is determined by the sonority hierarchy. Segments lexically ordered with respect
to the vowel are by definition coda segments. On the basis of this, and as a first
approximation, we can describe the syllabic distribution of English [h] in terms
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of its rejection of lexical sequencing with respect to the vowel; it is necessarily an
onset, in the default position. There are other restrictions we shall look at below.
However, there is another way in which we can represent the onset/coda dis-
tinction lexically. This is embodied in the representation in (71c), which recog-
nizes an inner and an outer set of unordered segments rather than a subset of
ordered segments. Ordering with respect to the vowel will be derived in all cases.
The segments in the inner grouping are part of the rhyme and they, upon being
linearized in accordance with relative sonority, are attached to the basic vowel if
transitive and otherwise to a vowel to which the latter is subjoined — as in (66).

(66) {v}
I
{V{i}/} {CVIVH
I\

oo

We have a rhyme and a super-rhyme.

With the introduction of the syllable head, onset segment(s) can be linearized
and adjoined. This overall interface construction is represented schematically in
(72a), where ‘=’ indicates super-junction, and the ‘)’ sonority-based linearization.

(72) a. v}
]
{C{ub\{v} i = {v}

|
Vi = {N}

T
| {vic} {C\{v}h

+ m o+ [l
) ) f
ORIT Y
b. i
_— |
{Clup\{vl}  {v}
[ —
{v{i}/} {c\{vy
~__
{vict

[k moom
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This results in the serialized configuration in (72b).

In terms of this conception of phonological structure within the lexicon, [h]
in English can then be characterized in one respect as simply never occurring
in the inner group of the rhyme. Evidence for the onset-rhyme division includes
the commonly attested interaction between vowels and following consonants,
notably transitivity, whereas restrictions between onset and vowel are mar-
ginal. The rhyme is more crucial for determining the weight of syllables and, of
course, it participates in rhyming. The onset alone, including empty onsets, is
relevant to alliteration. The highest and lowest {V}s in (52b) are obligatory, but
the presence of the intermediate one is associated with adjunction of the final
rhymal segment. In the absence of such a non-complement the intermediate {V}
is lacking.

The notion ‘consonant cluster’ is not captured by such as (72), however: there
is no direct relation shown between [1] and [t] in kilt. And this is unfortunate,
given the many correlations between the positions within a cluster. For instance,
though we have build and bulb, with [-1d] and [-lb], these are not paralleled by
[-1g]. More strikingly, and systematically, coda nasals generally agree with follow-
ing voiceless obstruents in ‘place of articulation’ (in traditional terms), as exem-
plified by (73a-c).

(73) a. bump, bumf
b. runt, rinse, plinth
c. [bangk] = bunk
d. list, aft, asp

Fricative + plosive clusters normally agree in voicing, and are typically voiceless,
as in (73d). These correlations bind together the members of a unit ‘consonant
cluster’. Such clusters are constructions, and, on the basis of the restriction con-
cerning linguistic structure adopted here, constructions have heads.

I take the head of a consonant cluster to be the least sonorous element, the
one that is most consonantal, that contrasts most with the vowel, increasing the
perceptual salience of syntagmatic contrast. In a cluster, this contrasting con-
sonant will, of course, tend to be the most peripheral in terms of sequencing, in
accord with sonority. So that in the monosyllable represented in (72), the liquid
will depend in adjunction on the following plosive, as in (74a).
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(74) a. v}
—— ]
{Clul\{v}} {v}
A
{V{i}/} {c
M
{v;ic\ct {c\{vh}

[kt] noomo

b. Cis adjoined to C; if C; is adjacent to and higher in sonority than C;

The inter-consonantal dependency, as involving [1] as a modifier, introduces a
new {C} to which the following stop is subjoined. (74b) requires that a conso-
nant depends on any adjacent consonant that is lower in sonority. An adjacency
requirement again ensures that there is no tangling.

However, in most of what follows I shall, for simplicity, reduce such a rep-
resentation of the coda as in (72b) plus an arc between the consonants. I shall
maintain this representational economy, unless this obscures what is being dis-
cussed - as it would in the coda to Chapter 42, in particular — as we shall see.

Similarly, in the initial cluster in grant, with (abbreviated) lexical representa-
tion as in (75a), the first, plosive consonant is the head of the onset, to which
the sonorant is adjoined, as represented in (75b), where the rhotic sonorant has
secondary {v}, and the nasal has {c}, while the initial obstruent is voiced and
‘grave’.

(75) a. [g,1[t,n,a]]

b, W
a W
Cranv) RO ()

T —

{icfcNch vl {C\{v}

)
B
(o PRI

(gl [1] [t]

However, as a consonant that is not a complement, the [r] is also eligible to
depend as a modifier on the vowel, giving two syllable-levels. This is a manifes-
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tation of maximization of the dependency relations among segments. But
recall that the representations like that in (75b) will be simplified in what follows,
both in the coda and the onset: the complexity of the equivalents of [g] and [t] will
be ignored, in lacking the result of adjunction.

Again the initial and final clusters in (75b) exhibit restrictive correlations
between their members (*[gn-], *[-mt]), as exemplified further in (76), with
favoured and disfavoured combinations.

(76) a. free, flee
b. three, *[0]-]
c. *[sr-], sleep

(76b—c) illustrate a complementary distribution of onset [s] and [0] with respect to
the liquids, whereas the [f] of (76a) occurs before both of them. Initial [f] patterns
with [0], as in shrewd, shred, [[l-] is associated with loans. This is a manifestation
of the polystemicity of phonological contrasts in different environments, which
will concern us as such in later chapters.

The onset cluster obeys the same restrictions on head selection as in the
coda, but sonority ensures that the head is to the left rather than the right; the
sequencing of [g] and [r] is determined by relative sonority. And this in turn deter-
mines the level at which they are attached to the vowel. If [r] were attached above
[g], tangling would result.

What is illustrated in (75b), in particular, is that syllable structure maximizes
dependency relations consistent with there being no tangling. These various
dependencies between segments are important in maintaining timing relations
between them. And the possible diachronic loss of dependency results in change
in the relative timing of segments. This is most apparent in clusters whose com-
ponents are minimally different. Thus, in some varieties of English, liquid + nasal
codas such as film and turn have developed an ‘intrusive vowel’. I suggest this
shows loss of dependency within the rhyme and thus of timing. (Alternatively in
the latter the liquid is vocalized.)

We can represent film, and the diachronic arc loss and drifting of segments,
roughly as (77a), which includes ictus and tonic nodes, but, more appositely
at this point, has the anticipated simplified syllable structure and reformation
based on drifting of the vowel after loss of dependency by the lateral.
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(77) a. {v}
|

{\|/}

v}
—

{Gvy (v}

D —
i} = {vic{ch

f 0o o [m

b. {v}
|
{v}
[
{vi {v}

—]
v {v{i v/}

|\
vic\vk 1 {Vic{c{ull}

M W W el [

(77b) shows a diachronic restoration of connectedness compatible with the
distribution of vocalicness. Otherwise, the representation is minimally different
from (77a), except by filling in minor features (in anticipation of later proposals),
so that labials are {{u}}. Such a development can go on to result in historical
metathesis, as apparently in the later history of Old English purh, Modern English
‘through’, for which one finds spellings like puruh, poruz in Middle English.
But most relevant in this case are the weakness of the final consonant and the
vocalicness of [r].

What emerges from these last two chapters on the construction of syntax and
phonology is, in the first place, that syntax and phonology are both structured
by the dependency and sequencing relations. In the instances we have looked at,
these constitute additional substantively-based dimensions projected from the
categorizations provided by the lexicon. However, the modules of the interface
from the lexicon have different priorities: in syntax configuration has priority
over serialization, which is not the case in phonology, which prioritizes seriali-
zation based on sonority.
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Further, syntax and phonology both show sharing of an element, i.e. an
element that is dependent on two different heads. But in syntax, unlike in the
phonology, this may be associated with tangling, though only in specific cir-
cumstances. In the preceding chapter we examined the role of free absolutives
in argument-sharing and the tangling of dependency and association lines that
can result. In phonology, however, tangling is eschewed, but rather dependency
relations between segments are maximized to an extent compatible with the
avoidance of tangling. This last restriction is associated with closeness to tempo-
ral implementation of phonological representations. And the maximization itself
may be connected with the ensuring of timing relation between the phonologi-
cal elements related by dependency. Just as subjunction ensures co-occurrence,
sequencing depends on the maintenance of adjunction.
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arguments as participants and circumstantials — complex functors and dimensional nominals —
grammaticalization and conversion — adverbs as complex functors — part of speech vs. primary
category — specifiers — conjunctions as functors — localist analysis of circumstantials

Within predications, functors act as complements and modifiers, notionally par-
ticipants and circumstantials; and they themselves, as belonging to a functional
category, take complements. We can refer to the complements of functors as con-
stituting the arguments of a predication. Arguments identify the participants
and circumstantials associated with an instance of a particular predicator. The
unmarked argument is a phrase headed by {N}, the nominal functional category,
determiner. Determiners allow an argument status to other categories, particu-
larly nouns, names, and pronouns — but also {P/}, as we shall see.

Before we look in the chapter that follows at other aspects of the structure of
such determiner phrases, let us recall a possibility we have already encountered
but left at that point rather incompletely characterized. I refer to the role of {N}
in the structure of complex functors, as discussed in Chapter 4. There it was sug-
gested that prepositions like in(to) and on(to) are complex in involving not just a
functor but also a nominal of some sort; and the nominal is associated with orien-
tation or marked dimensionality. The dimensionally and orientationally simple
at and to do not include a nominal in their internal structure. It is an appropriate
time, given what has been presented in some intervening chapters, to describe
these nominals more explicitly.

We must first distinguish complex functors from the constructions also men-
tioned in Chapter 4 that involve an independent relational noun such as that in
(78a).

(78) a. The shed is at the back of the house
b. The shed is at back of the house
c. The shed is back of the house

Indeed, as observed in Chapter 4, the representation of the latter provides some
insight into the internal structure of complex prepositions, as well as raising

questions concerning the variety and the appropriate differentiation of func-
tor-headed constructions.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110724486-007
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After the copula in (78a) we have a sequence one sense of which we might
represent in outline as in (79a), which omits details such as the full structure of
the (definite) {N}-phrases, which is taken up in what follows.

79) a. { {loc}}
™~

N}

L1 {N:Pfpost}/{loch}

Cor 1 { flocsreh

Vo " ™~

Lo | A\

. i i H

Vo ! ' ' {N;P}

tlzt tl|1e bc;ck olf tille ho;zse
b. { {loc}}

™~

: {h|r}

| {N:P{post}/{locl}

1 { floclsicl

' ! ™~

LW

AR

at back of the house
C. { {loc}}
{N}
{N;P{post}/{loc}}
{ {loc{src}}}
\
{N}
{N;P}

back of the house

Here each dependent satisfies the valency of the 