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PREFATORY NOTE

This issue inaugurates the semi-annual publication of WISCONSIN
PAPERS IN LINGUISTICS, sponsored by the Linguistic Circle of Madison.
The articles contained in these papers constitute progress reports
on the various college and university campuses in the state of Wisconsin.
These reports are published with the purpose of inviting comments and
suggestions on the ideas set forth in them,

A1l correspondence concerning the journal should be addressed to:
The Editor, Wisconsin Papers in Linguistics, Department of Linguistics,

1112 Van Hise, The University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 53706,
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Cn Permiclous Recursion1

Peter H. Fries

Lingulstics Department
University of Wisconsin

in the introduction to Robert Longacre's Grammar
Discovery Procedures a generative interpretation of
tagmemic formulae is developed by which =zn infinite
number of constructions (at any level) may be produced
along with a tree describing the various constituents of

each construction and the grammatical functiomns each
constituent manifests within that construction. In the
light of this generative interpretation of tagmemic
formulae it would seem useful to explore possible systems
of tagmemic rules with a view to eliminating those
systems which do not properiy descrite the constructions
they generate.

A proper description of the comstructlons generated
by a2 tagmemic grammar must include the specification
of the immediate constituents of those constructloms,
and since transformational grammarians have discussed
extensively the proper form of immediate constituent
(or phrase structure) grammars, 1t seems only natural
to begln by examining some of thelr polnts to seec if
they might be applicable to the phrase structure aspect
of tagmemic grammars. S£ome points are clearly not
applicable, since they refer specifically to phrase
structure grammars which are an integral part of a
trensformational grammar. Such phrase structure grammars
emphasize binary cuts and rely on transformational
rules for permutations and read Justments of the
forms of morphemes and sequences of morphemes. These
phrase structure grammars avold the overt specification



of grammatical function, and as a direct result of this,
ne rule in the phrase structure component of e transforma-
tlonal grammar may permute elements. Tagmemic rules, on
the other hand, do specify functional relations overtly
and as a result may be allowed to permvte elements. In
thls paper I would like to examine some of the properties
of rules which I believe do hold for any grammar which
describes constltuent structure; in particular, I would
like to examine certain properties of recursive systems
of rules.2
In the original model of transformational grammar.

no recursive rules or systems of rmles were allowed.
Postal (1954. p. 10=13) states this clearly when he
presents the following restrictions on phrase structure
rules.

"condition (2) if U-» W. then:

a. U = XAY and W=XZY

b 4 is not null...

¢c. 2 is not identical to A" (p. 10)
After presenting the derivation

"o(v) S, AB, 4B, ACD,..." (p. 13)
Postal then ccntinues

"In (v) the procedure of P marker comstruction
yields a tree but thls would be identical with that for
the gqulite different derivation containing no repetition.
Hence 1f the claim that a labelled tree repressnts the
set of strings in an equivalence class of derlvations
is to be malntained, expansions of A into A cannot be
allowed because these-do not affect the set of strings
in the full class™. ({p. 13)
He then adds in footnote 21:

"Furthermore, if condltion (2)c is not met there
will be an unbounded number of lines possible in the
derivation of any string and an infinite number of
derivatlons for any terminal string. This would make



the languages enumerated not recursive." (p. 84)

Postal clearly intends to prevent rules such as 4 in the
following set.?

i. S > Np+VP

2. VP> Aux+ be + PFPred
. Pred > Ad)
.« Adj -—» (very) Adj
. Ad) — Dbig, old, ...
These rules generate the desired sequences, but the trees
for any given sequence produced by such rules may be
infinite, for rule 4 may be epplied an indefini te number
of times for any given sequence of words. That is, to
produce the sentence He is big one may apply rules 1~5
and 5, and obtaln the following tree.

L2 R

o ff’
<l'

6r rules 1-5 may be applied, resulting in

N(/>‘\ Ve d

Hu X cc Hj.
J

Do
[V}




Similarly rules 1-3, 4, 4, and 5:

NP FPred
Fux 4d;
LD
A4
kﬁg

etc. Rule 4 may be applied any number of times (from
none to infinity) durling the derivetion of this sequence,
therefere the trees which are produced using this rule are
ijndeterminate. The indeterminacy of trees involving this
rule is, in addition, of an uninteresting sort, since

1t is not relatabvle to any linguistic ambiguity. That is,
we cannct say that the sentence He is big 1s ambl guous

in a way that may be explained by varying the numbar

of nodes labled gdiective which dominate big. We must
conclude that the indeterminacy of the tree is a result
solely of rule 4. Since one of the major p.rposes of a

phrase structure grammar is to assign a tree structure to
each sequence producatle by the grammar, rules such as &4
are not allowed within the grammar.

Later revisions of transforrational gremmar loosen
Postal's restrictions considerably. Thus in 1966 we find
Lakoff snd Feters (1969. p. 1ll4) using rule schemate
such as

6. NP —> and (NP)2 , n Z 2.
Such rule schemata clearly violate Postal's restrictions
in that they introduce NP as a constituent of NFP.
They do not. bhovwever, produce indeterminate trees
as rule 4 did atove. That is, each different application
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of rule 5 will correspond to a difference in the tree which,
if 1t does not actually result in 3ifferent sequences of
morphemes, doeg correlate with actual amblguities of the
sequence. For example, the sequence John and Mary and Ted
and Jody may be produced using a) one applicastion of rule 6.4

NP
—"" NP NE NF NT
and
:'-")")7’1 {",g'r'» o - Od'\!
t) two applications of ruie % ;
/ -\ "
— NP ~' NT
&T(d | :
NP Do
NP NP /
and g
Toan Mary T
NE
NF
WA -y ‘-'{'\C: :
/,ld*:L Tes J‘; :!) :
_5..
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or c¢j three aprlications of rule 5

NP
—_ NP
NP 7
And
A o - -‘N\\\]
N"“ NP NP NP
Trm  Mary Ted Tad y

These fouv trees coriespond to +oar different possible
gemantic interpretations of the sequence and are therefeore
necessary to the proper description of that sequence. The
status of rule 5 therefore differs slgnificantly from

that ¢f rule 4 since the various trees describing any gilven
sequence of morphemes derivatle by the applications of

rule 4 do not correspond to any ambigulty of ~che resulting
sequence of morphemes. Both rule 4 and rTule 6 are recursive
ruvles, but since rule 4 produces vacuously indeterminate
trees for all sequences 1t generatesn, let us call it

{and any vules or systems of rules like i1t) perniclously
recursive.

What characterises a set of perniclously recursive
rules? We have already seen ©ne instance in rule 4. 1In
this case perniclous recursion occurs tecause an Adjective
may in some cases be the sole manifestation of an including
Adjective. In fact, permiclous recursion results evexry
time & system of rules allows a construction to be realized
entirely by another ldentical construction. That is to say,
a system of ruleg:;; the following is perniciously
recursive.

Te £ (a) b
8. b —=>{(e) a
9. d > (e) A

vt 1 At oA A

]
i
!
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¥Yor A may dominate solely A. No matter what other alterna-
tive expansions there are for A, 1t is possible tq apply
and reapply rules 7-9 any numbter of times end still result
wlith the same terminal string.

@) p (B) ”‘
! ")
b d ;,
| “
R
d | £
()
I |
A |

A
The terminal strings of 4 and / are identical,yet o

results from applying each of the :mlee 7-9 once, While‘E
results from applying each of the rules 7-9 twice.

A system of rules is not perniciously recursive ss 5
lcng as a construction may never dominate solely itself. 3
A rule such as 10 is not perniciously recursive, slnce
the strings produced by applying it n times 1is no?
identical to the string produced by applylng it n 41
times.

10. A - (4)+B
Applying rule 10 once results in the tree:
Ll

« B
with the resulting string AB. Applying rule 10 twl ce
results in the tree:

4
H




with th2 resulting string A B B. Tre situation described
by rule 10 is 2xemplified by the recursion involved in
the description of English noun phrases like

the tov's father
where the noun phrase the boy's father includes within
it another noun phrase, the boy, but this included noun
prhrase can never te the sole manifestation of the
including noun phrase since in addition te the
determiner tagmeme noun phrase must contsin =z Head Noun.
Note that s0 long as E is obligatory in rule 10, the rule
is not perniciously recursive no matter whether or not
A is optional. That is, neither rule 10 nor rule 10 a
is perniciously recursive

10 a. A > A 4 B

The tad effects of pernicious recursion might be
avoided by the use of zan ad hoc rule stating that when-
ever a node lateled A dominates one and only one node
also labeled A (the two nodes labeled A may be separated
by any number of other non-branching nodes) then the
dominating occurrence of A and all intervering nodes
are erased, and the lower mnode A is attached to the
tree where the upper node A used to be. On the assumption
that a grammar which introduces nodes only to @&rase them
at some later date 1s not maximally simple, transforma-
tional grammarians whenever possible avoid the use of
this convention. That 1s to say, they restrict the
systems of rules they use to non-perniciously recursive

systems.

Should tagmemicists also avoid perniciously
recursive systems of rules? I believe they should,
but there exist certain types of data which may only
be described by means of such rules.

We should note first that the overt specification
of functional relations does not affect pernicious
recursion. That is, rules like rule 4, or rules 7,8,

11
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and 9, which allow a given comstruction to dominate solely
jtself, will be perniciously recursive no matter what
functional relations the various constituents manifest.
Thus even if we speclfy both function and form instead

of only form in rule 4, 1t would still remaln a

perniciously recursive rule.

4 a. AP —> + Intensifier: very + Head: AP/adjective
The only difference in the results of the application
of rule 4 as ageinst 4 a lies in the overt specification
of the functional relations: toth 4 and 4 a speclfy an
jnfinite number of trees for any glven sequence of
intenslifler and ad]ective. e.g.

(applying rdde 4o 21c)

Clause

Qd\}ecﬁ\); Yrvdse

Qc‘.);.h'f‘d\)-:,
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J
(applying Tule 4 a +wice)
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(applying rTule 4 a +irec +i nu<)

Slduwn =
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oy
etc. Thlies analysis of adjectiv; phracses can be obJjected
to on a number of grounds, however, one of the major
ones teing that it assigns the wrong structure to these
sequences,5 thus we cannot use a rule such as 4 a to
1llustrate the necessity for perniciously recursive
systems of rules. Constructlions do exist, however,
which require perniciously recursive systems of rules
for their description. These occur in the nominal
modifiers within the noun phrase in English. ZEnglish
has many noun-noun constructions such as rubter roat,
canoe_carvier, and Viking carvings of human heads.6
These constructlons include not only examples involving
a single noun modifying a head noun, they also may
involve groups of words, constructions, whose head
is a noun: e.g. its great five story face (of a
radio telescope), an_zpple corer handle, the twelve
inch record shelf (shelf for twelve inch records),
the men's shoes department hesd, the MacMillan modern
Spanish Literature Series, etc. The description of
these constructions entalls the setting up of =a
construction type, nominal phrase, which may be a
constituent of a noun phrase. Thus the noun phrase
formula (with only a partial list of potential filler
classes) is:
Noun Phrase = + Limiter ¢ only > ¥ Determiner 1 <211

13
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* Determiner 2: article/genitive phrase T Determiner 3:

cardinal numerals * Loose Kuit Modifier: Adjective
*+ Close Knit Modifier: Nominzl Phrase + Head: noun
+ Restrictive Modifier: relative clause * Non-Restrictive
Modifler: relative clause
A first approximation to the nominal phrase formula is:
Nominal Phrase = * Determiner 3 : cardinal numeral
+ Loose Knit Modifier: Adjective * Close Knit Modifier:
Nominal Phrase -+ Head: noun
Nominal phrases differ from noun Phrases in that they
may not have lDeterminer 1 or Determiner , tagmemes
nor the Restrictive or the Non-Restrictive Modifier
7 so that none of the followlng sequences are
grammatical.

%3 blg the apple corer handle

*apn old my record shelf

%an o0ld =211 men's zuartet

#g University that was rebently founded faculty
The two formulas Jjust given account for constructlons
such as:

tagmemes,

the men's shoes department manager

the trece surgeons® assoclation president

an _apple corer _handle maker
The following paraphrases  show that these are # ' left
branching constructions (some of the sequences marked

with ¥ may be grammatical, but they are never paraphrases
of the original construction)

the manasey of the men's shoes department

#the department mansger of the men's shoes

the manager o7 the depariment(ofimen's shoes
{Tog}
#the manager of the shoes department of men's

the maneger of the depgrtmentjﬁith\shoes for men

Zséllingj

The constituent structure tree produced by the formulas

_1'!._
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for this example would be:

N”).J.-‘\ f)?’\ra.:;'/

A

N
UM 2L rown

l t |
+the men's Sioew departmert manage

Once it is made clear that the Loose Knit Modifier
and Close Knit Modifier tagmemes of the noun phrase
and the nominal phrase are repeatable, a number of
other constructions may be described by these formulae.
€8

state tree surgeons association preslident

& walnut long playing record cabinet sale

an osk apple corer handle maker
The gremmaticality of the two phrases marked with
braces 1in the following set of paraphrases
shows that the noun phrases above contalin a nominal
phrase with two occurrences of the Close Knit Modifier
tagmeme within it.

the president of the state treg surgeons assogiation
#+the association president of the state tree surgeons
the president of the state association of tree
: surgeons
: the president of the tree surgeons assoclation
of the state

The constituent structure produced by the formulas for
this example would be:




PR R A T S e

Nowun Phrwose

7

. : <
articdde nodn  Mouinn how™h FLIATL
\ | | 1 L
+he state +ree o’wgeonS agsociatin president

There are a few examples, however,

Now 7o

which cannot
be described by the rules as currently stated. These

examples all involve right branchings; that is, in each

case the noun phrase contalns a nominal phrase which 1t-

self contains as its head a nominal phrase (not a mnoun).

the school admlssions pollc commi ttee

the committee for (forming) the school #dmiEsions

policy
#the policy commitiee foxr school admissions

#the committee for (forming) the policy for
school admlsslions

the committee for (forming) the admissions policy
for the school

The tree for this phrase must be as follows:

Nown Pnrase

3 ks e I BV e
\ ' \

2\
the sl W93 Polhd} AN UTFE S
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Because the nominal phrase school admigssions pollcy

in this construction contains as i1ts hezd the nominal
phrase admissiors policy, the formuia given above for
the nominal phrase will nave to be revised to read:9

Nominal Phracze = + Determiner *: cardinal numeral
+ Loose Knit NModifier: Adjectlive * Close Knit Modifier:
nominal phrase/noun - Head: nominal phrase/noun

But this formuls is perniciously recursive, since all
tagmemes 2+, than the head are optlonal; thus a

nominal phrase node may directly dominate a2 nominal
phrase node with no other btranches coming from the
dominating node. In this case, however, We encounter

an added difficulty; the two alternate fillers of the
head tagmeme are emically the same comstruction. That
is to say, a minizal nominazl phrase is a noun. The
phrases a_record cabinet maker and a_cabinet maker
differ only in that the first contzins a slightly
expanded nominal phrase (record cabinet) while the
second crntains a minimal nominal phrase (cabinet).
Since only emically contrasting construction types may
be listed as alternative fillers of a tagmeme, and since
2 minimel nominal phrase is a noun, the expanded and
minimal forms of the nominal phrase should te treated

as emlically the same: %toth should be called nominsal
phrases. (This is analogous to saying that botb old

and very old are adjectlve phrases.) Thlis means that the
formula for the nominal phrase ought to be:

Nominal Phrase = + Determiner Z: cardinal numeral
+ Loose ¥rit Modifier: Adjective X Close Knit
Modifier: nominal phrase <4 Head: nomlnal phrase

But this introduces pernicilous recursion with a

e 17



vengeance, for there is now no way whstever to exit form
this rule. Since the head tagmeme of the nominal phrase
ls obligatory and filled only by nominal phrase, and the
head of that nominal phrase is likewise filled only by
a nominal phrase, etc., the tree of any construction
containing a nominal phrase is not merely indeter-
minate, but pecessarily infinite. The convention
Proposed earlier (p. 8 ), the deletion of nodes
Introduced through pernicious recursion, is little help
here, since there is no way of exiting from thc circle
even if we can limit the number of nodes in the tree.
The question is no longer, can we describe the Englsih
nominal phrase without using systems which involve
rernicliously recursive rules (thus making necessary

the use of the node deleting convention) but rather

can these nominal phrases be described at all? Let us
rephrase this in more concrete terms. Given the noun
phrase, gn _apple corer, what is the pProper structure

to be assigned to 1t? Shoulé it be a) or t)?

(a) NCE;‘:’ Phrase

(p)

- (I3 € l;nl.'f

=
N3t

o
1
X
C
e

¢

o Flow T

.

i

a7 i [ & e

_15_
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The implications of solution (a) are: (1) the grammar
contains a circular rule which obtligatorily produces
infinite trees (2) 1t is claimed that a minimal nominal
phrase is a noun; thus the difference between a_record
cabinet and a twelve inch record catlinet does not lie
In the type of syntagmeme which manifests the Close Knit
Modifier tagmeme of the noun phrase tut in the particular
variant of the syntagmeme chosen (%) nominal phrases
may be realized by single nouns. Thus no artifical
restrictions as to winimal length of nominal phrases
need be imposed (compare Z* under solution b) and (4)
nominal phrases may occur as potential fillers of the
Close Knit Modifier or head tagmemes of the noun phrase
or nominal phrase. (Nouns may not so occur: all single
nouns occurring in these positions will be anslyzed as
minimal nomiral phrases.)

The implications of (t) are (1) we avoild the
problem of a circular rule rroducing necessarily infinite
trees (Z) noun contrasts with nominal phrase as a possible
filler of the Close Knit Modifier tagmeme, thus the fillers
of the Close Knit Modifler tagmeme of tiie following noun
phrases are realizations of different syntagmemes.

terminer 2 Close Knit Modjfier Head
a record carinet
{noun)
a twelve inch recorad cabinet

(nominal phrase)
(3) nominal phrases must have more than ons tagmeme
present. That is, 2t least one of the optional tagmemes
rust be present, or, 1f none is, the head must be filled
by e nonminal phrase which contain: at least one optional
tagmeme. (Otherwise the result will be a single noun,
which Wwe have sald belongs to a contrasting syntagmeme)
and finally (4) because we find phrases such as the
university chemistry club, the school admissions policy
(in which the constructions chemistry club, and

-16-
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admlssions policy are modified by the and universlity and
the and school respectively) one poscgible filler of the
head tagmeme of the noun phrase must be a noxinal phrase.
In 4his position it again contrasts with nouns.

We are thus left with a dileumz: Nelther solution
(a) nor solution (b) is wholly satisfactory. Solution
(t) seems to avold theoretical inconsistency but provides
a counter-intuitive analysis c¢f points (2) and (3).
Soiution (a) is untcnable because of its circularity,
yet 1t provides intultively satisfying answers to
points (2) and (Z).

To summarize, we began by exploring the implications
of the properties of certain recursive rules znd found
a) that no completely coherent system of rules could
allow perniciously recursive rules, and t) that certain
constructions of English czn only be described using
perniciously recursive rules.



Footnotes

1. I would 1like to thank Kenneth Pike and Bruce Stark
for thelr criticisms of an earlier version of this
paper. Though they did not always agree with my
argument, thelr comments were most helpful.

2. Note that my definition of recursiom is not the same
as Longacre's (1955). For me, sny system of rules in
which a unit occurs to the left of a rewrite symbol

and later to the right of a rewrite symbol in such a
way that the system of rules generstes an infini te
number of sequences, and 2l1lso infinitely long sequences,
l1s a recursive system of rules. For Longacre, recursion
l1s more intimately tied to the notion of hierarchy. A
system of rules which rewrltes a sentence as part of =a
sentence, a clause as part of a clause, etc. is a
recursive system. This concept of recursion differs
from mine in that (1) a recursive system in Longacre's
sense 1s not pecessarily infinite. (Usually such cases
do involve infinite systems, however). (2§ Longacre
would not say that s clause playing a role within

a phrase constitutes recursion. He would call it

"pback looping." My use of the term makes no distincticn
as to the level of relevance of the included constituernt.

3. These rules are excerpted from Chomsky (19562). While
at no tlme were the rules in that grammar presented

as & defini+ive proposal for the description of English,
the fact that he uses rule 4 1llustrates that the
temptation to use such rules is real.

4. The form of thls rule assumes a general principle
which transforms a tree of the form

NP
and WP NP ... MP
to
andf/"<:5;ﬁ—ﬂ::;::]::5;:j\‘jzii=~h~7;P

Later transformatlional rules may delete certain of the
conjunctions. (see Lakoff and Feters, 1955 fn. 2). Thece
read justments and deletions do not affect the recursive-
ness of the rule and therefore wlll be ignoread.



5. Rather than de

VB\"J\ '/_—]A:)

Vefﬂ
bt g
which would te assigned by 4, the structure should be
a5

Intengiyier-

/.
Uefj Derd o1

4a;

::l)
Note for example that the two occurrences of yery are not
independent, for if we expand the number of intensifiers

considered to include rather and zwfully we find that
a) only repetations of the ssme word may be used: yery

xer§ blg, and gwfully awfully big, but ¥yvery avfully big
and *awfully vexrv big. b) Only certalin intensifiers

may be so repeated: e.g. ¥*rather rather big. A more
informal blt of evidence in support of the second parsing
of yery very kig lies in the semantic interpretation

of the sequence. It seems counter-intultlve to say that

the first very intensifies yery blg, but rather that
very very 1s an extra strong intensification of big.

6. I am not considering here compound words such as
bookshelf, goghouse, birdhouse, and apple _ple, but true
sequences of words. Almost any of the words clted above
cgould be interpreted as syntatlc constructions. e.g.
pook shelf (as opposed to record shelf) dog house (house
for dogs rather than a type of house) etc. The
constructional interpretation rather than the uniltary
interpretation interests me here. Often the two
interpretations are signalled by a, difference in siress
pattern. e.g. hookshelf, book ghelf (for other

formal signals see Joey, J. van, 19.45

7. Recent discussions have thrown doubtt on whether the
nominsl phrase 1s to be considered truely distinct from
the noun phrase, since it contalns solely a sub-set of

the tagmemes which are contalned 1n the noun phrase. Thus,
glven a seguence such as yradar installation, one cannot
tell whether it is a noun phrase or a nominal phrase un-
less he can find 1t in contexts such as the cost of

radar %nstallation contributes 10 per cent of the price
a 8 sua awion sup V1isSOoT. the two con-~
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structions are to be considered varlants of the same
construction type the nominal phrase will merely be
considered a restricted noun phrase, (Restricted both
in the possible expansions it may accept, snd in 1ts
distribution). The declslon as to the status of the
nominal phrase will not, however, affect the basic
argument atout recursion which 1s presented here,
though 1t may necessitate some rephrasing of that
argument.

8. These paraphrases are intended only as non-formal
support for the immediate constituent cuts made in my
analysis for these constructions; they play ac role
in thelir formal description. For this reason I have
allowed myself comsiderable latitude in supplylng
appropriate words (mostly prepositions) where useful.
q. Additional support for this analysls comes from the
fact that we often find sequences of noun-adjective-noun.
e. g.

Bendix automated radar installation

the oxygen partial pressure sensor
The immedlate constituent structure of these constructions
can be demonstrated by the use of paraphrases:

an installatlon with Bendix eutomated radar
#g radar installation wjlth Bendlix autopated
#radaxr made by Bendix sutomated

tomat ar made by Bend

nol‘-un participle noun nown
. | ! A
Bendix awomatea radar installation

Normally adjectives and partlciples occur only before
nouns since the Locose Knit Modifler tagmeme occurs
before the Close Knit Modifier tagmeme. But if a
nominal phrase may be a head of a nominal phrase, the
included nominal phrase may contain a Loose Knlt or
Close Knit Modifier tagmeme of the incluéing nomlnal
phrase.
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The Bloomfieldian Model

Bruce R, Stark
Department of English

University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee

0, Introduction

From a common sense point of view most people would
agree that languages consist of sounds, words, sentences,
and meanings. And even though lingulsts tend to be
uncomfortable with these everyday terms, 1t i1s nevertheless
true that a theory of lingulstics defines itself by the
particular way in which it handles sounds, words, sentences,
and meanings. The conceptual machinery that a theory sets
up to represent these things not only defines the overall
design of the machlinery itself but also shapes our view
of the objects that 1t deals with: a language looks very
different depending upon wﬁich linguists you talk to,

Just as Shakespearet!s Hamlet looks very different dependling
upon which critics you read.

There are many terms for conceptual machlnery but a
convenient and current one 1s "model," which I use in the
non-technical sense defined by Zellig Harris as follows:
"One can speak of a lingulstic model, 1n an untechnilical
sense, as any framework 1n respect to which language 1s
described, or any plcture of how the lingulstic system
works. In thls sense, a particular style of grammar-making

is a model of language structure' (1959:27). In the United

2
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States 1t is possible to distinguish three theoretical
models that have had thelir moments in the sclentifilc
study of language. They are the Pre-Bloomfleldlian models
of Franz Boas and Edward Saplr, the model worked out by
Leonard Bloomfield and hils successors which domlnated
American linguistic thinking from 1926 to 1957, and the
Transformational model that surfaced in 1957 with the

publication of Noam Chomsky'!s Syntactlic Structures and

8till holds sway. Although the Bloomfileldlian modesl does
not currently hold the linguistic limelight, I believe
that its theoretical foundations are worth lnvestigsating
for several reasons.,

Flrst of all, 1t is there., Unllke Transformational
theory, which 1s in a state of continual flux and still
partly underground, Bloomfleldian theory stabllized into
a body of doctrine that 1s in the public duvmaln and
available, therefore, for scrutiny. Even though ‘
Bloomflieldian theory has been above ground for some time,
1ts basic notions have not to my knowledge been gathered
together into one place for critical examination: there
are bits and pleces of history, programmatlic statements,
and scattered insights to be found in reviews and at the
beginnings and ends of articles, but they have never been
brought together and discu:ssed.1 Another Jjustification
for examining Bloomfleldlan is that 1t is now becomlng

more and more apparent that Syntactiec Structures was not

as sharp a break wlith the Bloomfieldlan past as 1t first

appeared to be, In the eyes of George Lakoff, at least,
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"early transformational grammar was a natural outgrowth

of American structural lingulstics, since 1t was concerned
primarily with discoverlng the regularlties governing

the distribution of surface forms" (1969:35). If Lakoff
is right, it would seem that Bloomfieldlan theory 1s

that hidden but very important nine-tenths of our
linguistic present that deserves our serious and unbiased
attention if we are to understand it. In other words,

I do not intend in this critical examlination to exorcilse
the spirit of linguistics past with the magic formula

"the inadequacies of phrase structure grammar" nor to make
a '"projection backwards of cexizir 14=2as of contemporary
interest," but will attempt instead to present an
objective and systematic lnterpretation of the Bloomfieldian
model on its own terms and for its own interest.

In particular, I would like to do the following three
things: (1) delineate the scope of Bloomfieldian theory
by determining what i1s included within and excluded from
the Bloomfieldian notion of "structure"; (2) define the
propverties of the modelts baslc elements and relations;
and (3) determine as clearly as possible the Bloomfieldians!'
ettitude towzrd meaning.

Before embarking upon this ambitious programm, let
me state more explicitly the matter aﬁd method of my
discussion. This account of "structure" and "meaning"
will consider the values given these terms by Leonard
Bloomfield in his p?incipal works and by those men who

consider themselves hls intellectual heirs.2 A partial

-y~
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roster of their names appears in a collection of essays
edited by Martin Joos called Beadings in Linguistics:

The Development of Descriptive Linguistics 1n America

since 1925 (referred to hereafter as “Joos 1957"). The

most important men for my study are Charles Hockett,
Bernard Bloch, and Zelllg Harris., Hockett's formulations
appear most frequently because, according to Joos, the
task of codifying Bloomfield's ldeas "was taken on ty--
indeed, in a way 1t was assigned to--the youngest of the
persons spoken of, Bloomfield's disciple C. F. Hockett"
(Joos 195?:96).3 My term "Bloomfieldians," should not
imply that these men are mindless carriers of an
inflexible dogma. Qulite the contrary, Hockett is as much
an innovator as a codifiler; Harris is known for a "hocus-
pocus!" bent that 1s distinctly non-Bloomfieldlian; and
Bernard Bloch, bprobably the truest Bloomfieldian of them
all, reshaped Bloomfleld's doctrine in many fundamental
ways. These men are Bloomfieldlans in the sense that
they all certalnly believed what Bloch so ably sald:

There can be no doubt that Bloomfleld?'s

greatest contribution to the study of

languzge was to make a sclence of it.

Others before him had worked scientifically

in linguistics; but no one had so

uncompromisingly rejected all prescientific

methods, of had been so conslistently

careful, in writing about langusge, to

use terms that would imply no tacit

reliance on factors beyond the range of

observation. (1949:92)
Blochts last clause 1s particularly important because, as
I shell try to show, it is the fundamental assumption that

underlies all the other notions of the Bloomfieldian model.

...25_

28



We shall begin by looking at what 1is included within
the Bloomfieldian notion of structure and then go cn to
examine the particular ways in which sounds, words, and

sentences are represented as structures within the model.

l. Scope
Leonard Bloomfield's concern with factors that all -
investigators could perceive and handle put American
structuralism on a firm empirical baslis, bdbDut limited
1ts scope in several important ways. It caused the
Bloomfieldians to reject an important dimension of
linguistic organization, paradigmatic relations, that
most other theories accept without qualm. For, unlike
most British and European theories, American structuralism
focussed on syntagmatic relations, linear sequences of
formal units, to the almost complete exclusion of
paradigmatic relations, systems of unlits based upon shared
features of eilther bhonetic or semantic substance. This
point has peen made before but Samuel Levin put it
rerticularly well when he noted that
Linguvistic analysis distinguishes two planes
of languzge--the syntagmatic and the
paradigmatic--and, although it 1s customary
in American linguistics to treat the syntagmatic
rlane as somehow the more important of the
two-=-inasmuch as presvmably 1t exlists as such
and is therefore open to inspection, it would
be a mistake to belleve that i1t is any more
important to the lingulistic act than the
raradigmatic plane; it is simply more amenable
to analysis. (1962:19)
Because the syntagmatic plane is "“open to inspection," it

1s a factor within the range of observation and therefore
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became the a2lmost exclusive focus of Bloomfieldian
attention (see, also, Martinet 1953:584),

The Bloomfleldian emphasis on syntagmatic relations
begins with the phoneme, the hasic unit of sound, and
continues into lincreasingly larger, but not more complex,
units of linguistic form. To be specific, a typical
Bloomfieldian description (1) establishes the phonemes,
and then (2) states the occurrences of phonemes within
morphemes, (3) of morphemes within words, and (4) of
words within constructions and finally, (5) of
constructions wlthin sentences., At the sentence, however,
the analysis breaks off sharply, for there was assumed to
be no constructions, l.e. structures, beyond a single
sentence, as a result, no allowance was made for the
analysls of discourse, The layering of smaller units
within larger ones is called the "hierarchial structure"
of language and each layer 1s called a "level'; thus,

(1) is called the phonemic level or phonemics, (2,3) the
morphemic level or morphemics, and (4,5) the syntactical
level. In addition to describing the ways in which
morphemes combine to form words, one could also list
each one separately in a "lexlicon," but such a listing
was not generally taken to be a M"level!" of structure.

As for the relations that held between this hierarchy
of unlits, the Bloomfieldian emphasils was much more on
horizontal intra-level relations than on vertical inter-
level relations; upon, that is, the arrangements of units

relative to each other in sequential order within one level.
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The characteristic occurrence of a particular unit was
called its "distribution"; the typlcal patterns of
occurrence of units within a level was called thelr
"tactices." Thus, the permitted occurring vatterns of
phonemes were called thelr "phono-~tactlics® and the
occurring pvatterns of morphemes "morpho-tactics"; the
occurring patterns of constructions had no parallel term
but turned on the basic relation 'constituency" which
shall be discussed in detall below.

The principal vertical relationship was '"made up of"
or "composed of"; that is, a sentence was composed of
constructions, constructions were made up of words, words
were madé up of morphemes, and mcrphemes were composed of
phonemes. Because smaller unlits "“composed" larger ones,
the fundamental difference between the units of dlfferent
levels was the simple quantitative one of '"size":
morphemes were simply bigger than phonemes. The units of
these levels fitted together to give an extremely
homogeneous if somewhat monolithlc description that consisted
of just two basic parti: (1) an lnventory of units and
(2) theilr tactic patterns or arrsngements. Very schema-
tically, the overall plcture of language structure that
these Bloomfieldian assumptions yileld looks like this:

Units Relations Levels
1. meénings : - - -
2. sentences : constructions constituency Syntax
3. words : morphemes morpho-tactics Morphemics
4, sounds : phonemes vhono-tactics Phonemics

In addition to showing what is wlthin the pale of
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structure, the chart also indicates what 1s wlthout. The
largest unit is a single sentence (composed of constructions),
anything longer is, by definition, excluded as not structure;
at the bottom the smallest units are the phonemes which were
assumed to be the "basic building blocks" of language so

that structure did not extend beyond them., In between

these two limits were the formal units bound together by

the two basic relations "composed'of" and sequentlal orderinsg.
As we shall see, meaning was excluded from the Bloomfieldian
notion of structure because it was assumed to be outsilde

of language., In sum, the scope of the Bloomfieldlan model
was defined at the largest size level by a single sentence
and at the smallest size level by strings of phonemes; in
between was "structure." Beyond the sentence and below

the phonemes there was no structure, only semantic and
phonetlic data.

With the limits of the model defined and some of its
basic notions briefly mentioned, we are now ready to examine
more closely the formal properties of the particular units
that characterized each of the levels. Following the usual
Bloomfieldian format, we shall begin with the smallest
size level, phonemics, and work up to the largest one,

syntax, (On the development of this format see, Hall 1951:
113-14,)

2, The Bloomfieldlan representation of sounds: Phonemics

The upper limit of structure was a single sentence
completely isolated from its linguistic and cultural
cuntext; the lower limit was the indivisible phonemic

-.29_
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segments., PBecause the phonemes were concelved to be the
ultimate "building blocks" of language, "“anything
SUBPHONEMIC was linguistically irrelevant," as Hceockett
puts 1t and then adds that "not only his writings but
also his conversations with colleagues and students
revealed Bloomfield as perhaps more insistent on this
point than anyone else. It was a matter of basic principle
with him" (1965:195 and note 23).

This is certainly so, but Bloomfield pvhrased his
basic principle in such a way that 1t was extremely

difficult for others to understand.4

For example, in his
"Postulates" Bloomfield stated that "A minimum same of
vocal features 1s a phoneme or distinctiée sound" (1926:157).
But this is confusing because the phrase "vocal features"
usually refers to subphonemic bits of phonetic substance,
In spite of his wording, 1t is clear from the example "As,
for instance English [b, s, t7]," that Bloomfield means formal
units by "vocal features" and not such phonetic features as
"labial, stop, fricative," ctec.

Bloomfield does much the same thing in Language when
he gives the ambiguous definition "a minimum unit of
distinctive sound-feature'" but then supplies an unambiguous

example: "Thus we say that the word pin consists of three

phonemes: the first of these occurs also in pet, pack, push,

and many other words; the second a'so in fig, hit, miss, and

many other words; the third also 1n tan, r»un, hen, and many

other words" (1933:79). Thus, it is clear from his examples

that for Bloomfield the term '"“"feature! meant an indivisible
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sound unit and not a subphonemic bit of sound substance

as 1t does for most of us today. Bloomfield's phoneme,
which became the Bloomfieldians! phoneme, was not a bundle
of sound features but an empty formal unit of '"signaling"
whose only function was to distinguish lexical forms from
one another: 1t was a shape that had a distribution but no
substance. Bloomfield put it this way "The importance of
a2 phoneme, then, llies not in the actual configuratlon of
its sound-waves, but merely in the difference between thils
configuration and the configurations of all the other
phonemes in the same language" (128).

As for the particular relations that held between
these basic units of signaling, Bloomfield's definitions
are somewhat misleading in his "Postulates" but become
clearer in his later work., In the "Postulates'" he states
that "The orders which occur are the sound-patterns of the
language. As, English word-initial [st-7] but never [ts-]
(157). The term "sound-pattern" was misleading in 1926,
when the "Postulates'" were published, because it had been
used by Edward Saplr just the year before to mean scmething
quite different. To Sapir "sound-pattern'" meant '"the inner
configuration of the sound system of a language, the intultive
t*placing! o. the sounds with reference to one another" (1925;
Joos 1957:20), a definition whose meutalistic notions "inner
configuration" and "intulitive placing' could ﬁot have been
more alien to Bloomfield'!s way of thinking about language,

Bloomfield does not attack Sapir's conception of sound

pattern directly but makes his attitude toward 1t quite clear,
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After considering a table of phonemes arrayed according

to theilr shared phonetic features, a sound-pattern in
Sapir!'s sense of the term, Bloomfleld concludes that
"Pables 1like these, even when they exclude non-distinctive
features are nevertheless ilrrelevant to the structure of
the language, beczuse they group the phonemes according

to the linguist!s notion of thelr physiologic character,

and not according to the parts which the several phonemes
rlay in the working of the language" (1933:129-130;
emphasis mine). In other words, Bloomfield rejects
praradigmatic interrelationships of shared features as
being a mentalistic construct of the analyst ("The
linguistts notion'") and, hence, not "in the working of the
language" itcelf.

As for the actual "parts which the several phonecmes
rlay" in the language, Bloomfield explains thlis by setting
up his own table that classifies the phonemes according
to thelr distribution within larger phonologlical units
such as syllables (130). He is not completely satisfied
with this, however, and goes on to say that "Since every
utterance contalins by definition, at least one syllabic
phoneme, the slimplest way to describe the phonetic structure
of a language 1s to state which non-syllzbic phonemes or
groups of non-syllabic phonemes (clusters) appear in the
three possible positimns: initial,...; final,...: and
medial,..." (131). Thus, Bloomfield quite clearly conceives
of phonological structure in terms of the arrangement of

units (phonemes) in a linear sequence of positions (initial,
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medial, final). This blas toward linear sequences was

stated most clearly in hls monograph Lingulstic Aspects of

Scilence where he declares that "For the most part, the
phonemes appear in utterance in a linear order. Where

this is not the case, the arrangement 1s so simple that

we can easlly put our description into linear order" (1939:
23). The arrangement of phonemes in linear orders came

to be called "tactic patterns" or '"phonotactics" and is
quite clearly syntagmatic rather than paradigmatic in
nature.

That Bloomfleld?!s syntagmatic and formal notlions of
rhonemes and phonemic structure swept away Saplir's mentalist
and paradigmatic conception of '"sound-patterns" is indicated
by the virtual absence of phonological paradigms from
Bloomfleldlian descriptions of particular languages and
by the downgrading of phonetic substance to "pre-linguistic
data" or '"phonetic habits."? 1In sum, then, Bloomfieldian
phonology was based upon a unit that had a shape but no
substance (1t was "formal"), that had only syntagmatic
relations (tactical patterns), and that had limited patterns
of distribution that kept forms (for Bloomfield) or utterances

(for the Bloomfieldians) apart.6

Subphonemic features of
sound substance, more sequenclal relations, and para-digmatic
relatlons were excluded from Blocmfieldlian phonemlics because
they all required '"rellance on factors beyond the range of
observation," and wo¢re not, therefore, simple abstractions
from the observable stream of speech, i.e. not elements that
"OCCUR as people speak" (Hockett 1961:50). A second kind

..33..
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of element that occurs as people speak are the units
composed of these phonemic bullding-blocks, the

morphemes,

3. The Bloomfieldian representation of words: Morphemics

Within the phonological level the primary unilts were
the indivisible phonemes that occurred one after the
other in discrete linear sequences. Accordingly, the
study of phonemics conslisted of the establlshment of these
units and the delineation of thelr pvermlitted sequences of
occurrence. This description was important for morphemics,
the next largest size level of units, because it was
assumed thet phonemes "“composed" morphemes in an lntegral
way. As a consequence, to spell out the permltted sequences
of phonemes within a particular language was to speclfy
the ways in which phonemes composed morphemes and morphemes
made up words.

Bloomfield stated this‘assumption about the composition
of morphemes in several vplaces. In the "postulatest! he
said that "Every utterance is made up wholly of forms" (155)
and that "Every form 1s made up wholly of phonemes" (157).
Thirteen years later he saild much the same thing more

emphatically in the Linguistic Aspects of Sclence: "once

the phonemes are established, any form of the language 1s
completely and rigidly definable (apart from 1ts meaning)
as a linear or quasi-linear sequence of rhonemes" (1939:24).
Thus, between the phonemic level and the morphemic level
the primary vertical relation was '"made up of", or '"composed

of ," so that, as a result, it was assumed that the morphemes
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occurred one after another in a llinear sequence that was
isomorphic with the linear sequence of phonemes.

This syntagmatic conception of morphologlcal struacture
came to be known, after much discussion back and forth
(see Hockett 1968:29), as the Item and Arrangement approach
or model (abbreviated IA) and a simon pure example of its
application may be seen in Bloch's analysls of English
verb inflection (1947; Joos 1957:243ff). In the analysis
of a form like walted, Rloch rejects a process statement
such as "the preterit form walted is derived from the base
walt by the addition of a sufflix" 1in favor of statements
"in terms of morphemes and their order" (243). Thus,
in place of the dublous process '"addltion of a suffix,"

Bloch framed his descriptlion in terms of the two items, ed
and wait, that occurred in the speciflic order, walt first
and ed second.

Process statements, called the Item and Process model
(abbreviated IP), which had been used by Saplr and his
students, were rejected by Bloch and most other Bloomfleldians
for the very basic reason that processes llike replacement,
subtraction, and addition were not, as Hockett puts it, "by
any stretch of the lmagination composed of phonemlic material®
(1954; Joos 1957:394) and were looxed upon, therefore, as
fictions used by the linguist to manipulate his data.7
Quite obviously a descriptive device that does not consist
of the perceptible stuff of language has to be rejected by
a model whose goal is "to use terms that would imply no tacit

reliance on factors beyond the range of observation.!" As
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a consequence, most Bloomfieldian treatments of morphology
employed morphemes and linear patterns of arrangement rather
than of process statements.

In addition to rejecting the process models of Boas
and Saplr most Bloomfleldians also rejected with hardly
any discussion at all what Hockett dubbed "the older and
more respectable" Word and Paradigm model (abbreviated WP)
(1954; Joos 1957:386). Although Hockett gave no reason
for by~passing WP beyvond "lack of time (386), one can
think of any number of reasons why the Bloomfieldians might
lgnore any discussion of it. First of all, WP was the
approach used by the competing traditional grammarians
whose notions were rejected by the Bloomfieldians with
Just as much scorn as the Transformationalists rejected
the notions of their closest competition, the Bloomfieldians.8
Secondly, because uttzrances were viewed as sequences of
morphemes, "words" did not occur in them and were, as a
consequencz, suspect; the same objection is gulite obviously
true of paradligms. Finally and perhaps most importantly,
the WP model requires one to deal with an extremely comract
kind of internal meaning called "grammatical categories."
The Bloomfleldians were uncomfortable with this time-honored
notion because they lacked, and seemed unwilling to consider,
a theory of internal meaning (signification), as we shall
see.

Lacking a systematic notion of grammatical categories,
the Bloomfieldlians tended to treat them in a rather off-hand

manner, or to confuse them with units of form. To give a
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few examples: while discussing English varadigms Hill
says that the meanings for suffixes “can be rather
quickly given" (1958:143), or that “meanings for the
suffixes can in some cases be wWritten without muc!: departure
from the traditional' (151), or that "A typical praradigm
is that for nouns, where a given form 1s classified according
to the two variatiors, or categories, of case and number"
(138). It is not clear what "variation' means in this
sentence, but from the context it seems that "variation"
and "variant" refer to morphs, i.e. to units of form. Trager
confuses morphs and categories in much the same way when
he makes the /m-/ segmented from me, my, mine an cllomorph
of the grammatical categories 'first, person, singular!
(1967:376). As usual, Hockett formulates his own confusion
most clearly when he declares in a discussion of the category
"case! that "The analytical problem is not any common feature
cf meaning (in the sense of ‘'external meaning'), but the very
problem of finding the cases themselves-~--which are either
morphemes or morpheme components' or, he adds in a footnote
"small classes of functionally related morphemes" (1952:95
and footnote 24).

With the IP and WP models either rejected or used in
an ad hoc way, the usual Eloomfieldian approach to morphology
was IA; 1t was not, however, without its own problems., The
assumption that every form is made up wholly of phonenes
leads to difficulties whenever the number of phonemes does
not fit the number of morphemes in an obviows one-to-one

manner., When there is a lack of exact fit, as therc very
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often is, the Bloomfleldians' IA assumptions forced them
to make counter-intultive analyses or to create a number
of ficticlous analytical devices, For example, to analyze
to plural form of man, Nelson Francis first reduces the
occurring plural men to zero, next he attaches the
non-occurring plural sufflx -s to man, and then reducss

it to zero in the environment of the zero form of men so
that, as a result, the zero form of men is made to occur
in the environment of the zero form of the non-occurring
suffix -s (1958:191),

Archibald H11ll gttacks the same problem with a verbal
manipulation when he says that '“the vowel of men will be
stated to be a suffix, but one which has the property of
occurring in nonsequential order, since it always replaces
the stressed vowel (or vowel nucleus) of the base" (1958:140).
Many other examples could be given, but Eugene Nida puts
hls finger on the problem particularly well when he comments
on Bloch's IA analysis of sing/sang as follows:

The past tense form /sxn/ is treated as an
alternant of /slp/. Tne meaning-difference
1s considered as expressed by a zero suifix,.
By this procedure an overt distinction--the
replacement of /i/ by /® /--is treated as
meaningless, while the covert distinction
becomes the meaning-carrier. I do not deny
the significance of zero in such a form,
nor the importance of the pattern which
leads one to recognlize a zero; but 1t appears
to me as strikingly contradictory to treat
overt distinctions as meaningless and covert
distinctions as meaningful,.. If we do so,
we have glven entirely too high a priority
to the arrangements of items (i.e. the
tactics). (1948; Joos 1957:256)

In addlition to thils now-you-see-now-don't hocus-pocus,

the more inventive Bloomfieldians created a whole battery
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of descriptive fictions llke morphs, allomorphs, zero-morphs,
portmanteau representations, empty morphs, canonical forms,
ete. to patch up the lack of fit between morphemes and
rheonemes, But as time went on, 1t became apparent that
these creations did not reflect factors within the range
of observation but were, in fapt, artifacts Qf the IA
assumption that morphemes were actually composed of pihionemes.
Again, 1t was Hockett, one of the most inventlive creators
of IA fictions, who saw this most clearly and finally
cleaned house in 1961 by rejecting this assumption. In its
place he proposed that phonemes compose such strictly
phonological units as syllables and were related to
morphemes by the more abstract relation "mapped into' or
"srogrammed into" (35). Both Trager (1967) and Smith (1967)
saw the problem entalled by the "composed of" relation but
solved 1t by setting up yvet ancther unit--the '"morphophone.!
To sum up thls discussion, the Tloomfleldlan approach
to morphology operated with a set of formal units that were
composed of permitted segquences of phonemes and which
correlated with meanings in vague and undefined ways.
Speaking of the 1940's Hockett says "we came to think of
torammar?! largely as patterns by which meaningful forms
(not mere phonemes) combine or arrange into larger forms--

an autonomous set of patterns, unrelated to meaning, or at

least susceptlble to analysis and description as though
it had nothing to do with meaning" (1968:25), Thus, because
semantic features were lgnored--lexical features as well

as grammatical categories--only sequenclal and constituent

A =327 42




relations held between morphemes so that Jjust as with the
phonemes, processes, paradigms, and features of substance

were rejected as not belng part of morphological structure,.

4, The Bloomfieldlan representation of sentences:

Constituents and Constructlions

Based on what we now know about morphology, one would
expect the transition to be the next largest size-level,
syntax, to be direct and orderly, For, 1f one accepts
Bloc fleld'!s three assumptions that utterances are composed
of forms, that morphemes are minimum forms, and that words
are minimum free forms (1926:155-56), then one would expect
sequences of morphemes to group lnto words and seguences
of words to compose a single sentence, the "maximum
construction in any utterance" (158)., And if one looks
at Hockett?'s constructional grammar, the transition from
morphemics to snytax is Jjust as direct as I have Just
presented it, There are, héwever, a number of things in
actual fact that muddle the picture.

First of all, even though Hockett's constructional
grammar 1s derived from Bloomfield's baslc assumptions, it
does not look at all like Bloomfield's own syntax, Secondly,
neither Hockett's nor Bloomfield's approach to syntax galned
very wlde acceptance so that a third structuralist approach
arose that does not, I belleve, conform to the bhasic
assumptions of the Bloomfleldian model even though it —uight
appear to at first glance, The result of these cross-currents
was that no slngle apprroach to syntax ever dominated

Bloomfieldian lingtistics in the same way that IA dominated
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morphemics and the bullding-block phoneme dominated
phonemics., As a consequernce, instead of presenting a
single transition from IA morphemlcs to constructlonal
syntax, I shall have to survey the three princlpal
approaches to syntax that vied with one another during
the Rloomfieldian hegemony. The three approaches that I
will discuss are Bloomfleld's "taxeme/tagmeme" model,
Hockett!s constructional grammar, and Harris' morpheme
to utterance model.

Bloomfieldts approach to snytax seems to have contalined
so many difficulties that it was either completely ignored--

very few linguists picked up hls terms taxemes, eplsememes,

features of selection, modulation--or pleces of 1t were

broken off and swallowed up by other theories. Part of the
reason that his approach was dropped is that it was extremely
difficult to make out exactly what he was driving af, as

Pike clearly indicated in 1943. To give just one example

of how difficult it is to understand Bloomfield'!s syntax,
note that even though he repeatedly stresses the importance
of immediate constituents (abbreviated ICs) he introduces
this crucial notion in the following obscure way: "Any
English-speaking person who concarns himself with this

matter, is sure to tell us that the lmmediate constituents

of "Poor John ran away" are the two forms poor John and
ran away" (1933:161). Ezsause Bloomfield never tells us
how the speaker gets this information, the problem of where
to make IC cuts never went much beyond this appeal to the

native speakerts intultion.
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But there was much more to Bloomfield's syntax than
ICs. In general, hils approach closely paralleled his
notion of phonemes, for Jjust as phonemes were vliewed as
meaningless signals that compose morphemes and keep them
apart, so taxemes were viewed as meaningless grammatlcal
signals that compose constructions and keep them apart,
Only four different kinds of taxemes were used to define
and distinguish all grammatical constructions: (1)

features of modulation, supra-segmental phonemes; (2)

features of selection, cholce of form class; (3) phonetic

modification, morphophonemic alternations, and (4) order,

word and morpheme positions (1933:163-4),

Bloomfield glves only a few very brief examples of
how these four defining features (he calls them "grammatical
features" just as he calls phonemes '"sound-features")
characterlize actual sentences so that it is difficult to
form a very clear picture of the syntactical description
they would produce. Fortunately, however, Eugene Nida
applied Bloomfield's features to English in a simon.-pure

way in his Synopsis of English Syntzx (1960; a revision of his

1943 dissertation) so that we can see what kind of description
they yleld. Put briefly, the plcture is a Chlnesz box of
lists within lists within lists (1lxiii-1xviii). For

example, wlthin the 1list of “Predlate Expressions" there

is a list of 9 classes of "attributives," within each of
these there 1s a list of "taxemes," and within the taxeme

of selectivn list there are long lists of “econditionersh

and of various kinds of "constituents" (113ff). In short,
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Nida‘*s book 1s a tour de force of taxamonic classification,

but beyond that, it leaves one with a handful of fragments

rather than an integrated plcture of English syntax., It ‘g
is perhaps for thlis reason that Bloomfieldts taxeme/ g
tagmeme approach was Trarely used. §

Nor did the second principal way of syntax during é
the 1950%'s stimulate very wlde interest, even though it g
was the one most consistent with Bloomfieldian assumptions. g
In essence the IC and constructlion approach to syntax, the %
"constructional grammar!" used by Hockett, Bloch, and sone g
others, was the logical extension of IA notions into syntax. %
Using this technique one begins with a single utterance and §
works down to the morphemes by cutting between constructions %

and classifying the segments into construction types. Bloch
describes his use of this technique as follows:

In analyzing a given sentence, we first
isolate the immediate constituents of the
sentence as a whole, then the constituents

of each constituent, and so on to the
ultimate constituents—--at every step choosing :
our constituents in such a way that the :
total number of different constructions will :
remain as small as possible. We regard the
analysis of the sentence (the syntactic
analysis) as complete when further analysis
would reveal only constructions different

in kXind from all the constructions established
up to that point. An element that emerges
from the anzslysis as an ultimate constituent
of a sentence is typically a word. (1946;
Joos 1957:157)
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The chief consequence of this procedure was that two
of the key nctions of traditional syntax were eliminated.

First, the traditional division between morphology and

syntax tended to disappear since constructions subsumed

both syntactical and morphological strings equally well;
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taken together, they made up what Hockett called the
"Tgactic Pattern" of a language (1954:215). Secondly,

the emphasis on types of constructions eliminated any
real need for parts of speech or form classes: all

that was required was the list of morphemes that filled

a position, i.e. had the same '"priveleges of occurrence,"
withir a particular constructlion type.

In his 1958 textbook Hockett is rather equivocal
about the use of form classes: on one hand, he has a
chapter on "Form Classes and Constructions" (157ff) and
uses the term "form class" throughout the book; on the
other, he does not explicitly set up form class labels,
but does set up an elaborate list of construction type

"labels (in Chapters 21 and 22), and does use the notion
"construction type very often and quite explicltly.
Somewhat later (in 1961), Hockett sees that form classes
are inconsistent with a syntax based on constructions.
Examining the ambiguity of yellow in "Washing in strong
soap willl yellow clothes' and '"She likes to wear yellow
clothes," Hockett observes that "In a constructional
grammar, we say that yellow is the same word in hoth,
that clothes is the same word in both, but that the two
wnrds are put together by different constructlions" so
that ambigulty '"is then handlaed wholly in terms eilther

of constructions (yellow clothes) or of IC organization

(ci1 men and women) (229). The alternate method to this,

Hockett says, it to use form classes in such a way that

"we recognize two words, yellowy and yellow,, the formex
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belonging to some subclass of the class of verbs, and

the latter to some subclass of the class of adjectives"

(229-230). Even though Hockett does not explicitly reject

the second alternative, it 1s clear that it is inimical

to his Rloomfieldian assumptlions because 1t introduces

"inaudible differences among words in such a way that

constructions are wholly eliminated as lndependent

ingredients in the grammatical model" (229) Thus, even

though one sees the term "form class" 1n IC and

conctruction descriptions, I think the notion is neither

reguired nor justifled by the basic assumption that one

relie exclusively on factors within the range of observation.
A more important issue for constructional syntax is

that, as the lcglcal extension of IA assumptions, 1t

necessarily incorporates many of IA's theoretical and

practical limitations. In particular, if one assumes,

as Hockett did in 1952, that "An utterance consists tactically

of an arrangement of ultimate tacticzl units called morvhemes,

just as it consists of phonologically of an arrangement of

ultimate phonological units!" (96), then one is obliged to

cut up and classify just those elements that occur withln

that utterance--no more and no less. In other words, one
can not with any theoretical justiflcation, add, subtract,
or shift around any of the occurring elemerts with

transformations; one has to deal with Jjust those elements

that occur and to handie them in just those linear segquences

they occur in. Thus, as Rulon Wells polnts out, "The task

of IC-analysis 1s the task not of describlng what utterances
O
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occur, but of describing, after these utterances have
been given, what their constituents are" (1947; Joos
1957:197). 1In short, one focuses on one utterance at a
time and performs no operations on it beyond segmentation
and classification.

Furthermore, the IA assumption that morphemes occur
in a discrete linear sequence that i1s an abstract but
direct reproduction of the spoken utterance alsc reguires
that all the constituents be immediately contiguous.
Whenever they are not, ad hoc devices proliferate just as
they did when the sequence of phonemes dlid not match the
sequence of morphemes in a simple and obvious way. For,
as Wells again obsgrves, if one allows "discontinuous ICs,"
the possibilities "requiring investigation would be enormously
multiplied. A more orderly and manageable procedure is to
extend the IC~-system as far as possible on +the basis of twb
continuous ICs for each constitute; and then to supplement
thls system ané revise it where revision 1ls called for by
admitting the more complex kinds of analysis" (Joos 1957:199).
Hockett was also well aware that all ICs are not continuous
but was rather uncomfortabletabout this fact when he
observed that "Our examples so far have had another property
which is common but not universal: forms which belcong
together as ICs of a larger form have been next to each
other in linear sequence, But discontinuous constltuents
are not at all uncommon" (1958:154), He d6es not, however,
discuss the implications of this observation and merely

recommends two "graphic devices" to use on a sentence like
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"Is John going with you?" (154).
In many ways, I think that the Trager-Smith solution
to the problem of discontinuous constructions is the

most consistent with Bloomfieldian assumptions. In their

Outline they call interogatives and negatives different

"statuses" of the verbal phrase. What this term implies
is that the Question "Is he talking" is a completely
unique utterance that is not related to "he is talking"
(1951:79-80). Each new "status" of the verb phrase
produces a completely new grammatical construction that
had to be dealt with on its own terms and was not related
in an explicit way to any other constructions. In short,
transformations and families of transformations were no®
to be allowed in syntax for the sarie reason that processes
were excluded from morphology: processes are not "by any
stretch of the imagination composed of phonemic material®
so that to use them in syntax would be to relie on "factors
beyond the range of, observation."

The direct extension of TA assumptions into syntax was
in accord, therefore, with the strong empirical bias of the
Bloomfieldlans., But it also fulfilled their very pronounced
urge for "homogeneity." The property of nomogeneity in
one's theory was the almost aesthetic requirement that one's
conceptual machinery should be as simple and as uniform as
posslible in order to avoid a hodge-podge of different
analytical devices. Bloch, for example, stated his own
preference for homogeneity i'hen he declared that

linguistic analysis in this country has been
beset by the curse of eclecticism, Theory
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has come pretty much catch-as-catch-~can;
techniques have been developed ad hoc in
whatever part of the total fleld there
happened to be a need for them. Worst

of all, principles more or less accldentally
evolved 1n describing one part of structure
have been neglected as irrelevant or have
been simply lost sight of in dealing with
other parts, It seems to me desirable to
evolve an overall theory, one that would
treat the four quarters of linguistic
structure as parits or aspects of a single
system. In trying to do thils, we ought

to exploit as fully as possible the
simllarities between phonesis and semiosls,
between catalog and taxis; and above all we
ought to apply technligues that have proved
thelr value in one field with as little
change as possible to the other fields as
well, (1953:43;

On these same grounds I am sure that Hockett would have
rejected Well's proposal that one go as far as posslidble
With ¢ontinuous ICs and then revise the system, because
he fel: that a "tpure! IA approach...ls clearly more
homogeneous than elther a less pure IA, or IP"(1954)., I
am reasonably sure of Hockett?!s rejection because at one
point (in 1961) he went so far as to recommend that
transformations be reformulated as "constructions" because
such a reformulation would achieve "a more 'homogeneous?
abstract grammar in that there 1s a smaller variety of
seemingly different kinds of things" (231). For, if one
wants to work with just those basic linguistic elements
that occur as people speak, then one's conceptual machinery
should be as simple as rossible in order to reflect the
immediate reality of that speech. In other words, it was
tacitly assumed that the baslic design of one's conceptual
machinery should reflect the general sltkape of the objects

that it seeks to represent and work with. And since the focus
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of Bloomfieldian attention was primarily on simple
building block units that were abstracted from, and
isomorphic with, the stream of speech, the deslgn of the
model must of necessity be simple and homogeneous.

In sum, then, because it sought to represent the
surface reality of utterances as falthfully as possible,
Bloomfieldian constructional analysis cut up and classified
the parts of each sentence as 1t stood. As a consequence,
1t could not with any theoretical justification =244,
subtract, or shift about any of its elements, nor could
1t set up highly abstract underlying forms that were not
direct replicas of those elements, nor could 1t relate the
utterance to other utterances that were superficlally
different but clearly related to it. Furthermore, because
1ts goal was the segmentation and classification of stretches
of speech, constructional syntax eliminated form classes
in favor of construction types and relied upon ilmmediate
constituent analysis even though the latter was notoriously
difficult to define in an explicit way (see, Street 1967).

Perhaps the strong limitations on what could and could
not be done with ICs and constructions wmotivated Zelllg
Harris to propose a third way of dolng syntax. Whatever
Harris! precise motivation was, hils apvroach became the most
productive way of doing syntax doing the Bloomfieldian
decades. My Treasons for claiming thls are two. First of
all, Harris® notions are at the heart of the syntax developed

By C. C. Pries in The Structure of English (1952), and Fries!

approach became the bpasis for most of the structuralist
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descriptions of English that appeared in the late 1950ts,
For, as Shedd very cannily pointed out in his review

of Trager-Smitht!s Qutline and Fries?! book, the easiest

way to cook up a structuralist textbook of English was to
bolt a Trager-Smith phonology onto a Friest' syntax (1955:
344), just exactly as Shedd did in hls A Short Introduction

to English Grammar (1959). Second, in addltion to

contributing, however indirectly, to these textbooks, Harris?
apprnach also laid the theoretical foundation for Chomsky's
verslion of transformational grammar whlich forced
Bloomfieldian syntax into the shadows. Thus, in a very
Important way it i1s Harrls, an admirer znd assoclate of
Bloomfield (Teeter 1969:2), who lies behind the revoluticn
in syntactical analysis that now dominates the linguistic
scene.

As far as Harris?! early syntax 1s concerned, he rejected
both ICs and constructions in favor of a rather traditional
approach that reasserted the boundary between morphology
and syntax by doing the latter in terms of form classes
and basic sentence patterns. 1In his paper "From Morpheme
to Utterance" (19463 Joos 1957:142ff). Harris begins with
morphemes (he assumes that they have already been identified)
and sequences of morphemes, next classifies these into form
classes using a series of abstract environments called
"diagnostic frames.® znd finally places the form classes
into a small numbex of sequendes that he calls "utterance
constructions," or "“sentence types," or "utterance formulaeh

(178). Thus, instead of beginning with a single utterance
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and working down by cutting up and classifying its
constituents, Harris begins with classes of morphemes and
works up to classes of sentences. Besides this minor
difference in the direction of analysis, Harrist! syntax
had several other more significant non-RBloomfieldian
characteristics. First of all, diagnostic frames are
clearly analytical devices that are not contained in any
utterance and therefore suspect. Second, the use of form
classes not only reguires !inzudible differences between
words" but also eliminates the need of construction types,
the chief "independent ingredients" of constructional
syntax. Third, sincz Harris! analyslis uses classes of
sentences rather than classes of morphemes, the role of
immediate constlitusnts 1is greatly reduced, if not completely
eliminated, In fact, this seems to have been one of the
prrincipal modivations for Har?is‘ approach since he felt
that "It is not clear that there exists any genersl method
for successively determining the immediate constituents,
when we beglin with a whole utterance and work down. In
any case substitution classes presents fewer theoretical
difficulties if we begin with morphemes and work up!" (178-
79).

The use of form class patterns in place of ICs also
appears to have presented fewer practical difficulties
since, even though Fries has a chapter on ICs in his book
(1952:256ff), h: makes no real use of them when setting up
his parts of speech and sentence patterns. MNoreover,

Sledd says straight out that "Since the [IC] analyses which

i
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have so far been proposed differ wldely among themselves
and are often quite arbitrary, it has seemed best to
make no direct statement about lmmedliate constituents
in this book" (1959:216-17).

I conclude from all of this that ICs are really not
necessary if one does syntax with form classes and sentence
patterns., But i1f one elimlinates ICs and constructlons
in their favor, then one is not doing syntax in a way
that is consistent with the bhasic assumptions of
Bloomfieldian linguistics. As a2 consequence, it would
appear that Harris! approach was not simply un-Bloom-
fieldian but was in fact antli-Bloomfieldian, as the
events subsequent to 1946 have clearly shown us,

To sum up, if one takes.iCs ard constructlions to
be a Bloomfieldian norm, then the extenéion of TA
assumptions to syntax sets up constructions as the basic
unit and constituency, "immediately continguous" and
"contained in," as the basic relations. Other notions
such as function units (subject, predicate, object, etc.),
transformations, form classes, and the syntactical categories
derivatle from the paradigmatic analysis of sentence types
are clearly nct admissable under the basic assumptions of

Bloomfieldian syntax.

5. The Bloomfieldian exclusion of Discourse and Lexicon

At the syntactical level one reaches the tormost limit
of structure as the Bloomfieidians' conceived of 1it. There
are, however, potentlally two other levels that many other

theories include within the pale of structure, discourse
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and lexicon. Note, for example, how pnatur.lly Harris?
includes a level of discourse within what 1s essentially

a Bloomfieldian structural scheme when he says that "In

all linguistic material, the entities...can be linearly
ordered. Each discourse 1= a sequence of phonemes, more
specifically, each morpheme is a se¢ .nce of phonemes,

each word a sequence of morphemes, ez~h sentence a sequence

)

of' words, and each discourse a sequence of sentences"
(Harris 1968:9).

Dlscourse was not considered to be a level of structure
because Bloomfield excluded grammatical relationships

between sentences when he assertied in the "Fostulates"

that "A naximum form in any utterance is a sentence! (1926:

138; emphasis mine). This assumption was explained in his
took when he said that “An utterance may consist of more
than one sentence. This is the case when the utterance
contalns several linguistic forms which are not by any
meaningful, conventional grammatical arrangement (that is,
by any construction) united into a larger form, e.g.:

How are you? It's a fine day. Are you going to play

tennls ;h;g_gi&gggggg? Whatever prac’.lcal connection there
may be between these three forms, there is no grammatical
arrangement uniting them ’‘nto one larger form: the utterance
consists of three sentences" (1938:170;. The important
pirrase here is '"practical connection" because in Bloomfield®s
terminology thls mecns "semantic connection!" so that however
complex an utterance might be the basic relatior between its

constituents was semantic rather than "grammatical" and hence
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outside of Bloomfieldt!s conception of structure.

Bloomfield's position was accepted without reservation
by most Bloomfieldians. Witiness, for example, FHockett'!s
terse rephrasing of Bloomfield's postulate, "A sentence
is a grammatical form which is not in construction with
any other grammatical form: a constitute which is not
a constituent" (1958:199) and his assertion that this
"simple operational definition of 'sentence!...is now
generally acceprted in practice if net always in theoretical
discussion" (208).

The unfortunate result of this acceptance has been to
1llmit the attention of almost all American linguists, from
the Bloomfizldians to the Transformationalists, to units
n§ iarger than a single sentence and to cut linguistics off

' from the systematic 1n€est1gation of discourse: 1i.e. of
, 5qch-extented oral forms as conversations, monologues,
,'jékes, etc. and of such written forms as paragraphs, essays,

9

'.fpoemé, novels, etc. As a consequence, American linguists
s :haﬁe for the most part made no contribution to nor drawn
any inslights from the structural study of folklore (see,

Dundes 1965), the sociological investigation into the
spoken lore and styles of mincrity groups (see, Abrahams
1970). the zwthropological investigation of oral literatures

(see, Edmonson 1971), much less the analysis of written

literatures (see, Wellek 1963:310). In fact Keonneth Pike
has seen Bloomfield's definition as the principal factor

that "“has prevented, in this country, the development of

linguistics so that i1t would be integrated mora closely with
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studies of literary form" (1967:146),

Of course, the more perceptlve Bloomfieldians were
well aware of this schism between linguistics and literary
analysis. For example, Fockett once noted that "The
relatively precise machlnery of analysis which lingulsts
have developed does nc. :t enable us to make effect1Ve
statements about stylistic or structural features of
longer segments of discourse--conversations, narratives,
"paragraphs," or whole stories... The terminologlcal
arsenal of the literary scholar applies, often very well,
to the largest size-levels of this structure; that of the
iinguist applies equally well to the smailest slize-=levels:
but there is at present a poorly explored terrain in
between" (1958:557). What Hockett dld not say, and perhaps
did not see, was that any exploration of the no-man's land
between linguistics and literary analysis was 2xtremely
unlikely as long as Bloomfleld's assumption about the lack
of formal reiations between sentences was adhered to. This
schism has been a loss to both dilsciplines because, on one
hand, literary analysls could benefit from the rigor and
systemic approach of lingulstiecs whereas, on the other,
linguistics might well derive a good deal of help from
literary studies in the analysis of meaning, since 1t is
clear that the semantic analysis of sentences can best be
doie by reference to thelr linguistic contexts, i.e. to
the discourses that they occur within.

Bloomfield's lack of interest in the lexical level

had similar unfortunate consequzances for the linguistic
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analysis of lexical structure in this country. Because
Bloomfield looked upon the lexicon as a list of the

"total stock of morrhemes in a language' (1933:162) at
best, or as "an appendix of the grammar" (274) at worst,
the Bloomfieldians virtually ignored both lexical theory
and practical lexlcography., As a result, Bloomfieldian
linguistics again isolated itself by ignoring the important
work done by anthropolo is s in domains, lexical fields,
and semantic components (see, Tyler 1969 and Hammel 1963

as well as the invaluable fund of experience accumulated
over hundreds of years by the makers of dictionaries. The
reason fTo>» this lack of interest in discourse and lexilcal
structure lies in the Blcomfieldlan squemishness about
meaning, for, 1f one is to stuily these areas in any way

at 211, one must seriously consider the problem of meaning,
as the Bloomfleldians did not. Let us now look at some of
the reasons why the semanti ¢ dimension of language was
virtually ignored in theory and only paid lip-service to

in practice.

6. Meaning: Bloomfield's theory and the Bloomfieldians! slant

¥
In addition to an a.,mocugt ewcluslive emphasis on formal

units with syntagineilic relations, a second fundamental
characteristis of Bloomfieldian linguistics is i1ts uniqgue
xreatment of meaning in theory and practice. If one believes
'“thé critics, the primary feature of this treatment 1s neglect:
_Eingr Haugen states flatly that American unlike European

ﬁ_fiiqéuists "shun" meaning (1951; Joos 1957:359): in The Study

‘o of Language, John 3. Carroll notes that in their methods of
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analysis Amexicans try to analyze structure without
reference to meaning (1953:15); a2nd J. R. Firth has
pointed out the attempt of American lingulsts '"to
exclude the study of what they call 'meaning?! from
scientific linguistics" (1957:225); and, finally, Floyd
Lounsbury called "An avoidance (one could even say
abhorrence) of meaning as a criterion in lingulstic
analysis" one "distinguishing features!" of the American
linguistic cutlook during the forties and fiftles (1962:
281).

Far fr-m being disturbed by these criticisms,
American liangulsts seem to feel that 1t is precisely this
neglect of meaning that has made thelr methods uniquely
scientific and rigorous. A convenient example is the
conception of lingulistics outlines by Martin Joos in a
paper called "Description of Language Design" (1950; Joos
1957:349=356), Joos feels that the restriction of linguistics
to the "quantifiable" makes it so rigorous that it is a
kind of "discontinuous oY discrete mathematics" (349),
Using this mathematics, linguists are able to describe the
grammar of a language "without reference to what is popularly
thought of as 'meaning,' namely the popular categorizations
of continuous reality such as 'nose' or 'numerous'" (350).
Continucus reality and meaning are for Joos '"the semantic
field, outside lingulstics, where sociologists can work"
(349). The implication is rather strong that linguists,
who claim 2 small territory but map it carefully, are much

more scientific than laymen and sociologlsts who wander

-57- 60



at large in uncharted semantic flelds.

As extreme zs Joos! statements may seem, they are
not artfully s=lected examples of isolated rhetoric but
characterize rather accurately a basic assumption of
Bloomfieldian theory: the semantic substance is not a
part of language structure but outside of it, just as
the sound substarnce is outside of phonemics., Hockett
spells out this assumption quite explicitly in the
keystone chapter of his book "The Design of a'Language"
(cf. Joos! title "Description of Language Design") (1957:
137). In this chapter Hockett characterizes language
structure in terms of three central and two reripheral
systems: the three central systems are grammar, phonology,
and morphophonemics; the two peripheral systems are
semantics and phonetics (137). The important issue as to
where semantics belongs in these systems is at first
merely "Ya matter of persdnal taste and not important" (138).
Later on, however, Hockett becomes more emphatlic and asserts
that "an utterance has nelther a !'semantic structure' nor
a tphonetic structuret" because, foir Hockett, semantlcs
and phonetics are "habits," not strucvures (142)., Neither
Joos nor Hockett consider meaning to be part of the
structure of langzuage and consequently do not discuss it in
a systematic way, nor, in fact, did any other Bloomfleldian,
In other words, meaning had no status as a real entity within
language nor as a cCategory within the Bloomfieldian theory
of language description; 1t was outslide of both the stufr
of language and the conceptual machinery set up to characterize
that stuff.
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And yet, meaning could not be shaken off completely,
there was z2lways just a little bit that remailned:; it did
not. however, have any leglitimate theoretlical status.

In the practical situation of analyzling an unknown
language or thelr own idiolects, the Bloomfieldlans, like
all other linguists, used meaning. But notice how they
did it: Bloch calls his use of semantiec criteria =
"practical device' that should be used to avoid wasting
time (1948:5); Trager and Smith carefully eschew any
discussion of meaning but find it handy Y“as a general
gulde and shortcut to the identification of morphemes?h
(1951:54); Harris says much the same thing (1951:186-87)
whereas Hockett carefully distinguishes between "the
heuristic use! of meaning and the detalled study of the
three central subsystems of language (1958:138~39)., Thus,
even though meaning was not part of the landscape of
language nor on the Bloomfieldian map, it did, nevertheless,
make a handy guildebook.

This rather equivocal stance of excluding meaning
from structure and theory while using it in practice was,
I think, shared by enough Rloomfieldlans to be called
“"typilcal" and, like most of the typical features of
Bloomfileldian lingalstics, 1t can be traced back to Leonard
Bloomfield. Hockett did this explicitly, if somewhat
indirectly in a footnote, when he called his own approach
to meaning '"the Bloomfieldian slant'" and contrasted it
with "the European tendency to think of meaning as 'in?!
‘the linguistic system" (1955:222, note to section 0215).
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Since thiis slant is certalnly the bacsls for the
Blocmfieldians' position or meaning, we shouvld examinc
1t in some detail.

At sevexal places in Language (23 and 139) Bloomfield
schematizes the spezach situation into three parts from which
he derives all »f the basic elements of his theory. These

parts are:

A

Ity

<

speaker?!s situation ——> speech —> hearer's respcnse

B 1s an act of speech, or utterance, from which all linguistic
forms are derived., A, the speaker's situastion, and C, the
hearer's response, are not feelings nor ideas but "real or
practical events, stimull and reactions" (27; Bloomfield?'s
emphasis), and it is here that meaning lies for "the meaning

of a linguistic form... is...the situation in which the

speaker utters it and the response it calls forth in the

hearer" (139). A and C are "real" in the sense that

Bloomfield reduces them to perceptable physiological events

in the following way: when his ideal speaker, Jill, is

hungry, this "means'" that "some of her muscles were contracting,
and some fluids were belng secreted, especially in her stomach"
(23).10 The obvious conclusion to draw from these unsavory
orerations is tha. the "meaning'" of hungry could be explicitly
defined "only if all branches of science, including, especially,
psychology and physiolcgy, were close to perfection'" (78).

But slince this was nct the case, linguistics could only

analyze the forme in B (speech) scientifically; it had to
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deal with the stimvll and responses of 4 and C wlth
"maieshift devices" (140). As a result, the analysis
of meaning wes considered to be “the weak point in
language-study" (140).

We can now see the "asis for Joos'! and Hockett's
attitude toward meaninyg. I‘eaning is not "in" B, the
utterance, but is part of the real world around it,

A and C; hence, Hockett's remark about the Bloomfieldian
slant. Since linguists concentrate on the forms in B,
the real events of A and C are the proper domai:x of the
other sciences--paysioclogy, vpPsychology, and, for Joos,
soclology., Irn other words, meaning was limited to just
exteriial or referential meaning and internal meaning

was not even considered. It should be carefully noted,
however, that even though Bloomfleld excludes meaning
from speech, he does not exclude it from his theory of
linguistics. In fact, meaning and form are equal partners
in Bloomfield?®s basic assumption about language, i.e. that
"in every speech-community some utterances are alike in
form and meaning" (78). The important consequence of
this assumption is that Bloomfield's entlre theory is
completely bifurcated by form and meaning since foxr each
meaningless unit of signaliling he sets up a corresyponding
unit of "constant and speciflic meaning." That is, units
of meaning, called "sememes" and "episememes," palr coff
one-for-one with units of signaling, called "phonemés"
and ‘taxemes," to.make "“forms," called "morphemes?” and
"tagmemes.!" As a result, a "form" for Bloomflield s the

~-61-
64



correlacisn of unifs of meaning with units of signaling
so that, in more generzl terms, signal units (phememes)
plus meaning units (noemes) yield linguistic forms

(glossemes), This correlation nay be represented in a
chart that simply rearranges the terms that Ploomfield
used in the first part of Chapter 16 "Form-Classes and

Lexicon" (264),.

Il

Signal units + Meanlng units Linguistic forms

(phememes) (noemes) (glossemes)
Lexical vhioremes + sememes = morphemes
Grammatical taxemes + eplsememes = tagmemes

The impoxtant conelusion to draw from these correlzstions

is that for Bloomfield a linguistic form, whether it be a

morpheme or a tagiaeme, 1s not & meaningless shape, ac we

now take it to be, but a correlaticn of units of form with
units of meaning. 1T stress this point because Blocmfieldt!s
poslition is by no means easy to understand at first glance,
For example, speaking of what Bloomfield meant by fcrm,
Hockett said as‘late as 1968 that this is "one of the most
obscure zsvects of Bloomfield's views, perhaps best
represented by the first part of the chapter 'Form-Classes
and Lexicont'" (20), and that "To many of us in the 1940t's

it did not make senss; it still does not to me, though I

can now explain my dissatisfaction with it much more clearly
that I could nave twenty years ago'" (21). Hockett finds
Bloomfleld?!s vliew obscure, I suppose, because he does not
accept "meaning" tc be a part of "form," as Rloomfield quite

clearly did.

.
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An important consequence of inecluding meaning within
his theory is that Bloom®ie” °, unlike his followers,
discussed the problem of meaning all during his career as
a linguist, Excluding reviews, his discussion began in
1926 in his "Postulates," was elaborated 1n Languzage,
continued with his concribution to the International
Encyclopedia of Unified Sclence (1939), and finally
ended in an article written in 1643 entitled "Weaning."

In sharp contrast to this, only one of Rioomfield®s
followers, Joos, has devoted a paper to the probviem of
meaning (1958); and, whereas Bloomfield's Language has

one whole chapter devoted to meanlng whereas lHockett's
book has none. The point that I am tryinz to make 1is that
although meaning was not a part of language stracture,

1t was a part of Ploomfield's linguistic theory so that

1t was included in all of his discussions of linguistics,
As a consequence, it would seem that it was the Bloomfieldlians,
not Bloomfield who slanted American linguistics away from
the systematic discussion of meaning.

And yet, it is possible to find the seeds of the
Bloomfieldians' exciusion of meaning in Rloomfieldts own
formulation of the problem. To define the meaning of an
utterance Blocmfiecld required either an omniscient
observer of the speech situvation or a complete scientific
description of everything in our wnrld, inside the speaker
and cut (1933:71!-15‘1").:LL Since neither of these was
immedistely attainable, the RBloomfieldians becam= under-

standabiy leary about tackling the problem of meanling much
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less cracking it. 32ut, being a practical man,
Bloomfield did mention o more immedistely cttainsble goal
that seems té have been taken vr and made the basis of
the Blocmnfieldisns?' slant. This was the analysis of
utterances in terms of their sound features, without
any reference to thelr meaning; as Eloomfield put it:
"The study of language can be conductad without special
assumptions only so long as we pay no attention to the
meaning of what is spoken® (1933:75). I beliewve that it
is this statement, and others like it, rather than
Bloomfieldt's fTorm-meaning correlation that became the
fundamental assumption of Rloomfieldian theory and
practice. Irn orde1r to avoid the makeshift devices and
clumsy special assunmptions that the inclusion of meaning
required, Ploomfield's followers played down mesning and
made the sound features of an utterance the foundation
of their theory and practice. The shift away from ESloocmfield's
form-meaning correlation to a theory based orn the distributional
analysis of phconemes can be seen most clearly in Bloch's
reformulation of Zloomfield's postulates,

Althoush explicitly modeled on Rloomfield's work
(note, for instance, the similarity betweer =loch's title
"A Set of FPostulates tor Phoncmic Analysis" zand Rloomfield's
"A Set of Postulates for the Science of Lanzusge') Bloch's
postulates differ significantly in their attempt to completely
eliminate semantic criteria from the foundations of phonemic‘
theory. =loch states his purpose as follows: "In our wWording

we shall avoid all semantic and psychological criteria, she
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implication is, of course, +that such criteria play no
part, or at least need not play one, in the theoretical
foundation of vhonemics... The baslc assunptions that
underlie phonemics, we believe, can be stated wilthout any
mention of mind or meaning..." (1L948:5).

Blocn's statement is cruclal not cnly because it
epitomizes the Bloomfieldian sl=nt on neaninz, but also
because it is an inmportent step in its development. For
what Bloch did in his postulates was to eliminate meaning
by means of a highly formalized analysis of the sound
features and their distribution. His success in dolng so
not only put phonemics on a "scientif .c¢c" foundation, 1.e.,
based on directly observable foxms rather than on the
mentalistic constructs of the analyst, it also must have
encourazed the attempt to refcrmulate both morpvhology and
syntax in terms of phonological rather than semantic
criteria. Concer.aing the latter Hockett notes that
"During the 1940's some of us suspected thzt it might be
possible to determine the forms of a language, and all the
patterns by which they corbine into larger forms, without
any reference to meaning &t all. Some decilded that this
was not only possible, but, indeed, the only rigorous
procedure, even if occasional resort to meaning might be
e useful practical shortcut" (12968:24),

T do not know the exact steps by which Bloch's
distyibutional assumptions were extended to all the levels
of language, but there can be no doubt as to its fullest

flowering. It is in the 1951 codification of Ploomfieldian
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theory and practice that became the structuralist

paradigm of rigorous linguistic description--George 1.
Trager's and IHenry Lee Smith's Qutline of English
Structure. 1In this short bozklet of just 88 pages the
structure of English, as they conceived it, was carefully
built up, level by level, on an elaborate phonological
foundation (44 vages are devoted to phonology, 14 pages

to morphology, and 13 pages to syntax. At each stage

of the analysis, the reader i1s assured that it is all
being lone without any "resort to meaning," except zs a
short-cvt (54). At the morphological level, for example,
Wwe are told that "morphemic analysis should be based on
the fullest possible phonological statement in order to

be complete'" (53) and that meaning is not necessary.
Syntax 1s done in a similar way, but I will let Trager

and Smith describe it in thelr own words because I suspect
that one of the most influential features of this book was
the authors? chipper tone of absolute confidence, They
declare that

The procedures for syntactic analysis do
not differ essentially from those already used.
With the phonology completely established, and
the morphological analysis completed, the
syntax of a language like English can be
constructed objectively, without the intervention
of translation meaning or any resort to
metalingulstic pheriomena,

Utterances are analyzed syntactically about
as follows: A phonemic transcription is made
first; this determines the portions of utterance
that can be separated cut and treated as units,
namely the phonemic rlauses. The units thus
determined are the first IMMEDIATE CONSTITUENTS...

{ It 1s emphasized thet all this 1s done without
L the use of '"meaning': it 1s formal analysils of
o formal units. 1In fact, it becomes evident that
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any real avproach to meaning must be

based upon the existence of such an

objective syntax, rather than the other

way round, (68)
Here Bloomfield'!s form-meaning correlation has not only been
completely broken up but actually turned up-side-down; that
ls, because the phrase "cbjective syntax" quite obviously
means ?!'phonologically based! syntax, meanlng has been made
dependent uvon the sound signals instead of being correlated
wlth them. The shift from Bloumfield's formn-meaning
correlation to the Bloomfieldlans' slant is here completely
realized.

The natural consequence of the Bloomfieldians'! rejection
of Blcomfleld's form-meaning correlation was that meaning
was dropped as a category frcm their theory and shunted
off the linguistic map into such seccnd-rate limbos as
"metalinguistic data," 'semantic habits," '"heuristic devices,"
etc. As a result, Bloomfield's forms were reduced to hollow
elements with only shapes and sizes but completely dev&id
of semantic substance.

A new schema resulted from the Bloomfieldiant's slant

-

and was codified by Trager in a brief but very influential

paper called The Field of Linguistics (1952).12 In this

paper Trager reorganized the form and substance of language
into three divisions: first, sound substanece was excluded
from structure and assigned a peripheral position as "pre-
linguistic data"; next, BEloomfield's units of meaning were
excluded from structure and reduced to ''metalinguistic data;
and, finally, situated between these two perivheries was

Q the central area of structure, called '"micro-linguistics,"
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or simply "linguistics," which encompassed the meaningless
Torms (morphemes) and meaningless sound signals (phonemes).
The net result of Tragerts reorganization was a completely
new "Blcomfieldian model" which differed in several
fundamental ways from Bloomfield's. Ths baslc characteristics
of Trager's schema, as well as lockett'!s variasnt of it, are
compared with Bloomfield's original framework in the diagram
below (underlined terms are part of structure; those in

parenthesis are not).

Bloomfield Trager Hockett
1. meanings : noemes (metaling. data) (semantic habits)
2, sentences: tagmemes microlinguistics grammatical system
3. words : morphemes " "
L4, sounds : phonemes " phonological system

(phonetics) (preling.data) (phonetic habits)

7. Summary znd Conclusion

With the preceding exposition in mind, the Bloomfieldilan
notions of structure and meaning may now be summed up. Put
briefly, "structure" consists of formal units that have two
primary relations. The units are "formal!" in the sense that
they have "shapes" and "sizes" but embody neither sound nor
senantic substance: they are pure forms that signal
differenges but lack intrinsic matter. As a consequence,
paradigmatic relations between such units are not admissible
because paradlgms are conceptual devices for correlating
features of substance with formal units; for correlating,

that 1s, dlstinctive features with phonemic units,
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grammatical categories with morvhemes, syntactical features
wilth constructions, lexical features with woirds, and
semantic components with discourse units., Irstead of such
pars digmatic correlations, the Dloornfieldians emphasized
two other relations: the first was syntagmatic in that units
wlthin the same size level were rTelated to ezch other in
linear sequences; hence, the importance of "tactic

ratterns'" within a level. The second held between units

of different size levels and was "composed of" or "made up
of" so that phonemes comwvosed morphemes, morphemes made

up words, and words composed sentences. In sum, the notion
"structure" was restricted to thoze formali units between
the phonemes and 2 single sentence that occurred in tactic
vratterns on the same size-level and that composed larger
units on higher levels. Anything else was 'data,' '"unsztructured
habits," "mentalistic constructs,!" and, therefore, not
structure,

At this point one night wonder why the Zloomfieldians
focussed so0 exclusively on form and syntasmatic rTelations
to the excluéion of substance and paradigmatic relations.
The question arises naturally because almost every other
school of lingulstics Trecognizes more than one kind of
relation in language. There are, I believe, at least two
basic reasons for the Bloomfleldian position. The first
is methodological. If one recognizes only ones kind of
structure, then the conceptual machinery regulired to
describe it is much simpler, i.e. homogeneous, than the
machinery needed to describe a more complex system. Not
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only is the machinery simpler but the sters needed to
process a single kind of structure are fewer. In fact,
the operations needed to analyze forms syntagmatically
are just two; for example, liarris describes the machinery

used in Methods in Structural Linguistics as follows:

The whole schedule of precedures outlined
in the following chapters, which is designed
to begin with the raw data of speech and end
with a stetement of zrammatical structure, is
essentially a twice-made application of two
major steps: the setting up of elements, and
the statement of the distribution of these
elements relative to each other,

First, *tiie distinct phonologic elements are
determine? {Chapters 3-4) and the relations
among them investigated (5-11). Then the
distinct morphologic elements are determined
(12) and the relations among them investigated
(13-19). (1951:6)

The repeated application of this simple two-step operation
-3 not only neat and consistent, but also exemplifies what
the Bloomfieldians!'! mean by the term "“rigor'" or "rizorous
technlque'" --a property of analysis that was so important
to them that it was never really defined explicitly. But
if we read between the lines, it hecomes apparent that
"rigor" meant to "think operationally" in such a way that
a small number of very simple operations could apply with
equal efficiency to all l:vels of language. For example,
using the texrm "field" for what I have referred to as
levels, Eloch declared that "“above all we ought to apply
techniques that have proved their value in one field with
as little change as possible to the other fields as well"
(1953:43). As we know, Bloca's program was successfully

carried out since the analytical techniauves that produced
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the phones, allophoneg, and phonemes of vhonemlcs were
extended to the next higher level to produce the morphs,
aliomorphs, and morphenes of morphemlies. 3loch even
went a step further and proposed the units "“tome" and
"tomeme" for syntax (U43-44),

In addition to opverational rigor, a consequence of
apprlyling a few operations to all the levels of language is
that an extremely compact, homogeneous and therefore
unlfiled picture of linzuistic structure is produced. It
produces what Bloch called a "unified theory of structural
description'" and characterized in the following very
operational way:

My theory of a unified approach to
linguistic structure and linguistic analysis,
based on a consistcnt set of assumptions,
explciting a reasonably uniform set of
techniques, and provided with a consistent
technical terminology, is here only adumbrated.
It remains for all of us—~-for you no less than
me--to see whether it can be given substance. (44)

Given this urge to establish a unified theory on an
explicitly defined operational base, one might suppose that
Zelllg Harris'! work would be hailed as the most perfect
realization of the Bloomfieldlans' theoretical and practical
goals. Guite the reverse is true: Harris! large body of
consistently brilliant work on the foundations of Bloom-
fieldian methodology was received with wary diffidence or
condemned out-right as '"hocus-pocus" (Householder 1952:260)
and "theoretical nihilism" (Hockett 1968:35). The reason
for this is that Harris violated, or at least appeared to
violate, the second basic tenet of Bloomfieldian linguistics:

the empirical regquirement that linguistic elements be "real!
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in the sense that they YYoccur as peovle speak" (Hockett
1961:50). Hockett condemned Ilai'ris many times on this
score (see, 1968:34-36) but most clearly in 1952 when
he wrote that

Harris is wrong in defining the t'system?

as what the analyst does with the data

he gathers through observation of

behavior. We do not allow the analyst

simply to play mathematical games with

his data, We requixr: him to produce a

systematizetion which in an operational

sense matches the habits which we ascvlbe

to the speaker, (98)
Furthermore, Hockett demanded that this matchling of
description with data must be done in such a way that no
Nartifacts of analysis or convenlences for description!
(1961:42) be set up;one simply built up a hierarchy of
classes of rlasses of different sizes upon the perceptible
sound signal itself, anything else was a hocus-pocus
manipulation of the data, and therefore to be rejected,

In sum then, the Rloomfieldian search for an operationaily
defined and homogerieous theory was balanced by the requlirement
that the description rely on factors within the range of
observation; taken hogether these twa requirements characterize
the foundations of ti'2 Bloomfieldian model and the particular

representation of sounds, words, sentences. and meanings that

it presents to us.
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Footnotes

1Exceptions to this, which I have found very useful,
are Hall 1951, Fries 1962, Lounsbury 162, Teeter 1369,
and, above all, the papers by :ockett referred to in the
text.

2Bloomfield's most important works for my purpose
are his "Postulates'" (1926), Language (1933), and
Linguistic Asvects of Science i1939§. The greater part of
Bloomfield?'s work plus invaluable supplementary material
has been collected together by Hockett (1970).

3Hockett also aprpears most frequently because he
above all the others has relentlessly pursued the critical
exsmination of Bloomfield's, the Bloomfieldians'!, and his
own linguistic conceptions.

bhpor exampble, in his long monograph '"On defining the
pPhoneme" Freeman Twaddell notes that the "complexities
connected with the use of the terms !feature' and {features?
represent for me the greatest difficulty in deteurmining
precisely the meaning of Bloomfield?'s definitions of the
phoneme" (1935; Joos 1957:62, note &), And, in point of
fact, Twaddell appears to have missed ZBlcomtield's meaning
since he says "whether 2 'phoneme~teature! is a feature of
a phoneme, or a feature which is a phoneme, we are not told:
presumably the former,!" (62; emphasis mine), which is
clearly wrong. It has to be the latter: Ya feature which
is a phoueme." -

5on the rather condescending attitude of some
Bloomfieldians toward Sapir see Hall 1951:107-08 and Joos
1957:25.,

60n the effort of the Bloomfieldiszns' to tase their pho-
nology on utterances rather than words, see Fockett 1.968:26.

The senter.ce just guoted is, I think, the source of
most pecple’s feeling that Ilockett!s “Two Models' paper
(1954) favors the IA approach over IP even though he
Strongly denies it in Hockett 1968:29 2nd note 18.

8Just as early Transformational pavers invariably
began with "The inadequaclies of phrase structure grammar'
so most Bloomfieldian textbooks began with a chapter on
"Misconceptions about Language,' misconceptions that had
been foisted upon us by Traditional grammar and its laughable
versonification lMiss Tidditceh.

9The only important exception is Harris?! werk on
discourse analysisz (19632).
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10vote in this ccrrnection the following revealing
anecdote recorded by Hockett: "Hockett touches on
'mental illness.' PRloomfield: 'No; there has to be
somethirg wrong chemicslly in the braint" (Eockett 1970:
542) .

llrrom this statement and others like it, it seems

clear that what Rloomfield anticipated was that the
other sciences would eventually segment and classiily
all the exterwal objects and internal mental states
(reduced, of course, tc measureabhle physiologlcal and
chemical factors) of our world into the same kind of
discrete, sequentially ordered units that Ilinguistic
science had achieved for language. With this done,
these units of meaning coculd then be correlated in a
sinple z2nd direct way with the unjts of linguistic
signaling. :

l2Tyragerts paper is noteworthy because it has all the
earmarks of something unligue in American academic life--
the manifesto of a self-conscious '"school." On page B,
note 1, for example, Trager says "Thls programmatic
statement results from discussions begun by members of
the staff of the Foreign Service Institute...in the
summer of 1947, continued by correspondence during 1947-8,
and resumed in the summer of 1948." He then lists such
well~known linguists as . L. Smith, Ilenry Hoenlgswald,
John Echols, Chavles Ferguson, C, T. Hodge, Fcckett, and
John Kepke, and concludes by saylng that he "is chiefly
responsible for the actual wording, but 2ll those mentioned
are in substantil agreement on the contegﬁ" (emphasis mine),.

7Y



Heferences

Abrahams, Loger L. 1970. Deep dewn in the jungle: Negro
narrative folklore frem the streets of Philadelphia.
Chicago.

Bloch, Pernard. 1946. Studies in colloquial Japanese II.
Lg. 22. 161-83; reprinted in Joos 1957:154-185,

. 1947, Znglish verb inflection. Lg. 23. 399-418;
reprinted in Joos 1957:243-54,

. 1948, A set of postulates for phonemic analysis.
Lg. 24. -16; reprinted by Bobbs-iierrill, Language-95,

. 1949, Leonarl Tloomfield. Lg. 25. 87-94; reprinted
in Hockett 1970:524-32,

. 2953, Iinguistic structure and linguistic analysils.
Georgetown lonographs 4. 40-44,

Bloomfield, Leonard, 1926. A set of postulates for the

science of language. Lg. 2. 153-64; reprinted in Joos
1957:26-31, in Hockett 1970:128-3%, by Bobbs~Merrill,
Language-6,

. 1932, Language. TNew York.

. 1943, Ieaning. Ionaitshefte fiir Deuschen Unterricht.
35. 101-106; reprinted in RocketT 1970:400-4035.

. 1939, ILinguistic aspects of sciznce (International

Encyclopedia of Unified Science, ed, Ctto Neurath, 1:4),.
Chicago.

Carroll, John EBE. 1953, The study of langusge, Cambridge,
Mass.

Chomsky, Noam. 1957. Syntactic structures. The IHague,

Dundes, Alan., 1965. The study of folklore. Englewood Cliffs,
N, J.

Edmonson, Monro 3, 1971. Lore: an introduction tc the
science of folklore and 1literature, I'ew York.

Firth, J. BR. 1957. General linguistics and descriptive
grammar, Papers in linguistics 1934-1951, London.

Francis, W, Nelson., 1958. The structure of American
English. New York.

Fries, Charles C, 1952. The structure of English. New York.

-75- 78



. 1962. The Bloomfield "school!. Trends in
European and American linguistics 1930-1960., 196-224,

Hall, Robert. 1951. American linguistics, 1925-1950,
Archivum Linguisticum 3. 1l0l-25; reprinted by
Bobbs-lierrill, Language- 3,

Hammel, E. A, ed. 1965, Formal semantic analysis., Specisal
publication of AA Vol. 67, Yo. S, Part 2,

Harris, Zellig. 1946, From morpheme to utterance, Lz.
22, 161-83; reprinted in Joos 1957:142-53,

. 1951. liethods in structural linguistics. Chicago.

. 1959. The transformational model of languzge
structure. Anthropological linguisties., 1. 27=29,

. 1963. Discourse analysis revrints. ﬁhe Hague,

. 1968, Iathematical structures of language (Inter-

sclence tracts in pure and appilied me thematics, No. 21).
New York.

"Hauvgen, Einar., 1951, Directions in mod:z=rn linguistiecs.

Lg. 27. 211-22; reprinted in Joos 1957:357-43,

Hill, Archibald A. 1958. Introduction to linguistic

structures: from sound to sentence in English. New
York,

Hockett, Chaxles F. 1¢5i. Revliew of Phonology as functional

pPhonetics by André Martinet. Lg. 27. 333=42,

. 1952, Review of Recherches structurales (Travaux
du cercle lingistique de Copenhszue, No. 5). IJAL.
28. R6-99,

. 1954, Two models of grammatical description. Word

10. 210-3%; reprinted in Joos 1957:386-99, by Bobbs-
Merrill, Language-i7,

. 1955. A manual of phonology (Indiana university

publications in anthropology and linguistics, Kemoir
11). Bloomington, Indiana.

. 1958, A course in modern linguistics. MNew York.

. 1961. Linguistic =lements and their relations. Lg.
37. 29-53.

. 1965, Sound change. Lg. 41, 185-204,

. 1968, Tne state of the art. The Hague.

. ed. 1970. A Leonard Bloomfield anthology.

Bloomington, Indiansza.

_76_ '79

9 e s il

T AT e e

e,

. - TP E TR TRV PUNIIO PR
e . FBERESEPRRGE RIS
e il A Wb 4



Househclder, Fred W, 1952, Revlew of Methods in structural
lingulistics by Zellig Harris, IJAL., 18, 260-608;
reprinted by Bobbs-lierrill, Language-51.,

Joos, Martin. 1950, Description of language design.
Journal of the acoustic soclety of America. 22,
701-08;: reprinted in Joos 1957:349-56,

. ed, 1957, Readings in lingulstics: the development
of descriptive llnguistics in America since 1925, New
York.

. 1958, Semology: a linguistic theory of meaning.
Studies in linguisties 13. 53-70; reprinted by Bobbs-
Merrill, Language~54, ,

Lakoff, George. 1969, Generative semantics. Publications
; of the Indliana University lirnguistics. Bloomington,
2 Indiana,

Levin, Samvel E. 1962. Linguistic structures in poetry.
. The Hague,

Lounsbury, Floyd. 1962. Language. Bilennial review of
anthropologzy, ed, Eernard J. Siegal. 279-322., Sanford.

Martinet, André, 1653. Structural linguistics, Anthropologcy
Today, ed. A. L. Kroeber. 574-86. Chicago.

Nida, Eugene A, 194&. The identification of morphemes.
Lg. 24, 411-41; reprinted in Joos 1957:255-71 and
by Bobbs-lerrill, Language-69,

R o ol ST

e

. 1960. A synopsis of English syntax (Sumner institute
of linguistics, Linguistic series, No. 4), Norman,
Oklahoma,.

Pike, Kenneth L, 1943, Taxemes and immediate constituents.
Lg. 19. 65-82; reprinted by Bobbs-lerrill, Language-
73.

. 1967. Language in relation to a unified theory of
the structure of human behavior. The Hague.

Sapir, Edward. 1925. Sound patterns in language. Lg. 1.
37=51s reprinted in Joos 1957:19=2%5,

Sledd, James. 1955, Review of An outline of English
structure by George L. Trager and Henry Lee Smith, Jr.

and of The structure of English by Charles C. Fries.
%%. 31, 312-333; reprinted by Eobbs-Merrill, Language-

_ . 1959. A short introduction to English grammar,
Chicago.

| -7

80



Street, John C. 1967. liethodology in immediate ccnstituent
analysis. Approaches in linguistic methodology, ed.
Irmengard Rauch and Charles T. Scott., Illadison, Wisconsiln.

Smith, Henry Lee, Jr. 1967. The concept of the morphophone.
Lg. 43, 306-41.

Teeter, Karl V, 1969. Leonard Bloomfield's lingulstics,
Language Sciences. 7. 1-6.

Trager, George and Henry Lee Smith, Jr. 1951. An cutllne
of English structure {studies in linguistics, Occasional
papers, MNo. 3). Washington, D.C.

. 1952, The field of lingulstics. Washington, D.C,

. 1967. A componentisl morphemic analysis of English
personal pronouns. Lg. 43, 372-782,

Twaddell, W. i1reeman. 1935. On defining the phoneme., L
Monosraph, Fo. 16; revrinted in Joos 1957:55-79.

Tyler, Stephen A. ed. 1969. Cognitive Anthropology.
New York.

Wellek, Ren&. 1963. Concepts of Criticlsm, ed. Stephen G.
Nichols, Jr. New Haven, Conn.

Wells, Rulon S. 1947. Immedlate constituents. Lg. 23.
81-117; revrinted in Joos 1957:186-207, by Bobbs-
Merrill, Language-95,

81

i Lt 25




i s AR P R T A S BLAT ET T :

The Festure of Length 1lan Semitle

Alan D. Corré
Department of Hebrew Studiles

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee

This paper presents some tentative thoughts on =
working hypothesis that Semltlic possessed a morpheme of

length'

(voczlic or cousonantal) the semantic content of
which varied sccording to its position in the word. I
use here the colon to represent & sounded long phone; =

macron to represent an orthographlic long vowel and a

double consonant to reoresent orthographlc geminatlion

(tafdId or dzged forte.) Thus we may have for example:

N = CqV CoVo0:Vy

the N =%C1:Vq02VoC=V3
Vb=C,V4C5V5Ce Ve

1s Vbed=#Cy: V,CgVg5CeVg
tried to Vb =C4V4:05V506V6
Vbed greszstly :C4V4C5:V506V6

This phenomenon 1s made possible in this form by
the relstively rigid shape of Semitlic words with thelr

"triliteral stems" but has been obscured by sound ckange,

€.g8. C: > nC or 1C in currently known Semitic languages.

I hope to pull together undexr the fecture of length
items as dlsparzte in thelr current manlfeststlons as

the indicztion of plural in nouns; the definite article;
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the conjugations of the verb, and certzin anomzlous verb
forms. I wish eventually to expand these idezs beyond

Hebrew and Arabic to which they are restricted here.

1. Verbs

The reconstructed baslic verb forms are tzken to be:
#qatala (perf.) and yaqatala (impf.)2 wi. 1 vowels 1 or
u zlso possible for V, with semantic difference.

We posit that Semitic formed sspects of its verbs

by lengthening any of thne first five phonemes of the verbdb.

Iwo of these sre very obvious. Others sre obscured by
sound change.
Length of C, gives the Hebrew pifel and Arabic II:

AT . gqatela—gat:zla e
He. gatila—y *qat:ila > %qit:11(2)> > qittel

Length of V, gives the (rare) Hebrew po%el and
Arabic III:

Lr. qatela—s qa:tzla o _
He. qatila—%#ga:tila> #qgo:til(a)~ > qotsl

Less obvious is the fazct that the length of c, glves

Hebrew nip®al and Arzbic VII:

AT. gqatala-= ¥g:atala> ¥nqutala > (1)nqatala

He. qatala- #q:atgla > #ngatal(a) > #ingaotal >

#*nigatal >‘niqta17
The basic sound change is C:> nc.® In irabic there 1s
2 prosthetic vowel which is said to be elided if 2 vowel
precedes; it would be more correct historicslly then to
say that & vowel is lnserted 1f no vowel precedes. Loung

consonants are phonologicaslly possible &t the begihning

of words; Moroccsn &Lrabic has them, in some cases perhsps
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they represent an znclent Semitlic form.

In the Ecbrew impf. yiggiEt€l the original consonzntal
length wes retwzined, l.e€. 1t is incorrzct to say that
"the n was assimilated,” and in the impexr:iitive 1t shows
up with a prosthetic 1. 21lthoush this latter form 1s
writien with the graph for h, it is hishly »robsble that
this mercly rapresents = vowel at the beginning as 1t oft-
en does at the end, i1.e. hqtl should be normalized 1ggatZl.
So Arabic initzl ‘21lif without hamza = Hebrew initieal g.9

Length of V. gives Hebrew hipfil and irablec IV.

ir. (impf.) *yazqstilur*yogati:lu (vowel centralized
with shift of stress'©)> #yaqti:lu. The long vowel 1is
agein shortened by anslogy witi the other conjugations,
end the semzntic lozd is shiftedi to the first syllable.
(Pf.) %#gata:la #qta:la> ¥auqta:la. The vow<~;11essnéss11
of Cy vas caused by the length of V, which h&s become
short cgein by analogy with other conjugations and the
semzntic lozd is shifted to the first syllable. The
presence of hamzz 1s unexpected.12
He. ¥*gztila (zlternzte form of simple verb)- *qati:lad
#gti:1(a) > 1qtIl. (Impf.) #yzqatilu > y2qtIt (vowel loss
with change of stress.)

Length of C5 gives the rare Arabic IX &nd also may
explain certain Hebrew "adjectives" *'aruk:a ¥1t wes
long' in = participial form to 'Zrok with chzange Cei>
C# - but with length preserved in fem. znd plur. where
there was no epocope. Hebrew adjectives denoting

colors are Ffrequently of this form, and it may be noted

—81—
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that srsbic TX is lergely restricted to this class.'-
Sometimes wore than one phoneme of the simple form

was lenszthened. This gives Arsabic XI (length of Vo
and 03) and expl.ins soﬁe cnomelous Hebrazw forms =
nikkapper 'will be atoned' (Deut. 21.8), ninnebb’u
'purported to be prophets' (Jer. 23.13) which have
length of ¢4 and C,. The form ngo?lu 'zre polluted’
(Is. 59.3), however, is best explzined as aa internal

passive with length of Cy< ¥#g:u'ila + plur. morpheme.

2. Nouns
Definiteness was cxpressed in Semitic by & long
first consonant, as suggested by Ullendorf:14

#bayitina ‘'a house'
#b:4yituna 'the house'

The chznge of stress occusilons the elision of the last
syllable, explcining the lzck of nunztion in definite

15

nouns in Arablc. In Hebrew the sound change was #C:

aC: and later 7zCy: and fa2:Co and FeCz where Cy =most
consonantal phonemes, Cp = some consonezntal phonemes
e.g. r, and Cx = wome consonzntal phonemes coupled with
specified conditions of stress. Initizl orthographic h
again represents an initleal vowel.

In Arzolc the sound change was ;C: > #(&)1lCy and
#(a)Cpt. The clussicel irabilc orthogranhy bezars on its
face the fictions that (1) the 1 is assimilated before

"sun-letters" (Cp) when in reslity 1t wae never there;

and (2) the a of al 1s elided after vowels, whercas 1in

o -82-
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rezlity tuhue 2 or 1 is inscirted prostheticully after con-
sonzrnts or &t the veginning of a discoursc.

This chenge must be secn &5 parollel to the chenge in
the nipal sbove. 1 and n must reprasent originslly the
same phoneme whicn dissimilated the long first consonsant,
and 2 dizlect borrowing situction must be involved, the
precise cherzcter of wnich we can only guess.16

Sound plurals and the duszsl zre formed by vowel length

in the noun suffix. In Arabic

Masc. *xa:dimuna17 Xs:dimu:na 'mule servants'
Fem. d#xa:s:dimatuna xz:dima:tun 'femzle servants!

In Hebrew

Masc. sing.*malakima)*malki)—*malk'>*mélekl>mélek ‘king'
Fem. sing. #malakatimed¥malkati) malka ‘queen’

glve rise to

Masc. plur. ¥*malsaki:ma > mlakIm
Fem. plur. *melzke:timad>¥melaka:t > mlakot

The dual represents z specialized use of the singular
accusative with length (a2:ni with dissimilztion of the
last vewel.) The oblique form in ayni is perhaps a dla-

lect varisnt (cf. Hebrew dotEn/dotayn Gen. 37.17.) Hebrew

fossilized forms like yomsm 'by day', S118om 'dzy before
vyesterday' represent znother specizlized use of the
accusative ending plus length.

Muny broken plurzl pztterms ('af'zl, fu'ul, fi'al)
display 2 lone. vowel before the finzl consonznt of the
root. This suggests thot whille sound plurals lerngthened

the vowel of the noun ending (umzs, atuma etc.) broken

plursls lengthoned the vowel of the body of the noun.

This is seen in & straightforward wsy rarely e.g.
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baladun ( *beladuna) 'city' plur. biladun ( < #phala:duna.)
The zltern.tive plurzl buldanun 1s to be derived from

= form with & lengthened sccusative morpheme (#Baladanu)
with a change in the first vowels similar to that proposed
for form IV of the verb above. Nunation is added analog-
jcally. 4 plural such as kilabun 'dogs' suggests as sing.
#kilabunz or #kslabuna. This pattern exists as in 'inabug
'grape' and may nhuve been a doublet of the standzrd sing.

kalbun.

3. The Verb to give

It is been indicated here thut the presence of n/l
is = hint of concezled original length. The liebrew
verb nitan contains n at both ends. It may have been
originally simply ta; the length featurec gives various
forms. Impf. #yzt:ina (the final n of the classiczl
form yitten being derived from the verbal suffix) perf.
2d. pers. with length #%t:ata giving tatd@ (2Sam. 22.41)
preserved only in dinlect, and the stsnd~rd natatta
via t: > nt with a inserted by anzlogy to regular perfect
verb forms. The nipfal forms arc differentiated from
the simple forms on the besis of anulogy with triliteral
verbs. Here again the "assimilstion of the n" is not

involved; it is r:ther the change in the long consonant.

Provably many verbs in lebrew beginning with n were
originally biliterszl. It is notsble thzt one verb in i-
behaves similzrly, i.e. lagah. This probably was

borrowed from a dizlect containing a variety of n

E £]{U:‘ sounding to other snerakers like l.'a
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1 There is some uvidence for such z morpheme 1in
Drav.dian =21so. See P.C. Ganeshsundaram, "Morphemic
Values of Consonunts in Tamil," Indizn Linguistics 16

——

(1955) "Perhaps the form kotju from rotu 'give' means

'give with a vengeance'." TBis curiSusly resembles the
Semitic intensive form which is marked by lengtin of the
middle consonant of the root. 4Also the gemlnaute past
tense marker in Tamil tends to Trender the verb transitive
(-tt-) This undoubtedly originally marked & t:/t
disStinction ruther than the modera colloquial t/¢
distinction.

2 I do not discuss here the distinction between
yagatulu and yagqtulu. Semitic muy originally have been
monotemporsl with sound change lcuding to specizllzed
forms, as well &s the plzcing of the affix zfier, rather
than before, the verb.

3 By azssimilation. For = slmlilar drift in Arable see
C.i. Perguson, "The irabic Koine" Lg. 35 (1359), 619;
on the charscter of this change see H.M. Hoenigswzld,
"Graduality, Sporadicity =znd the Minor Sound Change

Processes, " Phonetica 11 (1964), 202-215.

4 1> 8 is 2 regulsr late tebrew development ('éz(¥'ilzzu,
Zb8l<#'z:bilu cte.)

\ 0: Sce Z.S. Harris, Development of the Cenuznite
]

5 a:
Dialects, (New Hzven, 1939), 43-45.

6 By metaissis,

T V., is elided _when C» 1s voweled and its syllable is
accenfed. Of. 'Gmar but amra, ydabber but ydabbdbru.

8 At the beginning of a word: in the Hebrew lmperfect
the original length is retszined. In Arabic u is brought
in by analogy. The Hebrew imperative is & secondary
formztion from the imperfect. Forms such as Hebrew
behirég (Ez. 26.15) lerd'oct (Ex. 34.24) point to the
prosthetic nature of the vowel wherc there 1s no n.

See the numerous cases cited in H. Bauer, Historische
Grammatik der Hebraeischen Sprache (Hildersheim, 1962),
226,

9 It seems likely thazt the h 1s used to represent
"nothing", i.e. is a vowel becrer, elsewhere. Later
Hebrew has mo(h)el as the participle of the root mal
which is guite on the lines of the Arsblc particlple
of the type g&'im. It is probsbly an attempt to re-
present a dizlect which hzd originzlly & glottal stop
which became an 68 glide. From this the other parts
of a new varb mahal appeared by back formstion.
Probably sramaic forms like bhet have & similar
explanation.
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10 It seems to me that the vowel sign damma of classlcal

Arabic often represents a schwa possessea Sy the classic-
a2l language but which the orthography did not recognize.
Thus the damma of the diminutive form CyuCpayCzun was
probably T SChiwa. (It is thus represented in the _
fossils of this form in Classical Hebrew, e.g. z3%eyr
‘very littie.' Sece Paul de Lagarde, Uebersicht uber die
in Aramaiscen Arabischen und Hebralischen ubliche Bildung
JeT KNomina, (Goettingen, 1889), 85-8f. Also the lmper-
fect of III and 1IV.

11 I do not account here for vowellessness as opposed
to centralization. The true situation in this regard,
as symbolized by the supposed dual functicn of the
Hebrew swa needs furtner investico-tion.

12 It is probably due to an early confusion with the
morpheme of the "elative" as E.A. Spelser has noticed.
The extensive forms in Semitic with prefixed s- or X-
are probably also a combination of this form with an
added morpheme. Cf, also the Talmudilc 3d sing. masc.
impf. in 1- probably the combination of the morphemes
li- and ya- which appears in Syriac as a dialect variant
ne-. .

13 See W. Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language,
(Cambridge, 1896} 1:43.

14 "The Form of the Definite Article in Arabic and
other Semitic Language," Arabic and Islamic Studies in
honour of Hamilton A.R. Gibb, (Lelden, 1965.)

15 Contra J. Kurylowicz, "La Mimation et 1'article en
arabe,” Archiv Orientalni 18 (1950), 323-328.

16 For example, let there be a dialect A in which the
C,: morpheme was in use for verbs but not for nouns,
definiteness being expressed by another morpheme or not
expressed. In verbs the Cq:> nC; change takes place.
The speakers then come into contact with speakers of
higher dialect B which has Cy: in both nouns and verbs,
but the dissimilatory n phone 1is palatalized and heard
by speakers of A as l. This "definite article” is then
borrowed and contrasts with the n of the verb.

17 Reconstructed noun endings are -una Or -uma
(nominative) -ana or -ama (accusative) and -ina or
-ima (genitive.

18 So to say assimilation, but the orthographic e

covers the allophones on either side of the a/i

boundary and is not itself phonemic, so here e represents
only the high allophone of a. See A.D. Corré, "Phonemic
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Problems in the Masora," Essays Presented to Chief Rabbi
Israel 3rodle on the occasion of hls Seventieth Birthday,
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ed. H.J. 2immels, (London, 1967.)

19 I wish to zcknowledge the help of the Graduste School
and the College of Letters and Sclence, University of

Wisconsin-Mllwaukee in enabling me to resesrch this
pap eIr.
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Some 'Indic' Features in Pashto

Mich.el M, T. Henderson
Department of Linguistics

University of Wisconsin

1.0 Introduction

Pashto is spoken by over twelve million people, more
than half of whom live in Afghanistan. The rest live in West
Pakistan, with the exception of a few in colonies in India
and East Pakistan. There are almost as many dialects of
Pashto as there are families of native speakers; but the main
isogloss runs from near Peshawar in the north-east to Jaldak
(north of Kandahar) in the southwest (Grierson 1921: map
facing p. 5). North of the isoéloss the language is called
[paxto] or [pafto], and south of it [pa§to] or [pastol.

Since the Kandahar dialect, [pa%to], observes more ﬁhonemic
distinctions than the other dialects, it 1s usually con-
sidered the standard by American and Russian linguists, and
by Afghans who speak it. The dialectal variations do not
affect the discussion in this paper, so I shall use the Kan-
dahar dialect for examples, spelling the name Pashto except
in quotations. I shall use the name Hindi for Hindi-Urdu,

for the sake of brevity.
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1.1 Earlier Investigations

Pashto has several features of interest to typologists;
some of these have led to confusion in pioneering descriptions
of the language. fhe features discussed in this paper are:
"ergative" verb agreement in perfective aspect; unusual ini-
tial consonant clusters; use of disjunctive prepositions, or
prepositions + postpositions; retention of the category of
gender; and retroflex comnsonants contrasting with dentals.

Since any number of the above features can, at least at
first glance, be thought to be Indo-Aryan, Pashto has been
considered an Indic, rather than an Iranian, language: '"The
Pukkhto, in fact, like the Hind®, is a dialect of the Sanskrit
as regards its grammatical construction, only Persianised in
respect to the bulk of the words composing it." (Bellew 1867:
ix}. Because of the nunmber oflArabic loans, it has also been
-snsidered an Iranian-Semitic mixture: "[Pashto is] in all
probability derived from the Zend, Pehlavi, and the Hebrew."
(Raverty 1860:4).

Darmesteter's monumental work (1890) proved that Pashto
is an Iranian language, descended from Avestan or a similar
0l1ld Iranian dialecti, having separéted from Persian before the
Pehlevi or Middle Fersian period, Grierson cites Darmesteter
and states (1921:5) that Pashto is a "Medic", i.e, non-Persic,
or eastern Iranian language. The apparent Indic features are
accounted for by the fact that "It has borrowed largely and

freely from North Western India but, “in its essence, it is an
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Eranian tongue." (p. 9; see also Meillet 1922:44-6.) The na-

ture and extent of this borrowing is discussed below.

2.0 The Features

2.1 Ergative

Pashto seems to share with Hindi "ergative" perfective
tenses, in which the n¢ert in a perfective transitive con-
struction appears in a different case from that of a per-
fective intransitive or imperfective (transitive or intran-
sitive) agent:

1) Pashto za xat liksm

"I write a letter'
2) Hindi .mé crtthi lrkhta hii
3) Pashto ma xat lika

'I wrote a letter!'

4) Hindi mé€ ne crtthi lxkhi

In (1) and (2), the verb is in imperfective aspect, and
agrees with the agent, "I, In (3) and (4), it is in perfec-
tive aspect and agrees with the victim of the action, "letter".

Persian, with which Pashto is most easily compared for
typological purposes in Iranian linguistics, does not share
this feature: agents of all verbs in all aspects appear in
the nominative, or unmarked case, corresponding to Pashto and
Hindi direct (vs. oblique) case. Is this evidence that Pash-
to has borrowed such an important morphological (if not syn-
tactic) feature from the Indic languages? Historical inves-

tigation shows that this is not the case, and that Fersian has

_go_
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lost a feature which in Old Iranian and 0Old Indo-Aryan was a
parallel development. IHindi and Pashto have both retained
two case-forms for agentive pronouns, while Persian has lost
the old nominative pronouns, substituting for them the dative
forms, which are now "nominative" in function (Sen 1951:119;
Regamey 1954:363-66; Geiger 1893:1-.5; Matthews 1953:391-408).
The western Iranian languages lost the old nominative, and
the eastern ones kept it (Emeneau 1965:41-2; Darmesteter

1890 :LXXXVIII-XCI).
2.2 Consonant Clusters

Pashto has some very unusual consonant clusters in initial
position. Persian has none except in modern loans, and then
only in sophisticated speech. Clusters of the tvpe appearing
in Hindi appear in FPashto as well, but Fashto has the follow-
ing non-Hindi initial clusters: br vr vl ¥ yw kr xp 3k ly
lm lw mr mz ng (not ng) pj n% nn nw p§ pr ps p$ Xy Iw SXw sr
Zn ¥t tl1 wl zb 2d zy dzm zg 2zw 2w tsk (Lorimer 1915:200;
Pattanayak 1966:20). I have no explanation for the persis-
tence of these - they cry outvfor further assimilation - but
they are well established and extremely frequent in the lan-
guage, !Morgenstierne's comment (1940:89) seems appropriate
here: "Pashto in its turn ... has been subject to a series of

violent phonetic changes, affecting as well vowel quality and

quantity as simple and compound consonants."
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2.3 Prepositions and Postpositions

Another distinction between Persian and Hindi is that
the former has prepositions and the latter postpositions. In
this respect the Iranian language is the more archaic: the
older Indo-Iranian dialects had prepositions and case inflec-
tion, and in western Iranian languageé the prepositions per-
sisted while the casevendings were lost. Indic languages, on
the other hand, lost the prepositions and turned the case
endings into postpositions (Sen 1951:2). Pashto appears to
have retained both:

5) kor 'house' pa kor kZe 'in the house'
6) mez 'table' tar mez landi 'under the table'

par mez bandi ‘'on the table'
7) der% kil '30 years' tar der3o kalo pori

'until 30 years hence'

It will be observed, of course, that the last element in each
of the above phrases is some sort of nounj; but the head noun
in the phrase is inflected, and the postposed nouns are seman-
tically different from their occurrences as single units.
Note that single particles also have this function:
8) dwe baje '2 o'clock' par dwo bajo ‘at 2 o'clock’
9) wrusts 'after' wrusta tar dwo bajo ‘'after 2 o'clock'

10) sarai 'man' sari ta '"to the man'

Penzl (1955:41) calls these particles "a type .of dis-
continuous preposition'". The case inflections associated

with the particles are of the same type as those that appear

995

_ 0




in Hindi, representing direct and oblique cases. Persian,
representing the western Iranian languages, does not exhibit
direct vs. oblique case marking: only definite objective
status is marked, with a particle -ra. Thus Pashto seems to
have retained the type of nominal function-indicators of

its precursors.

2.4 Gender

Pashto has marked gender in nominal and verbal forms,
as does Hindi. Fersian has no gender marking. There is
not a great deal to be said about this: Hindi has retained
Indo-Aryan gender distinctions, and Pashto has retained
(while Persian has lost) 0O1ld iranian ones. The morphemes

marking gender in Hindi and Pashto are quite distinct:1

12) Direct Oblique
sing. pl. sing. rl.
m -a -e -e -5
Hindi
f -i -1IYya -i -1y38
n -3 -una -a -0
Pashto
f -a -i -i -u

What this seems to show is that the category of gender in
Pashto is not borrowed from Hindi, but is a retention of a

grammatical category lost in Persian.
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2.5 Retroflex Consonants

The retroflex conscnants of Pashto (or, as will be shown
beléw, some of them) present a different problem than do the
features discussed above, all of which (except the clusters?)
can be seen to have perdured in Fashto from its Avestan be-

ginnings, rather than developed later. These consonants are:

»

/t dr % %2 n/. They have full phonenic status and occur in
all positions, except /n/, which occurs initially only in

the name of the grapheme which represents it, /pun/. These
sounds caused quite a lot of discussion among the early des-
cribers of Pashto; for example (Trumpgy L375:5-6): ;

It must surprize us a: the first look, that
the Pa§to alphabet is not possessed of any
Asplrates, and in this respect it agrees with
the Iranian idioms, but on the other hand.it
has preserved the full row of the Cerebrals,
whereby it closely approaches the Indian Pra-
krit tongues, yea, it has even preserved a
cerebral § (u*), which has long ago disap-
peared in Prakrit and the idioms sprang from
it.

Trumpp tried valiantly to relate every Pashto retroflex to
its Sindhi counterpart, even /3/ and /n/, which seem very
similar to Sanskrit s and n. /n/ seems to have defeated
him, however (p. 14):
In the use of this sound the Pa§to does not
always follow the track of the cognate idioms,
but according to its own fancy it has some-
times changed an original cerebral n again

to a dental and sometimes an original dental
n to a cerebral.

Penzl (1955:5) simply states, "The influence of the Indic i

languages upon Pashto accounts for the presence of such retro-
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flex phonemes as dd, tt, perhaps rr, nn ..."
Darmesteter shows that the problem is not insuperable
(1890:XIV-XV; and see the Appendix to this paper):

Every Pashto word which contains a cerebral
is borrowed from India ... In 2 certain num-
ber of original Pashto words thexre appears a
rJd, which represents a former cluster rd,

rt in the same way that Persian 1 represents
a former cluster rd ... The two sounds -
borrowed from Indic and r derived from rd, rt
- do not seem to differ now in pronunc1at10n.

/n/ still proves difficult, and Darmesteter shows (XV)
that even in Arabic loans '"cette cérébralisation abusive"
appears. /d/ is interesting in terms of Hindi (p. XVI):

Pashto sometimes has d corresponding to Hindu-
stani r: this is one of the instances in which
Pashto is more archaic than modern Hindustani
... There are besides considerable numbers of

Pashto words containing cerebrals for which
Hindustani offers no solution.

Pattanayak (1966:20) states:
[Hindi] /r/ is a phoneme carrying an extreme-
ly low functlonal load. Borrowed items cre-
ating contrast between [d] and [x] in the

intervocalic position are respon51b1e for [its]
... phonologisation.

From Darmesteter's list of Pashto reflexes of Avestan
consonants (see Appendix) it appears that only /t d/ cannot
be traced back to Avestan in some way, and rmmust have been
borrowed from Indic. This is not to say that either (1) all
examples of these phonemes in Pashto must occur in borrowed
Indic words, or (2) all examples of /r n/ etc. came from
Avestan rather than Indic. Pashto pera (a type of Indian

sweet) was obviously borrwed from Hindi pera, not descended
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from something like *paerda; rather, the capacity of Pashto to

borrow Hindi /r/ and /qd/ as /x/ developed from Avestan rd. As
a matter of fact, the cases in which Hindi /r/ corresponds to
Pashto /r/ are certain to be latz borrowings, for the reasons
given above in connection with Hindi /d/. It appears that
when Darmesteter lays all Pashto retroflexes to Indic loans
he is referring only to /t d/ and late /g/.3
Morgenstierne has this to say about the subject (1926:

12):

Cerebrals are found, not only in Ind. loan-

words, but also in many words of uncertain

origin, containing un-Indian sounds like x

or z ... Thus Psht., and especially the

Peshawar dialect, has been largely Indian-

ized in its phonetic system; but it is wor-

thy of note that it has entirely rejected

the aspiration of consonants ... The Ind.

loan-words in Psht, are generally drawn

from modern Hindostani or Lahnda (in con-

trast with the remarks of Darmesteter ...

[p. XVI] the latter source is by far the

more abundant).
Specimens of Lahnda being unavailable at this time, I have
not been able to investigate this; but the remarkable small

number of good correspondences between Hindi and Fashto leads

me to believe that it is true.

3.0 Conclusions

It seems clear that despite its many superficial resem-
blances to Indic languages, Pashto is an Iranian language
(one of the most conservative); and that the only features
in it which cannot be explained by direct reference to
Avestan are the stops /t d/. Emeneau (1965:30) makes the

Q
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following observation:
It is impossible ... to suggest in any
but the most general way how the retro-
flexes have developed in the Iranian
words in which they are found in such
languages as Pashto and Yidgha. Bi-
lingualism, involving Indo-Aryan lan-
guages, must be the answer, but no his-
torical and social details can be given
to assist in elucidating the process.
My own tentative explanation for all of the phenomena
discussed above, i.e. ergativity, initial consonant clusters,
use of prepositions with postpositions, gender distinction,
and retroflex stops, is the fOIIOWing:  The Iranian languages
i had these features, or the seeds of their development, to
begin with. In the western or Persic branch, these features
i or potential features died out before the development of
Modern Persian. In the eastern branch, .they were retained,
and augmented by retroflex stops. The ;etention was no
: doubt caused by areal factors; that is,!contact with the
s
- . . ¥
Prakrits from which the modern Indic languages developed
(with Emeneau, I am considering the Dardic languages a
branch of Indic). The fact that aspiration was not borrowed
is significant, and leads to the following hypothesis con-
, cerning the "borrowing" (not really a borrowing at all, ac-
cording to the hypothesis) of the retroflex stops: It is
probably the case that [?] and [q] were present in Pashto

as allophones of /t/ and /d/ in some environments, and that

borrowed items from Indic languages caused the phonemicization

of these retroflex allophones in the same manner that borrowed

?
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English words have caused the recent phonemicization of Hindi
/r/. Darmesteter (1890: XXI, XXVII) implies that this is also
the history of Pashto /d/ and /g/.4 Phonemicization of an
allophone through the influence of borrowed items is infinite-
ly more likely to happen than is wholesale adoption of a
feature completely foreign (and unnecessary, since Pashto

was presumably getting along all right without the retro-

flexes before) to the influenced language. The fact that in
Pashto some retroflex consonants had developed in a normal
way from Avestan makes this a reasonable guess, much more at-
‘tractive a hypothesis than outright borrowing of the whole
sexies.

BEetter and perhaps quite different explanations will no
doubt come to light as it becomes possible to investigate
other eastern Iranian languages (Ormuri, Shughni, etc.) in
comparison with Pashto and the Dardic languages. Unfortun-
ately, earlier stages of Pashto are not preserved for ex-
amination, and the Perso-Arabic alphabet is particularly un-
helpful in the examination of written records for phonological

changes. Morgenstierne's An Etymoliogical Vocabulary of Pashto

(0Oslo, 1927), which I have been unable so far to find, may
shed some valuable light on the relative chronology of the

various phenomena discussed in this paper.




APPENDIX

Pashto consonant phonemes and the Avestan consonants from
which they developed (Darmesteter 1890:XIX-XXXVIII); note

that -C stands for both -C and -C-.

PASHTO 4 AVESTAN PASHTO < AVESTAN
P pP- z z, =&
b -p, b 3 s
t t- Z js y
d -t % 5-

t 2 -3
d m m, -b
k k- n d, o
g -k ? m
E§ z- 1 -t, -9,
dz -2 w9
-0, x
[<] &-
b 4 b 4
J I, v
b o rd, rt
x x
h h
Y Y, 9
w w, £,
s s, &- b-, -p
y b4
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NOTES

lIhis table represents only one class of nouns in each lan-
guage. For a complete Pashto declension see Penzl (1955:61,
and for Hindi, Kachru 1966:41.

21 have translated all long quotations from Darmesteter’s

original French.

L
Darmestocter committed one serious error in recognizing only
two dialects of Pashto, and assuming that, in the Kandahar
dialect, [%] and [%] were not separate phonemes. He seems
+0 have been led astray by the orthography, in which the
grapheme for /%/ represents [x] (which has merged with the
/x/ from other sources) in the northern dialects. However,
on the basis of dialect geography it seems that [§], or scme-
thing like it, was present in "Proto-Pashto'" and that, in
the other dialects, it merged with otner phonemes; so Dar-
mesteter's list of correspondences still holds.

4From the table in the Appendix, one sees that Avestan

d > Pashto /n 1/, and g > /¥/. It seems reasonable to
assume that Pashto [d] and [g] were allophones of /t/ and
/kx/, and later developed full phonemic status through bor-
rowing and/or vowel loss, after which, if my hypothesis

is to stand, [t] and [d] were phonemicized.

REFERENCES

Henry Walter Bellew, A Grammar of the Pukkhto or Pukshto
Language (London, 1867).

James Darmesteter, Chants populaires des Afghans (Paris, 1890).

Murray B, Emeneau, India and Historical Grammar (Annamalai-
nagar: Annamalai University, 1965).

Wm. Geiger, '""Die Passivconstruction des PrAteritums tran-
sitiver Verba im Iranischen," Festgruss an Rudolf von Roth
(n. p., 1893), 1-5.

George A. Grierson, Linguistic Survey of India, X (1921).
Reprint (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1968).

Yamuna Kachru, An Introduction to Hindi Syntax (Urbana:
Dept. of Linguistics, University of Illinois, 1966).

-100-



D. L. R. Lorimer, Pashtu, Part I: Syntax of Collcquial Pashtu
(Oxford, 1915).

W. K. Matthews, "The Ergative Construction in Modern Indo-
Aryan," Lingua 3 (1953), 391-408.

Antoine Meillet, The Indo-European Dialects (1922). Tr.
Samuel H. Rosenberg (iIniversitv, Alabama, 1967).

Georg Morgenstierne, Report on a lLinguistic Mission to Af-
cghanistan (Instituttet for Sammenlignende Kulturforskning,
1926, Serie CI - 2). :

"aArchaisns and Innovations in Pashto
Morphology," Norsk Tidsslkrift for Sprogvidenskap XII
(1940), 88-114.

Debiprasanna Pattanayak, A Controlled Historical Reconstruc-
tion of Oriva, Assamese, 3engali, and !{indi (The Hague, 1966).

Herbert Penzl, A Grammar of Pashto (Washington: ACLS, 1955).

Henry G. Raverty, A Grammar of the Pukhto, Pu$hto, or
Language of the Afghans (London, 1860).

Constantin Regamey, "A propos de la 'construction ergative'
en indo-aryen moderne," Sprachgeschichte und Wortbedeutung,
Festschrift Albert Debrunner (Bern, 1954).

Sukumar Sen, Comparative Grammar of Middle Indo-Aryan
(Calcutta: Linguistic Society of India, 1951).

Ernest Trumpp, Grammar of the Pafto, or Language of the
Afghians (London, 1873).

=101-

104



