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There is nothing but historical linguistics! 
 

Johannes Kabatek  

(University of Zurich) 

 

Over recent decades, various scientific ñturnsò have led to claims ï more or less dogmatic in nature ï 

that linguistics will henceforth be mainly a matter of one or another orientation (pragmatic, cognitive, 

generative, quantitative, etc.). Such claims are nothing new. Well over a century ago, Hermann Paul 

rejected any approach to linguistics other than a historical one (ñEs ist eingewendet, daÇ es noch eine 

andere wissenschaftliche Betrachtung der Sprache gªbe, als die geschichtliche. Ich muss das in Abrede 

stellenò, Paul 1880/1909, 20). Few would subscribe to such a notion in our times; indeed, historical 

linguistics has become a somewhat marginal branch within the vast field of linguistic studies. 

However, in this talk I will defend a ñnon-dogmaticò claim for an exclusively historical view of 

language, distinguishing different types of historicity, mainly the primary historicity of language (i.e. a 

particular language) as a historical object (i.e. the historicity of ñsynchronyò), and the secondary 

historicity of utterances or ñtextsò (what in Romance linguistics has been known as ñdiscourse 

traditionsò, Koch 1987) and its relevance for an adequate view of the history of a language. On this 

view, the diachrony of a language constitutes not a single line of evolution (e.g. an s-curve), but rather 

a bundle of interacting textual traditions on a continuum between ñimmediacyò and ñdistanceò 

(Koch/Oesterreicher 2012), with innovations emerging at certain points along the continuum, plus the 

possibility of these spreading through the language, as in the following simplified scheme: 

 

 
Discourse traditions between immediacy and distance, cf. Kabatek 2012, 92. 

 

With examples taken mainly from the history of Spanish and Portuguese, I will address the following 

issues: 

- (how) can we identify the textual origins of linguistic innovations?  

- if we depart from a textually differentiated view of a language, can we trace the path from an 

innovation to its possible spread throughout a language? 

- is this only a qualitative task, or is it also an issue for quantitative methods? 

- what are the consequences of this view for the concept of ñhistorical grammarò? 
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Phonotactically probable word shapes represent attractors in the evolution 

of sound patterns 
 

Theresa Matzinger & Nikolaus Ritt 

 

University of Vienna 

 

Keywords: word frequencies, cultural evolution, open syllable lengthening, Middle English, sound 

change 

 

Speakers are sensitive to the frequencies of phonotactic patterns in the lexical inventory (Wedel 2006, 

Blevins 2009, Mailhammer et al. 2015). When words are phonotactically probable, they are 

recognised (Kelley & Tucker 2017) and learnt more easily (Storkel 2001) and produced more 

accurately (Goldrick & Larson 2008). Thus, we hypothesize that highly probable word shapes function 

as attractors in the cultural evolution of sound patterns (Blevins 2009), and favour sound changes that 

(re-)produce them. 

We carried out two studies to test if this hypothesis correctly predicts the implementation 

pattern of Middle English Open Syllable Lengthening (OSL; Luick 1914-20), a sound change that 

lengthened short vowels. Crucially, OSL is consistently reflected only in originally disyllabic words 

with non-high vowels such as /a/, /o/ or /e/, if they lost their second syllables due to unstressed-vowel 

loss and became monosyllabic (e.g. name, which changed from /namᴅ/ to /naΈm/). Words that 

remained disyllabic (e.g. body) were affected only sporadically. 

In the first study, we investigated the hypothesis that OSL produced monosyllables that 

conformed ï in terms of vowel length ï to the type that was most frequent among monosyllables at the 

time. Therefore, we predicted that vowels should have been long in the majority of pre-OSL 

monosyllables with non-high vowels. We used Early Middle English corpus data from the LAEME 

corpus (Laing 2013), which covers the relevant period (1100-1350) and is lemmatised and 

grammatically tagged. First, we extracted all monosyllabic nouns, verbs and adjectives that were not 

outputs of OSL. Then, we categorized them with regard to their vowel length and vowel height, and 

counted their type and token frequencies. We found that indeed the majority of pre-OSL 

monosyllables had long vowels when they were non-high, but not when they were high (Fig. 1). The 

consistent lengthening of non-high vowels ï but not of high ones ï in the emerging monosyllables thus 

increased the number of words with phonotactic patterns that had already been in the majority before. 

In the second study, we tested the hypothesis that vowels of disyllables remained short because 

long vowels would have given them shapes less prototypical of morphologically simple disyllables. 

Using similar methods, we found that the majority of morphologically simple disyllables did indeed 

have short vowels, whereas the majority of morphologically complex disyllables had long vowels, at 

least in nouns and adjectives (Fig. 2). Thus, the failure of OSL to affect disyllables prevented them 

from assuming shapes that were far more typical of morphologically complex word forms than of 

simple ones. 

 



SLE 2021 Book of Abstracts 

 
22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Proportions of monosyllabic noun, 

verb and adjective types with long vowels, split 

into words with high and non-high vowels. Error 

bars represent 95 % confidence intervals. 

Figure 2. Proportion of simple and complex 

disyllabic noun, verb and adjective types with 

long vowels in their initial syllables. Error bars 

represent 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Overall, this suggests that learning and production biases in favour of phonotactically probable word 

shapes select for majority types in the cultural evolution of sound patterns. If the high probability of a 

sound pattern results from selection itself, however, it is difficult to disentangle the selective effects of 

its probability from the effects of the factors that increased its probability in the first place. This is an 

interesting problem for further research. 
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A typological and diachronic analysis of replica grammaticalization: Body-

part reflexives in Romance-lexifier pidgins and creoles 

 

Anne Wolfsgruber and Iker Salaberri 

(Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin, University of the Basque Country) 

 

Keywords: replica grammaticalization, body-part reflexives, Romance-lexifier pidgins and creoles, 

language typology 

 

The fact that body-part reflexives (BPRs) are widespread in Romance-lexifier pidgins, creoles and 

mixed languages (PCMs) of the Atlantic area, e.g. kò óbodyô/tèt óheadô + pronoun in Haitian Creole 

(Lefebvre 1998) and pronoun + kabésa óheadô in Cape Verdean Creole (Michaelis et al. 2013) has long 

intrigued scholars and has usually been accounted for in terms of a West African substratum influence 

(Muysken & Smith 1994, Bartens 2011). 

There are, however, two issues with this view. First, Indo-European-lexifier PCMs seem to have 

a higher-than-average tendency of developing BPRs, irrespective of their substrates and linguistic 

area: (i) 35/71 (49.3%) of all PCMs have BPRs (Heine 2005, Michaelis et al. 2013); (ii) 32/35 (91.4%) 

of these varieties have Indo-European (Germanic and Romance) lexifiers (ibid.); (iii) 13/77 (16.9%) of 

all languages with reflexive constructions based on the term óheadô are Indo-European-lexifier PCMs 

(Evseeva & Salaberri 2018). Contrary to point (ii), Schladt (2000) counts 89/148 (60.1%) languages 

whose reflexive constructions originate in body-part nouns. Second, the aforementioned view 

overlooks that BPRs are found in Romance-lexifier pidgins and creoles such as Zamboanga 

Chavacano and Malacca Creole Portuguese, which do not have a demonstrable African substrate, are 

surrounded by languages without BPRs and are spoken outside the Atlantic area (Michaelis et al. 

2013). This suggests that the existence of such reflexives in Romance-based PCMs may be motivated 

not only by substrate influences, but also by the presence of BPRs in the late-Renaissance source 

languages (Faine 1939, Chaudenson 1973). 

In view of these facts we contend that Romance-lexifier PCMs of the Indian and Pacific Oceans 

underwent, to varying degrees, replica grammaticalization (RG) (Heine & Kuteva 2003, 2005, and 

Ziegeler 2017). More specifically, we argue that the origin of RG is to be found in a written tradition 

which abounds in reflexive uses of the words óheadô and óbodyô (1a-c) and which goes back to the 

Middle Ages. These structures subsist, inter alia, in translations of the Bible into Western European 

languages, which are eventually used in evangelization processes: 

 

(1) a. kapite  nostro ponemus  ad seruiendum 

  heads  ours place.1PL.PRES  at service.DAT 

  óWe place ourselves at (your) serviceô (Pérez 2007) (Medieval Latin) 

 b. ofereçia seu  corpo a pelejar 

  offer.3SG.PST 3SG.POSS body to fight.INF 

  óHe offered himself to fightô (Galves et al. 2017) (Portuguese) 

 c. ils déshonorent  leurs  propres corps 

  3PL dishonor.3PL.PRES 3PL.POSS own.PL  bodies 

  óThey dishonor themselvesô (Boulton et al. 2019) (French) 

 

Therefore, these texts can be argued to provide the link between BPRs in medieval/Renaissance 

languages and the contact languages of the Indian and Pacific Ocean areas. Our claim is based on the 

analysis of historical corpora of six Latinate languages (Catalan, French, Occitan, Late and Medieval 



SLE 2021 Book of Abstracts 

 
24 

 

Latin, Portuguese and Spanish) and text editions of three PCM language groups (Indian Ocean French, 

Indian Creole Portuguese and Philippine Creole Spanish). 
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A diachronic explanation for cross-linguistic variation in the use of inverse-scope 

constructions 

 

Omri Amiraz 

(The Hebrew University of Jerusalem) 

 

Keywords: negation, quantifiers, scope, typology, corpus linguistics 

 

Overview: This study investigates the cross-linguistic variation in the use of inverse-scope constructions 

such as (1), which exhibit a mismatch between word order and interpretationðnegation follows the 

quantifier but negates the quantified proposition.  

(1) All that glitters is not gold. 

å óIt is not the case that all that glitters is gold.ô 

(2) Definition  

An INVERSE-SCOPE CONSTRUCTION is a construction where a universal quantifier in subject 

position precedes clausal negation, but negation takes wide scope over the quantifier. 

 

Background: There is a common claim in the semantic literature that there is a universal preference for 

expressing scope relations transparentlyði.e., languages prefer to avoid inverse scope (see e.g., Bobaljik & 

Wurmbrand 2012). 

However, the results of this study indicate that constructions like (1) are very common cross-linguistically, 

even in languages that have a scope-transparent alternative like (3). Therefore, it is not the case that 

languages only use inverse scope as a last resort. 

(3) Not all that glitters is gold. 

(4)  

Moreover, in about a third of the worldôs languages (e.g., Turkish), inverse scope is even the most common 

strategy for expressing ñnot all X are Yò propositions. Finally, in many languages, a surface-scope reading 

of sentences like (1)ðwhich corresponds to ónothing that glitters is goldôðis unavailable or strongly 

dispreferred. 

 

Research questions: 

¶ Which languages use inverse-scope constructions and which do not? 

¶ How to explain the cross-linguistic variation? 

 

Methodology: Inverse-scope constructions are rarely described in grammars. Therefore, this study requires 

collecting primary cross-linguistic data. For this purpose, I use translations of the New Testament as a 

parallel corpus. The language sample contains 110 languages from diverse language families and linguistic 

areas. For 31 of these languages, historical translations are also available.  

The Greek source text uses a construction similar to (3) 12 out of 14 times in the relevant verses. If a 

translation uses an inverse-scope construction instead, it is taken as evidence that this construction is in use 

in the language. 

Results: Inverse-scope constructions are attested in 54% of the languages in the sampleðmore than any 

other strategy for expressing ñnot all X are Yò propositions. A language that has a construction like (3) is 

less likely to have an inverse-scope construction than a language that does not have such a construction 

(logit difference: -4.07, SE=1.243, z=3.227, p=0.001). 
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The following diachronic path recurs across languages:  

¶ Stage 1: Inverse scope is frequently used. 

¶ Stage 2: The language develops a novel scope-transparent construction. Over several centuries, the 

frequency of the novel construction increases, and the frequency of the inverse-scope construction 

decreases.  

¶ Stage 3: The inverse-scope construction either falls out of use or becomes extremely rare and 

restricted mostly to formulaic expressions. 

Conclusion: This study supports the claim that languages prefer to express scope relations transparently, 

but shows that the synchronic effect of this bias is much weaker than assumed in the literature. However, 

the preference for scope transparency drives systematic historical developments: languages tend to develop 

novel scope-transparent constructions, and these gradually replace pre-existing inverse-scope constructions. 
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Caritive morphology in Abaza: from derivation to inflection and back 

 

Peter Arkadiev 

(Institute of Slavic Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences; Russian State University for the 
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Keywords: Abaza, caritive, inflection, derivation, reanalysis 

 

Caritive (privative, abessive) is a construction describing non-involvement of a participant in a 

situation and expressed as a modifier of another situation (Oskolskaya et al. 2020), e.g. English a 

beardless man or I came without money. In many languages caritives are expressed morphologically 

(Stolz et. al. 2007), and caritive morphemes sometimes show peculiar combinations of properties 

striding the inflection-derivation divide (e.g. Hamari 2014, Graschenkov 2015). This paper discusses 

the behaviour of the caritive marker(s) in Abaza (ISO 630-3 abq, Northwest Caucasian, Russia) based 

primarily on fieldwork data collected in the villages Inzhich-Chukun and Krasnyj Vostok (Karachay-

Cherkess Republic) in 2019 and 2021. 

Abaza has a suffix -da forming caritive adjectives from nouns, e.g. bģôϸ óvoiceô: bģôϸ-da ósilentô, 

zӜӼa óillnessô: zӜӼa-da óhealthyô. This suffix does not appear to be fully productive and attaches only to 

common nouns without markers of definiteness or possession. Like other lexical nominals in Abaza, 

caritive adjectives can occur as predicates and attach verbal morphology (1). 

 

(1)  Ȅϸ-zӜӼa-da-ɢa-ἲ 

 2PL.ABS-illness-CAR-INC(AOR)-DCL 

 óThank you.ô (lit. let you become healthy) 
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Caritive adjectives can attach the suffix -ӛa (originally locative but no longer productive), 

resulting in caritive adverbials, e.g. bģôϸ-da-ӛa ósilentlyô (the vowel of the caritive suffix is often 

elided yielding -d-ӛa). Such forms are used as modifiers of verbs (2). 

 

(2) a-phӼϸspa karandaġ-d-ӛa  d-ӜӼ-ϸj-ἲ  

 DEF-girl pencil-CAR-ADV  3SG.H.ABS-write-PRS-DCL 

 óThe girl draws without a pencilô 

 

However, the distribution of caritive adverbials in Abaza does not mirror that of caritive 

adjectives. First, the complex marker -d(a).ӛa is very productive and attaches to nouns with 

definiteness or possessive prefixes (s-hӼaspa-d.ӛa 1SG.PR-knife-CAR.ADV  ówithout my knifeô), proper 

names (muradin-d.ӛa ówithout Muradinô) and personal pronouns (awat-d.ӛa ówithout themô). Second, 

it takes phrasal scope over demonstratives (3), adjectives and even relative clauses. None of these 

categories are possible input for the caritive adjectiviser -da. 

 

(3) [arϸj  a-hӼaspa]-d.ӛa  

 PROX.SG  DEF-knife-CAR.ADV  

 ówithout this knifeô 

 

This suggests that caritive adverbs are no longer derivatives of caritive adjectives, but have been 

reanalyzed as caritive case forms on a par with a handful of other Abaza oblique case markers, e.g. the 

instrumental -la (cf. the treatment of -d.ӛa as a case marker in Genko 1955: 118). However, caritive 

formations in -d.ӛa have also acquired some properties of their adjectival counterparts, e.g. the ability 

to form predicates (4) and serve as input to verbal derivational morphology (5). 

 

(4) sϸ-nɢarta-d.ӛa-Ἒ  

 1SG.ABS-work-CAR.ADV-NPST.DCL 

 óI am jobless.ô 

 

(5) sϸ-j-rϸ-nɢarta-d.ӛa-ἲ  

 1SG.ABS-3SG.ERG-CAUS-work-CAR.ADV(AOR)-DCL  

 óHe made me jobless.ô 

 

Thus, caritive markers -da and -d.ӛa are interchangeable at least in some contexts and probably 

tend to become allomorphs. Diachronically, this illustrates a rather peculiar development of a 

combination of derivational markers (caritive adjectiviser -da + adverbializer -ӛa) first into an 

inflectional marker with phrasal scope (caritive case -dӛa) and then encroachment of the latter into the 

domain of the original derivational marker (the second process has parallels in Uralic languages, 

Hamari 2011: 51). These processes involve the familiar mechanisms of grammaticalisation such as 

reanalysis and extension of lexical input and scope, but no tangible semantic change. 

 

Acknowledgment: Russian Science Foundation, grant # 17-18-01184 
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Keywords: clitics, morphology-syntax division, wordhood diagnostics, Mixtec languages, San  

 Martín Duraznos Mixtec 

 

In this study we provide the first description of clitic phenomena in Duraznos Mixtec (DM) 

(Otomanguean; Oaxaca). We argue that the clitic data in DM do not support a two-way classification 

of clitics nor a global distinction between morphology and syntax in this language.  

Pike (1945) proposed that there was no global morphology-syntax distinction in Chalcatongo 

Mixtec (CM), based on the observation that many bound forms in CM can be synchronically analyzed 

as phonological reductions of full words. Furthermore, there is distributional overlap between bound 

forms that are not reductions and bound forms in general, so that all bound forms could be analyzed as 

underlyingly derived from full words. Macaulay (1987a, b) argued against this, claiming it missed 

important distributional, semantic, and phonological differences between morphemes and 

constructions in the grammar of CM. She posited that a distinction between affixes, clitics, and words 

is motivated and that clitics can be classified into two types (ósimple cliticsô and óspecial clitics/phrasal 

affixesô), following Zwicky (1977) (see also Anderson 1992, 2005). She did not consider the 

possibility that wordhood diagnostics support more categories than just those from Zwicky.  

Contrary to Macaulayôs (1987a, b) analysis of CM, we find that clitics in DM do not support 

this classification. Data for the study come from original fieldwork conducted between 2018-2020 in 

Oxnard (California, USA) with diaspora speakers and in the village of origin San Mart²n Duraznos 

(Oaxaca, Mexico), supplemented by native speaker judgements by one of the co-authors.  

Considering a wider array of wordhood diagnostics (Spencer & Luís 2012a, b; Haspelmath 

2011, 2015), we show that there are more classes of morphemes/constructs. A detailed assessment of 

clitics in the language based on 8 diagnostics reveals not two, but as many as nine or ten classes ï 

depending on whether one considers allomorphy or not. Table 1 displays the results on just 16 

morphemes in DM.  
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An illustrative example of one of the problems with Macaulayôs analysis applied to DM, comes 

from adverbials which do not clearly partition into words and clitics according to the diagnostics. For 

example, nxt³v ô̈a INTENSIFIER, ti~tiki AGAIN  and va ADDITIVE  are clitic-like in that they have a fixed 

order with respect to their base. However, ntx³v ô̈a INTENS cannot be interrupted from the verb base, 

whereas va ADD and ti~tiki AGAIN  can (cf. 1 and 2). These morphemes also vary in terms of their 

selectional properties, cf. Table 1. Due to the distributional and diagnostic similarities that adverbials 

share with other clitics, one cannot simply argue that they are words. Furthermore, even subject clitics 

vary according to whether they display irregular allomorphy or not. Contrary to Macaulay (1987a, 

1987b), there is no non-arbitrary way of cutting clitic phenomena into morphological and syntactic 

types, undermining her argument against Pikeôs (1945) point about problems in assuming a 

morphology-syntax division in all languages. 

 

1. a)  ch²ntxe®  ntx³v ô̈-³  y·ô· 

   IMPF.help  INTENS-1SG  2SG.NHON 

  óIôm helping you a lot.ô 

 b) *ch²ntxe®-³ ntx³v ô̈a y·ô· 

 c) *ch²ntxe®-³ y·ô· ntx³v ô̈a 

 d) *ntx³v ô̈a ch²ntxe®-³ y·ô· 

 

2. a) kusi-va-ti-· 

  IRR.sleep-ADD-again-1PL.INCL 

 b) kusi tiki-va-· 

  IRR.sleep again-ADD-1PL.INCL 

  both: óWeôll go to sleep again.ô 

 c) *kusi-ti-va-· 

 d) *kusi-va-· tiki 

 

Table 1. Some clitics and wordhood diagnostics in San Mart²n Duraznos Mixtec 

Form GLOSS 
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³ 1SG post Ṏ ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, N Ṏ 1 

 ̧ 1PL.INCL post ᾜ ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, N Ṏ 1a 

nt³ 1PL.EXCL post ᾜ ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, N Ṏ 1a 

tx³ 
CLF. 

ANIM  
pre ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ N, A ᾜ 2 

t½ 
CLF. 

PLANT 
pre ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ N, A ᾜ 2 

kV- VBLZ  pre ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ V, N, A ᾜ 3 

nti/nta ITER pre ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ V, N, A ᾜ 3 
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s§ CAUS pre Ṏ Ṏ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, N, A Ṏ 4 

n³ MODAL  pre Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ V Ṏ 5 

na MODAL  pre Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ V Ṏ 5 

k ·̧ NEG.REAL pre Ṏ Ṏ ᾜ ᾜ ᾜ V, N, A ᾜ 6 

u/o ~ i NEG.IRR pre ᾜ Ṏ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, A ᾜ 7 

va ADD post Ṏ ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ Ṏ V, N, A, ADV ᾜ 8 

ti/tiki  AGAIN  post ᾜ ᾜ ᾜ Ṏ/ᾜ Ṏ/ᾜ V, A Ṏ 8 

ntxiv̈ ôa INTENS post Ṏ Ṏ Ṏ ᾜ ᾜ V, A ᾜ 9 
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Introduction.  Implementations of abstractive (or Word and Paradigm) approaches to morphology 

have concentrated on the problems created by formal uncertainty: allomorphy raises the question of 

which formative to use, while syncretism raises the question of how to interpret a form. Either way, 

the set of morphosyntactic values underlying the forms is generally taken as a given, so the analysis 

revolves entirely around the forms. That presupposes a fixed paradigm of morphosyntactic values in 

order to have a reliable anchor for analogical deductions. We look here at a system where that may not 

be the case.  
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Problem. The two Seri verbs in Table 1 mark both subject number and verbal number using suffixes. 

These suffixes exhibit allomorphy: the plural neutral suffix -coj in A corresponds to -c in B. But in 

addition, individual suffixes realise different cells for different lexemes: -c is SG MULT in A, but PL 

NEUT in B, and the suffix -coj is PL NEUT in A, but PL MULT in B. The use of -c for SG MULT and -coj 

for PL can readily be deduced by analogy with other verbs where -c and -coj are used with the same 

meanings. Likewise the use of -c for PL and -coj for PL MULT can be deduced from other verbs where 

these forms have the same function. But these two sets of analogical deductions are unrelated to each 

other. Under a conventional WP analysis, their lack of parallelism should block analogical deduction. 

Yet speakers not only learn the system but productively exploit it, expanding the paradigm in order to 

realize additional morphosyntactic values, showing that analogical deduction is possible. 

 

Table 1 

 SG NEUT SG MULT PL NEUT PL MULT   

A itanamj itanaml-c itanaml-coj itanaml-cam óhurry to do something carelesslyô 

B tmaasij tmaasil-im tmaasil-c tmaasil-coj órollô 

  

Generalisation. While the formal relationship between -c and -coj can be straightforwardly extended 

by analogy, the morphosyntactic relationship between the cells they occupy is different for each verb. 

This situation plays out repeatedly in Seri verb paradigms, but the distribution of suffixes is not 

random: if the morphosyntactic paradigm is arranged in a row from óleast pluralô to ómost pluralô, as in 

Table 1, the formatives can be arranged as an implicational hierarchy according to whether they occur 

towards the left or right along this axis (Baerman 2016).  

 

Proposal. We claim that the implicational hierarchy of Baerman (2016) can be understood to be an 

emergent property of the lexicon (whose origin is, we suggest, diachronic), not explicitly encoded 

anywhere but recoverable for analogical deductions. We offer a novel computational implementation 

of WP morphology that allows these morphological generalizations to be extracted and extended. This 

formalizes the idea that speakers recognize purely contrastive values of the formatives, which is 

demonstrated by the way they innovate new morphosyntactic values based on an established inventory 

of forms.  

 

Acknowledgments: Arts & Humanities Research Council (UK) grant AH/P002471/1 (óSeri verbs: 

multiple complexitiesô); European Research Council grant No. 681924 (óThe evolution of linguistic 

complexityô) 
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1. Among free relatives, there is a group that remains less studied, transparent free relatives (TFR), as 

(1):  
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  (1)(a) Havia o que parecia ser um avião na autoestrada  

    óThere was what seemed to be a plane in the highwayô. 

The goal of the presentation is to contribute to their analysis. 

 

2. TFR show some interesting properties that, at least at first glance, make them distinct from standard 

FRs: 

(i) The constituent ñpivotò following the predicative expression is felt as belonging to the upper 

sentence, (2): 

            (2) (a) Havia [o que parecia ser um avião na autoestrada]  

 óThere was what seemed to be an airplane on the highwayô.  

      (b) Havia [um avião] na autoestrada.  

 óThere was an airplane on the highwayô. 

(ii) The interpretation of the TFR is always indefinite, differing from the standard ones, which may 

have a definite reading (3) or universal, as in (4): 

             (3) Conheço quem chegou  

 óI know who arrivedô. 

             (4) Detesto quem diz mentiras. 

             óI hate whoever tells liesô 

(iii) Related to this property, they are associated with a modal discursive operator (parecer óseemô) 

(Ferreira 2007) or intensional modifiers, in the sense that they are property modifiers (alleged, 

presumed, allegedly, presumably) (Riemsdijk 2007: 364): 

 (5) Serviram-me o que alegadamente se poderia chamar um bife. 

 óThey served what I might call a steakô. 

(iv) Only a wh constituent as o que (what / ce que) may be used, even for a humans, what is related to 

the predicative nature of this type of FR. (Riemsdijk 2007: 364, Ferreira 2007: 130): 

 (6) Ela contactou com o que eu tomei por um polícia para ficar de noite na casa. 

                   óShe contacted with what I had taken to be a policeman to stay at the house during the 

nightô. 

Which analysis shall we propose for this type of construction? Ferreira (2007), for Portuguese, 

suggests that they are a type of free relative, but the details of her analysis are not elaborated.   

 

3. Different analyses have been proposed for TFR. Wilder (1999) and Schelfhout, Coppen & Oostdijk 

(2003) argue that a FTR is the result of an insertion followed by a backward deletion (7): 

 (7) (a) O João comprou um banjo.  

 óJohn bought a banjoô 

  (b) O João comprou [o que parece ser] um banjo. 

 óJohn brought [what he took to be a banjo] a banjoô 

Ferreira (2007), although sensitive to the ñaccessoryò character of this type of construction and the 

closeness to parenthetical structures (8), does not argue for this type of analysis. 

 (8) Havia, digamos, um avião na autoestrada. 

 óThere was, let us say, a plane on the highwayô. 

 (9) Havia, aparentemente, um avião na auto-estrada. 

 óThere was, apparently, a plane on the highway. 

Another analysis is ñgrafting analysisò (Riemsdijk 2007). For this author, in free relatives and in TFR 

in particular the wh morpheme is shared by the matrix clause and the free relative: o que ówhatô in the 

example (10) belongs simultaneously to the highest sentence and to the lowest sentence: 

 (10) O João comeu o que a Maria cozinhou. 

 ó(John ate what Mary cookedô. 
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The author argues for this type of analysis for several reasons, one of which is the requirement on 

category and case matching of the wh morpheme. 

Against this analysis, Grosu (2003, 2010) develops an analysis of TFR, which is based on four ideas: 

(i) contrary to what may appear, the ñpivotò of the free transparent relative is the wh morpheme; as in 

other free relatives, a TFR is a CP with a null head and the wh morpheme occupies the spec of CP; 

(ii) they may have different categories (see also Ferreira 2007 for Portuguese); 

(iii) its semantic interpretation involves the application of a uniqueness operator to a set obtained by 

abstraction; 

(iv) the special effects associated with TFR result from a combination of several factors, not justifying 

a distinct analysis: - the wh morpheme binds the subject of a small clause, so they are either 

predicative or equative; - the abstraction at the CP level applies to an unrestricted property variable; - 

the wh morpheme is always a syntactic and semantically unspecified morpheme (what (E.), ce que 

(F.), etc); 

 

4. Starting from these reflections, I propose an analysis based on the following ideas:  

as in all FR, a null D selects a CP complement and there is no need to argue for a null pro antecedent 

(cf. Alexiadou et al 2000); 

the wh word is the pivot of the TFR; the wh morpheme contained in the TFR is o que (what), the most 

underspecified of all wh morphemes, the one related to the predicative value and the result of a 

reanalysis (Matos & Brito (2018), Medeiros Júnior (2016) for Portuguese, Grosu 2014 for several 

languages) (this o que is therefore different from o que in Já tenho o / a / os / as de que me falaste óI 

already have the one / the ones about which you have spoken to meô, Brito & Duarte 2003: 683);  

there is a small clause structure inside the TFR; the predicative verb in these constructions is typically 

the unmarked copula, ser in Portuguese, the default copula, the one which introduces individual 

predicates, not the one which introduces stage level predicates; a secondary predicate construction 

may also be found, as in (5);  

wh movement operates (from a position inside the small clause to the spec of CP);  

there is some kind of intensional operator dominating the structure (parecer or similar), explaining the 

indefinite meaning of the construction.   

 

For (1) the analysis (11) is presented, in a very simplified way:    

(1) Havia o que parecia ser um avião na autoestrada. 

(11) é [DP[ Dô [D 0 [CP o quei [Cô [C [-int] é. [TP ti Tô T parecia ser [DP [ti ]  [um avião]]]]]]]]]  

                                          what                                               seemed to be         a plane      
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The English spoken in Singapore (SgE) has witnessed a great degree of grammatical restructuring, 

mainly through the influence of the adstrate languages spoken on the island, i.e. Mandarin Chinese, 

Malay and Tamil. The modal system of SgE has also seen a distinctive development compared to 

inner circle varieties of English. At least two theories have attempted to explain SgE modality: the 

substratist and the grammaticalization theories. In the first, called ñconvergence-to-substratumò and 

proposed by Baoôs (2010) study on must, it is claimed that lexical or grammatical features from the 

lexifier language (English) converge to the equivalent features in the substratum by taking their 

functions (Bao 2015: 163). The restriction to deontic use of must in SgE is thus explained through the 

substratum influence of the Mandarin Chinese deontic particle bixu, whose meaning has not yet 

grammaticalized to epistemic uses. The second explanation investigates modality through the theories 

of contact grammaticalization (Heine and Kuteva 2003, 2005). In her study on will  in SgE, Ziegeler 

(2014) claims that some over-generalised uses of modal verbs may be explained through a 

recapitulation of earlier diachronic stages. For example, the relatively frequent habitual use of will  in 

SgE today is seen as a replication of the initial stages of habitual meaning of will  in Old and Middle 

English times. 

While Baoôs (2010) study gives much attention to must, other members of the necessity 

paradigm (have to/have got to and the phonologically reduced hafta/gotta) are not taken into account. 

The aim of the present study is to analyse these semi-modals to shed some light on the reasons why 

they are also affected by a restriction to deontic uses (Loureiro-Porto 2019). Firstly, it is claimed that 

their different grammatical functions should be more closely investigated in the analysis, as the 

modals of the necessity paradigm are not always interchangeable. Secondly, next to the substratist 

explanation, Ziegelerôs contact grammaticalization theory is re-examined to see if it might also 

account for such restrictions. It is found that SgE must is more often used dynamically (44.13%) than 

deontically (37.15%). At the same time, in BrE such dynamic uses are rarer (12.94%) today, compared 

to Middle English times, when dynamic uses preceded deontic ones (Gregersen 2020).  
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The study is carried out comparing the necessity paradigm of BrE and SgE on ICE. Data from 

contemporary blogs are also examined for the first time, by analysing The Flowerpod Corpus 

(compiled in 2007-2009) and a present-day corpus of the same size, compiled with new data from the 

Singaporean Hardwarezone blog. Dealing with reviews and recommendations on new technologies, it 

is clear that necessity modals are quite productive in such environments. The uses of necessity modals 

in The Hardwarezone Corpus and in The Flowerpod Corpus are finally compared to test whether their 

uses and functions on the internet have changed in the space of a little over ten years.  
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In my paper, I discuss what I call situative constructions in SAE (Haspelmath 1998, 2008). Situatives 

predicate where a referent situates itself: this is achieved through different morphosyntactic strategies. 

The verb, despite its complex semantics, often only conveys the meaning that something is (situated) 

there, thus behaving like the verb óto beô. 

 

(1) a. Neapolitan (Romance) ï [pers.knowl.] 

u meԋkԒҙԒnikϸ sϸ  ԋtӅҜԒvϸ ҙԋbԒҙӊԒ ҙ ԋvijϸ   

the mechanic REFL .3SG find  down the street 

óThe mechanicôs workshop is (located) down the street.ô 

 b. Polish (West Slavic) ï [Glosbe] 

  Znajduje-my siň na wod-ach Floryd-y 

  find-1PL REFL  on water-LOC Florida-GEN 

  óWe are in Florida waters.ô 

 c. Estonian (Finnic) ï [etTenTen ï Web 2019] 

  Mets-a  all leid-u-b  kukeseen-i  ja  

  forest-GEN under find-REFL-3SG chanterelle-PTV.PL and 

  metsamaasik-aid 

  wild.strawberry-PTV.PL 
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  óThere are chanterelles and wild strawberries on the forest floor.ô 

 

As seen in (1), situatives are semantically non-prototypical locational constructions. They may follow 

the information structural patterns of prototypical locational predication, which involves, in European 

languages, a Figure in thematic position, located in a rhematic Ground or in motion towards it 

(Creissels 2009). In Finnic (1c), situatives can overlap with existential constructions (Hakanen 1972) 

and feature partitive subject-like e-NPs (Huumo & Helasvuo 2015). A detailed quantitative study 

about the Finnish situative verb löytyä óto be foundô and its copula-like use has been conducted by 

Basile and Ivaska (forthcoming). In most European languages, however, there is no correspondence 

with existential/inverse locational predication (Creissels 2014, 2019) or other non-prototypical 

locational constructions, like presentationals (Gast & Haas 2011). Situatives are characterized by their 

predicate, for which I have defined three basic criteria to follow: 

I. it is never a copula; 

II . it has complex, non-transparent semantics, and yet the same meaning as a locational copula on a 

construction level; 

III . it is morphologically marked. 

 

The predicate is usually a reflexive/mediopassive form of the verb óto findô. Reflexivizers often have 

coexpression patterns (Haspelmath 2019, Genuġienǟ 1987), i.e. they can be used for several functions, 

like reciprocal or impersonal (Italian si). This can lead to various semantical interpretations of 

situatives.  

(2) a. German (West Germanic) ï [Glosbe] 

Der  Bahnhof  befindetsich  zwischen diesen  beiden Städten 

the station  CAUS.find.3SG REFL  between these two  cities 

óThe station is located between these two cities.ô 

b. Modern Greek ï [Glosbe] 

  Agapití  mitéra,  vrísk-o-mai  anámesa se lík-ous 

  dear.VOC mother.VOC find-1SG-MPAS between to wolf-ACC.PL 

  óDear mother, I find myself among wolves.ô 

 c. Spanish (Romance) ï [Glosbe] 

  El hotel se encuentr-a en una zona tranquila 

the hotel REFL  find-3SG in a area calm 

óThe hotel is located in a calm area.ô 

 

I defined the semantic roles of FINDER (the hypotetical agent causing the aspectual process preceeding 

the finding) and FOUND (the patient of the process). Three types follow. In (2a), there is no 

correspondence between FOUND and FINDER, which is external; in (2b), the FOUND is coreferential 

with the FINDER; in (2c), either there is no coreference between FOUND and FINDER or the construction 

may be impersonal (coexpression pattern). 

The study sketches an areal typology. Material is gathered from web corpora and through elicitation 

from native speakers. 
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In this contribution, we present a diachronic investigation of the frequent Italian discourse marker 

infatti, so far unexplored. Stemming from the univerbation and functional recategorization of the 

lexical adverbial in fatti (in deed.PL), it nowadays serves connective functions related to justification 

and pragmatic functions related to confirmation (Rossari 1997; Bruti 1999). Existing studies have 

focussed on similar forms in other languages, both synchronically (e.g. Danjou-Flaux 1980, 

Charolles/Fagard 2012 on French en fait, en effet) and diachronically, in terms of grammaticalization 

(e.g. Traugott 1995, Schwenter/Traugott 2000 on English in fact, indeed; Fanego 2010 on Spanish de 

hecho; Simon-Vandenbergen/Willems 2011). 

While it has become increasingly clear that entire constructions, i.e., pairings of form and 

function, rather than single lexical items undergo changes (Traugott 2003, Bergs/Diewald 2008), the 

implications of a constructional view for the emergence of discourse markers have been less 

considered. Drawing on the proposal that constructions can be extended to model the textual and 

dialogic structures in which specific markers occur (Fried/Östman 2005, Masini/Pietrandrea 2010; in 

diachrony Fried 2009, Lewis 2014), we search for the patterns hosting in fatti and later infatti, and 

pinpoint their role in the acquisition of new, discourse functions.  

In this study, 7576 occurrences of the forms in texts from Old to Present-day Italian were retrieved 

from the OVI, Bibit, DiaCoris and Volip corpora. An annotation of syntactic, semantic and 

distributional parameters regarding the forms and their contexts was performed on a sample of 1066 

occurrences. Their diachronic path is reconstructed. 
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Stage 0 Stage I Stage II Stage III Stage IV 

Prepositional 

phrase 

Prepositional 

phrase in lists  

Sentence adverb Discourse 

connective 

 

Pragmatic 

marker 

 

13thï15th c. 13thï16th c. 16thï17th c. 16thï c. 

 

20thï c. 

 

We argue that a gradual change sets out as the distribution of in fatti becomes constrained within lists 

(stage I, e.g. [in detti e in fatti óin words and deedsô]). The form is embedded in a specific slot that 

shifts over time across various transitional patterns (=bridging contexts). It takes on new functions as it 

progressively moves towards a new slot within higher-level patterns (stages II-III), marked by 

discourse-relational, argumentative and finally interactional meanings (stage IV). Using corpus data, 

we illustrate the successive micro-steps. We further argue that the relation between the forms under 

investigation and their contexts at various stages is best captured by a set of constructions at different 

levels of complexity and schematicity, ranging in diachrony from the phrasal to the clausal up to the 

supra-clausal level, from fully instantiated ones to maximally abstract structures of textual 

organization (e.g. [P CONNECTIVE Q]). Overall, we identify six types of infatti-constructions and map their 

synchronic and diachronic relations in a network.  

From a theoretical standpoint, the quantitative distribution of the types in our corpus complies 

with an (inter)subjectification cline (Traugott/Dasher 2002) and with a multiple-stage model of 

grammaticalization (Mauri/Giacalone Ramat 2012). Crucially, our account is also compatible with a 

constructionalization scenario (Traugott/Trousdale 2013) and brings evidence for the definition of 

discourse-level constructions as possible loci of change.  
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This paper investigates diachronic long-term effects of emotional properties in lexical dynamics. 

Emotional properties have been shown to influence lexical processing. For example, Kauschke et al. 

show in an exhaustive meta study that words with neutral valence are on average processed more 

slowly than positive (and also negative) words. Similarly, Ponari et al. (2016) and Pauligk et al. (2019) 

demonstrate a processing advantage of non-neutral words, but they also show that the effect of valence 

is modulated by concreteness. To make the picture even more complicated, Kuperman et al. (2014) 

find a negative relationship between arousal and word recognition.  

Since even relatively weak cognitive biases like this can accumulate to yield strong tendencies 

on a larger time scale, we ask ourselves the following questions: (i) what are the effects of valence, 

concreteness, and arousal, respectively, on the diachronic reproductive success of words and (ii) do 

these effects mirror those observed in lexical processing? 

To address these questions, we operationalize reproductive success in two ways: first, 

diachronic growth, i.e., increase or decrease in usage frequency; second, degree of spread, via 

prevalence in the speaker population. For a sample of several thousand English words, growth was 

estimated based on the Corpus of Historical American English (Davies 2010), while spread was 

derived from crowdsourced lexical data (Kuperman et al. 2012). Semantic change was controlled for 

through analyzing diachronic shifts in the corresponding word vectors (Kutuzov et al. 2017). The 

generated word lists were subsequently enriched with valence, concreteness, and arousal ratings taken 

from Warriner et al. (2013) and Brysbaert et al. (2014). 

Effects of emotional properties on both measures of reproductive success were analyzed by 

means of generalized additive models, thereby also taking three-way interactions among concreteness, 

valence, and arousal into account. It is shown (Figure 1) that our analysis supports a non-neutral bias 

regarding valence and a slightly positive effect of concreteness on reproductive success, as expected 

given known effects on lexical processing. Arousal, however, exerts a strongly positive effect on 

reproductive success, quite in contrast with results on lexical recognition by Kuperman et al. (2014). A 

post-hoc analysis reveals that successful words mostly belong to the word fields ófoodô (e.g. dessert, 

popcorn), ómoneyô (e.g. cash, dollar) and ófamilyô (e.g. girl , breast) which suggests that potential 

negative effects of arousal on lexical processing do not extend to the core vocabulary. We discuss this 

hypothesis and highlight the role of arousing speech in social interactions.  
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Figure 1. Effects of emotional properties on diachronic growth and lexical spread (z-transformed). 
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Until recently the grammatical category of associated motion (AM) has gone unrecognised in many 

linguistic descriptions. Following Guillaume and Koch (2021), we define AM as a verbal grammatical 

category that associates different kinds of translational motion to a verb event. AM is particularly 

prevalent in languages of the Americas (Dryer 2021). Pôurhepecha, a language isolate spoken in 

Michoacán, western Mexico, is no exception. A preliminary typological study of AM in Mesoamerica 

reveals that Pôurhepecha has a relatively rich set of AM markers (Nielsen & Messerschmidt 2020; see 

also Mendoza 2007, and Foster 1969). Here we present a more detailed study of selected AM suffixes 

in Pôurhepecha, using contemporary and historical sources. 

Previously defined as ódirectionalsô, two clear AM candidates are -pa ócentrifugalô (1a), and -

pu ócentripetalô (1b). Both morphemes suffix directly to a root to indicate the direction of motion of an 

action expressed by a non-motion verb. 

 

(1a) Ji pire-pa-s-ka    

 I sing-CENTRIF-AOR-1/2.S.ASS 

 óI went singing.ô 

(1b)  Ji  pire-pu-s-ka 

 I sing-CENTRIP-AOR-1/2.S.ASS 

 óI came back singing.ô 

 

Furthermore, -pa may also appear in combination with -ntôa óbackô (2a), and -pu (2b) with -nkwa 

óbackô. The location of the speaker at the time of utterance determines how these óbackô suffixes are 

interpreted. The implication is that the speaker is not in Morelia when uttering (2a), but is there when 

uttering (2b). 

 

(2a) Ji pire-pa-ntôa-s-ka    Morelia 

 I sing-CENTRIF-BACK-AOR-1/2.S.ASS Morelia 

óI went back to Morelia singing.ô 

(2b)  Ji pire-pu-nkwa-s-ka     Morelia 

 I sing-CENTRIP-BACK-AOR-1/2.S.ASS Morelia 

 óI came back to Morelia singing.ô             (Adapted from Mendoza 2007) 

The contemporary forms attested in (1a-b) can also be found in sixteenth century sources (3a-b). 

 

(3a) pire-pa-ni óto sing while walkingô (Gilberti 1987: 254) 

(3b) pire-po-n-di óhe comes singingô (Gilberti 1987: 257) 

 

-Pu in (1b-2b) is attested as -po in (3b), reflecting the fact that Purepecha varieties alternate between 

/o/ and /u/ in unstressed position. The suffix combinations in (2a-b) are also attested historically (4a-

b).  

 

(4a) a-pa-nsta-ni óto come back eating, talkingô (Warren, 1991: 40) 

(4b) a-po-ngua-ni óto say something upon returningô (Warren, 1991: 42)  

 

-Ntôa and -nsta in (2a, 4a) represent the same morpheme, which has undergone loss of /s/, the remnant 

of which is observable in the aspirated /t/ (<tô>). The phonetic realisations of -nkwa and -ngua are also 

identical but reflect different orthographies.  

We can hypothesise the possible origins of these suffixes. The independent verb pántôani 

óbring, returnô, comprising the combination of suffixes from (3a, 4a), exists today, although 
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historically is found only as -pa-ntôa, affixed to other roots. However, there is no modern or historical 

attestation of an independent verb púnkwani, only the very close junkwani (historically hunguani) 

óreturn, comeô. 

Despite its absence in the literature to date, the examples above show that the category of AM 

is attested from the earliest written sources of Pôurhepecha to the present-day, and can be encoded 

both in lexical verbs and suffixes. We will also address the connection between these two categories in 

order to better understand the development of this semantic domain, as well as the language more 

broadly. 
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Abbreviations used 

1 1st person  

2 2nd person 

AOR aorist 

ASS assertive 

BACK motion returning to source 

CENTRIF centrifugal motion 

CENTRIP centripetal motion 

S subject 
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We focus on polar verbless clauses (PVCs, or pseudostripping, cf. Depiante 2000) in Romanian, which 

make use of polar response particles such as da óyesô and nu ónoô, occurring in dialogic contexts as 

short answers (1a), as well as in monologic contexts, in so-called contrastive coordinations (1b).   

 

(1) a. ïVor veni prietenii tŁi la petrecere? ïIon da, dar Maria nu . 

óïWill your friends come to the party? ïIon yes, but Maria no.ô 

b. Ion va veni la petrecere, dar Maria nu . 

óIon will come to the party, but Maria no.ô  

 

Based on empirical evidence, we show that one has to distinguish between PVCs and other 

related constructions (such as stripping or gapping): PVCs behave rather as deep anaphora, unlike 

stripping or gapping which come closer to surface anaphora (see the influential dichotomy proposed 

by Hankamer & Sag 1976). Deep anaphora do not result from an ellipsis process, whereas surface 

anaphora result from an ellipsis mechanism. We show that, unlike elliptical clauses such as stripping 

or gapping, PVCs do not necessarily require a linguistic antecedent; therefore, they may have 

pragmatic antecedents in so-called exophoric uses. Moreover, we show that adverbial proforms in 

PVCs are not sensitive to the form of their antecedents: they may substitute not only finite clauses or 

verbal phrases, but also other kinds of phrases, provided that they have a predicative use; the form that 

their antecedent may have is therefore highly underspecified. Therefore, we adopt a proform analysis 

of PVCs (Krifka 2013), rather than an elliptical one (Kramer & Rawlins 2009, Holmberg 2015). Polar 

response particles are not the remnant of ellipsis, but rather adverbial proforms, behaving as 

propositional anaphors: they partly receive their interpretation through a contextually given antecedent 

(like an anaphorical pronoun). PVCs as a whole are therefore clauses with a non-verbal predicative 

head. In the case at stake, the predicative head is an adverbial phrase containing a propositional adverb 

such as da or nu in Romanian. PVCs can contain only the predicative head (the adverbial phrase 

itself), or two phrases, the predicative adverbial phrase being preceded by a topic phrase (hanging 

topic, cf. Krifka 2013). 

A particular attention will be given to embedded PVCs, in order to show that embedding is 

constrained by semantics, namely by the semantic type of the embedding predicate, as is the case for 

other related constructions (stripping or gapping). This was first noticed by de Cuba & MacDonald 

(2013) for Spanish, who observe that embedding is possible with non-factive verbs, but impossible 

with factive verbs. In this paper, we show, based on attested corpus data, that a semantic tripartition 

(non-factive vs. semifactive vs. true factive verbs) seems to be a better fit to account for our data. 

From a theoretical perspective, contrary to Weir (2014), we do not derive the contrast between non-

factive and factive verbs from their different syntactic structures, but rather from their semantic and 

discursive properties (Hooper 1975, Hooper & Thompson 1973, Farkas 2003). Throughout the paper, 

Romanian data will be analyzed in a Romance perspective (Spanish, Italian, French). 
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Denominal Verbs and Creativity: An Experimental Approach 
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The current paper investigates the meaning of denominal verbs through an experiment testing how 

native Romanian native adult speakers understand novel (non-existent) denominal verbs created from 

existing nouns, such as a cireĸi óto cherryô or a vulpi óto foxô. We show that the formation of novel 

denominal words is modulated to a great extent by cognitive biases for animacy and world-knowledge 

regarding typical actions.  

According to Lexical syntax (Hale & Keyser 2002), the meaning of denominals can be captured 

by means of syntactic rules such as Incorporation/ Conflation (dance= DO dance), whereas, according 

to Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993, Marantz 1997, Borer 2014, a.o), denominals are 

derived from an underspecified root. In addition, the Pragmatic account (Kiparsky 1997) argues that 

the internal structure of denominal verbs cannot be fully captured syntactically. Rather, such verbs 

observe a Canonical Use Principle (If an action is named after a thing, it involves a canonical use of 

that thing).  

To test the role of Canonical Use Principle in denominal verb formation, in the current 

experiment, we gave 40 Romanian native speakers 16 possible, but nonexistent denominal verbs, 

asking them to provide a sentence and a paraphrase for each. The verbs belonged to four classes 

derived from nouns designating animals, human roles, plants/vegetables, objects/places (Table 1). 

Interestingly, the results reveal a general tendency to refer to animate (preferably human) subjects 

(Table 2), as well as a preference for intransitive frames, except for the ótransitiveô human roles class 

(Table 3). Importantly, the answers reflect typical actions/states/processes typical for the entity. All 

verb classes exhibit variation between literal interpretations (where there is interaction with the actual 

entities) and figurative interpretations (where no actual interaction is involved, but the subject of the 

utterance has some similarity to the entity either in terms of appearance/behaviour) (Tables 4, 5). For 

instance, the verb to cherry expresses mostly the canonical actions of picking or eating cherries (óto 

pick/eat cherriesô), but it can also express the state of becoming cherry-red in the cheeks (óto become 
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like a cherryô). The object class is mostly literal, since people often interact with objects. In contrast, 

the animal verb class is almost exclusively figurative since people rarely interact with (the) animals 

(mentioned) but often behave like them (to fox= óto behave like a foxô). The human class is both literal 

and figurative, since people can either act in accordance with certain function or as if they had it. 

Unlike Kelly (1998), who argued that literal denominals are derived syntactically, whereas 

figurative denominals are derived pragmatically, we argue that the same verb can have both literal and 

figurative interpretations, and that literal readings are derived by composing a verbal element with a 

noun, whereas figurative readings are derived by composing a verbal element (either BECOME or 

ACT) with a root (Figure 1). However, syntactic rules are not enough to explain the multitude of 

verbal meanings available, and a more comprehensive explanation has to (also) include cognitive 

biases for Animacy and world-knowledge about canonical actions.   

 
Table 1: Non-existent verbs derived from existent nouns used in the experiment 

Denominal class Thematic role Verbs 

object class (non-animate 
objects & places)  

Instrument, Location  a chitϐri/to guitar, a maĸini/to car, a rѧui/to river, a strada/to street 

plant class (fruits, vegetables) Theme/Locatum a cireĸi/to cherry, a lϐmѧi/to lemon, a cepui/to onion, a dovleci/to pumpkin 

animal class Theme/Manner/Result a vulpi/ to fox, a pinguini/to penguin, a elefϐnŞi/to elephant, a iepuri/to bunny 

human class Theme/Manner/Result a dentisti/to dentist, a mecanici/to mechanic, a bunici (a mϐmϐi)/to grandma, 

a mϐtuĸi/to aunt 

 
    Table 2: Animate subjects per denominal class                       Table 3: Transitivity per denominal class 

 

 

   Table 4: Sentence answers and paraphrases offered by participants per denominal classes and interpretations 

Denominal class Sentence answers Paraphrases 

object class Lit  El chitϐreĸte frumos. 
óHe guitars beautifully.ô 

a cѧnta la chitarϐ 
óto play the guitarô 

Fig El a chitϐrit  tot timpul. 

óHe guitared all the time.ô 

a se preface cḨ cỚntḨ la chitarϐ 

óto pretend to play the guitarô 

plant class Lit  Eu cireѽesc in gradinŁ. 

óI am cherrying in the gardenô. 

a culege cireĸe  

óto pick cherriesô 

Fig  A cireѽit la auzul spuselor lui. 

óShe cherried at hearing his words.ô 
 

a se ´mbujora, a se face roĸu ca cireaĸa 

óto become red in the cheeks, to beome red like 
a cherryô 

animal class Lit  V©nŁtorul ѽi soѿia sa au vulpit creatura care le 

mŁcelŁrise pŁsŁrile din coteѿ. 

The hunter and his wife foxed the creature which had 

butchered the birds from the coop. 

a jupui o vulpe 

óto flay a foxô 

Fig A vulpit-o cu niĸte vorbe frumoase. 
óHe foxed her with some beautiful words.ô 

a pḨcϐli ca o vulpe 

óto trick like a foxô 

human class Lit  El mecaniceste ĸi cѧĸtigḨ mult. 

óHe mechanics and earns a lot of money.ô 

a lucra ca mecanic 

óto work as a mechanicô 

Fig Ѯĸi mecaniceĸte singur maĸina cѧnd se stricϐ.  

óHe mechanics his own car when it breaks.ô 

a repara ca un mecanic 

óto fix like a mechanicô 

 

Denominals Animate subject Inanimate subject  

object class 90.625% 9.375% 

plant class 97.5% 2.5% 

animal class 99.375% 0.625% 

human class 100% 0% 

Denominals Transitive Intransitive 

object class 30% 70% 

plant class 40% 60% 

animal class 27.5% 72.5% 

human class 71.75% 28.25% 
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 Table 5: Animate subjects per denominal class                  

Denominal class Figurative Literal 

object class 22.5% 77.5% 

plant class 30.65% 69.375% 

animal class 99.375% 0.625% 

human class 50% 50% 
 

Figure 1: Representation literal & figurative readings        

         V                                           V 

     2                                   2 
   V           Noun                       V            Root  
                                                                                 

    Literal                                   Figurative     
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This paper reports on the first dialectometric approach to Cappadocian Greek and its relation to two 

other Asia Minor Greek varieties, Pharasiot and Lycaonian (Silliot). Cappadocian exhibits remarkable 

variation among its different communities and/or proposed dialectal zones, reflecting different degrees 

of shared archaisms and/or innovations, some of which īthe latterī usually attributed to Turkish 

influence (cf. Dawkins 1916, Karatsareas 2011, Janse forthcoming). 

In this line, we study the aggregate linguistic distances among twenty Greek-speaking 

communities (given data availability) of the Cappadocian plateau (including Pharasiot and Silliot) 

based on 233 categorical variants (5,402 variables) of phonological, morphological, and syntactic 
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nature. Data were drawn by all available sources, primary and secondary (cf. Ralli 2015: 43-98, 

Melissaropoulou & Bompolas 2021) and, subsequently, were subject to statistical/dialectometric and 

comparative analyses both separately (per level) and cumulatively, so as hidden patterns be revealed 

and identified (Scherrer & Stoeckle 2016). 

 

  

  
Figure 1: Fuzzy clustering (Kleiweg et al. 2004) with noise (=0.2) and limit (=60%). Top-left: 

Morphology (165 variables). Top-right: Phonology (48 variables). Bottom-left: Syntax (20 variables). 

Bottom-right: All levels (233 variables). 

 

As Figure 1 reveals, although results vary depending on the linguistic level, aggregate distances based 

on morphology and phonology are significantly similar to each other (r=0.93) as well as compared to 

the complete dataset (r=0.99 and r=0.96, respectively), while syntax is the most deviant one (r=0.83). 

As regards the dialectal groupings, while the general subdivision into North-South Cappadocian 

(Dawkins 1916: 211) is rather stable, the refined classificatory scheme proposed by Janse (2008: 191, 

forthcoming), subdividing the Cappadocian varieties into North/South-Western/Eastern and Central 

Cappadocian, holds only partially, mainly for North Cappadocian. Emphasizing syntax, syntactic 

variables are lesser īin terms of absolute numberingī and have a wider distribution, not exhibiting the 

differentiated subdivisions attested at the other linguistic levels (Glaser 2013, Lekakou 2017). Finally, 

our results confirm the dialectological assumptions, supporting the status of Cappadocian, Pharasiot 

and Silliot as separate entities, yet belonging to the same dialectal group (Dawkins 1916: 206, 

Baĵrēaēk 2018: 4 and references therein). Interestingly, Cappadocian and Silliot share shorter 

cophenetic distances at the levels of phonology and syntax, indicating some degree of similarity, while 

Cappadocian and Pharasiot at the level of morphology as well as in the whole dataset (see also 

Manolessou 2019: 30). 

The implementation of such a dialectometric approach is advantageous in that the dialectal 

classifications are not pre-structured by linguistic assumptions underlying the selection of isoglosses, 

but they are generated from a huge set of data in which variation of forms in a single area is seriously 

taken into account (Pickl & Rumpf 2012), leading to more adequate interpretations of the pathways in 

which language variation distributes spatially (Wieling & Nerbonne 2015: 248-250 and references 

therein). 
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There is a long tradition in linguistics for distinguishing between lexical (or ócontentô) and 

grammatical (or ófunctionô) words (Lyons 1968: 273). As part of this tradition, some word classes (e.g. 

nouns, verbs) are classified as lexical, and others (e.g. articles, pronouns) as grammatical (e.g. Hopper 

and Traugott 2003: 4; Chomsky 2014: 48). Often such classifications are based on the assumption that 

lexical words form open classes, while grammatical words form closed ones (e.g. Martinet 1960: 

Section 4.19; Harley 2006: 118), but this assumption has been rejected on several occasions (e.g. by 

Bisang 2010: 291). Accordingly, there is growing evidence that word classes may comprise both 

lexical and grammatical members. This is the case not only with the class of verbs, for which the 

distinction between lexical full verbs and grammatical auxiliaries is well-established, but also for 

pronouns (Ishkhanyan & al. 2017) and particles (Sun & Boye 2019). 

Likewise, it has been argued that a distinction can be made between lexical and grammatical 

adpositions (e.g. Bennis et al. 1983; Rauh 1993). However, the distinction has been drawn on criteria 

that cannot, or have not, been anchored in a general theory of the lexical-grammatical distinction. For 

instance, Bennis et al. (1983) base their distinction on semantic and syntactic considerations that apply 

only to adpositions and not to other word classes.  

In this talk, we argue for a distinction between lexical and grammatical adpositions based on 

Boye & Harderôs (2012) usage-based theory according to which grammatical items are by convention 

discursively secondary (background), hence dependent on a host item, while lexical items have the 

potential to be discursively primary (foreground). We first argue that the focusability and 

addressability criteria proposed by Boye & Harder do not work for adpositions because adpositions do 

not form constituents in isolation from their complements. Subsequently, we show how a third 

criterion of modifiability (cf. Hengeveld 2017) can be derived from the theory, and used to distinguish 

lexical and grammatical adpositions: only the former allow modification by means of adverbs like 

right (cf. Rauh 1993). 

 

(1) They went (right) off the road. 

(2) They live in a suburb (*right) of Oslo. 

 

Based on the modifiability criterion, we then classify a number of Danish prepositions as lexical or 

grammatical, and we present two empirical studies the results of which support the classification. In 

the first study, we used a sample of agrammatic speech from a Danish brain-damaged speaker to test 

and eventually confirm the hypothesis that the production of prepositions classified as grammatical are 

more severely affected than that of lexical prepositions. In the second study, we conducted a so-called 

óletter detectionô test (e.g. Healey 1976) on 81 informants (all students) to test and eventually confirm 

the hypothesis based on Boye & Harder (2012) that prepositions classified as grammatical (and thus 

assumed to be discursively secondary) attract less attention than lexical prepositions. 

The results of the second study have important implications for the idea of a lexical-

grammatical continuum, which we will discuss towards the end of our talk. 
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The role of language exposure in mediated Receptive Multilingualism 
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instructions, Estonian, Russian, Ukrainian. 

 

Linguistic exposure creates various opportunities for language learning: language users may actively 

participate in cultural activities in the target language, take a language class, or simply be members of 

a multilingual community and still benefit from a passive exposure (Rice, Kroll 2019). Language 

exposure has a direct link to metalinguistic awareness that is claimed to be one of the factors that 

improves comprehension and language learning. The concept of incidental learning is also associated 

with language exposure (Malone 2018). It has been recognised as learning without intention to do so 

(Bruton et al. 2011). At the same time, explicit instructions are still considered as the most effective in 

language learning. It was proved that language exposure has also a positive effect in language learning 

in formal settings (Spada, Lightbown 2008). This study reports on the role of language exposure and 
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its potential in both incidental learning and formal instructions as one of the factors that can enhance 

metalinguistic awareness and by this foster language proficiency in the context of mediated receptive 

multilingualism. Mediated receptive multilingualism is a communicative mode in which 

understanding can be reached through the medium of a language that is closely related to the target 

language (Branets et al. 2019). In this experimental setting, it is investigated how speakers of Estonian 

as L1 understand L3 Ukrainian via their proficiency in L2 Russian (B1 and B2 proficiency levels).  

The experiment involved 30 Estonian participants and the following test materials: a 

questionnaire, C-test in Russian, word recognition and text comprehension tasks in Ukrainian. The 

questionnaire included questions about participantsô level of exposure to Russian and the domains. 

Participants were divided into two groups: 10 participants received explicit instructions prior to the 

experiment and 20 participants did not receive any instructions. The instructions included a 

presentation about similarities and differences between Ukrainian and Russian and audio recordings of 

the Ukrainian texts.  

The findings demonstrate that in the context of mediated receptive multilingualism, L2 

exposure boosts both L2 and L3 comprehension of a particular type: exposure to Russian correlated 

with C-test performance in Russian and recognition of words in Ukrainian. However, there was no 

connection between exposure to Russian and performance on tests measuring overall text 

understanding in Ukrainian. This suggests that understanding of Ukrainian texts requires more than 

grammatical and lexical proficiency which can be partially achieved through language exposure. On 

the other hand, the boosting effect was found on the word-level comprehension, which suggests that 

even limited exposure may increase metalinguistic awareness. The experiment included two additional 

test conditions based on a hypothesis that formal instructions present another potential source of 

learning that is more explicit: some participants were tested with and others without prior formal 

instructions about Ukraininan. These explicit instructions lead to improved L3 performance and in 

their absence, the role of exposure was even more pronounced. It is concluded that both explicit and 

implicit factors interact and become more or less salient depending on particular configurations of 

available resources.  
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Benjamin Brosig 

 

In Khalkha Mongolian, the so-called ñCompletiveò or ñIntensiveò marker -ļix- is found in 12% of 

finite predicates (in a 6-hour corpus of free conversation). Its meaning is usually described as stressing 

the completion of an action (e.g. ÖMYSMSDSMKBSG 1964: 490). In the aspecto-temporal domain, -

ļix- denotes the attainment of actional boundaries and may disambiguate predicates in which such 

attainment is optional. For instance, it is incompatible with progressive marking and forces past-

referring interpretations of perfective markers (1), resultative interpretations of resultative-continuative 

markers, and future-referring interpretations for the non-past forms of inceptive-stative verbs (2). 

 

(1) a.  av-ļix-laa.   b.  av-laa. 

take-COMPL-IM .DIR.PST    take-IM .DIR.PST 

ó[SUBJ] took it    ó[SUBJ] is about to take it.ô / ó[SUBJ] took it.ô 

(2) a.  med-ļix-ne.   b.  med-ne. 

come.to.know+know-COMPL-NPST  come.to.know+know-NPST 

ó[SUBJ] will come to know.ô   ó[SUBJ] knows.ô 

 

However, actional meanings donôt exhaust the semantic range of -ļix-. Meanings such as 

unexpectedness, suddenness, forcefulness (Svantesson 2003: 168), inadvertent or dissatisfactory 

execution (Brosig 2014: 46-51 on closely related Khorchin Mongolian) or carelessness (informants) 

have been suggested, but not demonstrated. Similar notions have been reported for the Turkic 

auxiliary verbs taġla-/kamiġ- óthrow awayô and µԒŭ- ósend away, releaseô (Johanson & Csató 2018: 

154). which are comparable since -ļix- is connected with -ģ orxi- [-CVB + óabandonô] (Luvsanvandan 

1968: 143) by a cross-linguistically attested grammaticalization path for completive aspect (Kuteva et 

al. 2019: 252-253). 

Judging from Khalkha corpus data, it appears evident that marking the attainment of actional 

boundaries cannot account for the wide distribution of -ļix-. With the Perfect Participle in -sAn, the 

Completive mostly shows up in contexts in which the speaker lacks full control, either with inherently 

uncontrollable actions (3) or with events that the speaker can partially influence (4). This usage is also 

frequent with other markers such as habituals (5). 

 

(3) ġºnº-d=öö bür  arv-an  xed  bol-ļix-son bai-san. 

night-DAT=RPOSS complete  ten-ATTR how.many  become-COMPL-PRF.PTCPAUX-IM .PRS 

óAt night, it had even turned ten something [minus degrees].ô 

(4) aaan.  + ooon.  aan,  odoo  oilgo-ļix-son. 

INTERJ  INTERJ   INTERJ  now  understand-COMPL.PRF.PTCP 

óAhhh. Ohhh. Well, now I understood.ô 

(5) yaay, bi  barag borc-iig tüüxii-geer=nӷ  id-ļix-deg bai-san=yum=ġd. 

INTERJ  1SG  almost  dried.beef-ACC  raw-INS=3POSS  eat-COMPL-HAB.PTCP  AUX-

PRF.PTCP=ASS=DP 

óIck, I used to eat the dried beef stripes almost raw [since I so much liked soup with beef 

stripes, I didnôt care to wait for them to soften up back then].ô 

 

In this presentation, then, using corpus data confirmed by multiple informants, we will explore  
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1. the extent to which -ļix- is required to facilitate an aspectual interpretation or rather helps to 

express notions related to reduced agency such as lack of anticipation, control, volitionality or 

care  

2. whether the form always takes the perspective of the speaker or might also relate to the control 

etc. of the subject or another participant  

3. how -ļix- correlates with aspectual and evidential suffixes which reflect the speakerôs 

perspective, and to what extent it fulfills a role that in several Southern Mongolic languages 

(e.g Fried 2018) is fulfilled by evidential markers. 
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GOAL AND BACKGROUND . The goal of this talk is to analyze the influence of formality on the 

syntactic placement patterns of two competing constructions which explicitly signal contrastivity in 

French: contrastive adverbs (CADVs) and emphatic pronouns (EPROs). CADVs can show up before 

the subject (S), between S and the verb (V), or after V. EPROs can occur in the same positions, except 

for before S: 
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(1) Eva regarde la télé. [BEFORESPar contre/*Lui] Jean [BETWEENS&Vpar contre/lui] dort [AFTERVpar 

contre/lui]. 

 óEva is watching television. [BEFORESOn the other hand/*He] Jean [BETWEENS&Von the other 

hand/he] is sleeping [AFTERVon the other hand/he].ô 

 

Previous research on CADVs and EPROs (i) mainly deals with the BEFORE S and AFTER V positions 

and does not consider the BETWEEN S AND V position (CsŤry 2001, Hamma & Haillet 2002, Detges 

2018, and Detges & Waltereit 2014), although it has been noticed that CADVs and EPROs do occur 

here (Dupont 2015, 2019, and Rocquet 2014). Moreover, (ii) nothing is known about the influence of 

formality on the placement patterns of CADVs and EPROs and (iii) these constructions have never 

been compared. 

 

METHODS. We present the results of a quantitative corpus analysis of the placement patterns of 

CADVs (5706 tokens in total) and EPROs (3115 tokens in total) in formal written 

(https://www.ortolang.fr/market/corpora/est_republicain), informal written 

(https://fr.answers.yahoo.com/) and informal spoken French (http://cfpp2000.univ-paris3.fr/). We 

control for the influence of medium by integrating both written and spoken corpora. 

 

RESULTS. Our data show that: 

1. CADVs and EPROs have a different preferred position: CADVs occur most frequently BEFORE S, 

whereas EPROs occur most often BETWEEN S AND V (Figure 1). This is in line with their function, 

since CADVs are primarily linking devices, whereas EPROs anaphorically refer to the S and 

unambiguously mark its contrastive nature. 

2. The syntactic position of both CADVs and EPROs is influenced by the level of formality: AFTER 

V is significantly more frequent in formal than in informal French (Figure 2). This supports the 

hypothesis that formal French is more planned. 

3. The syntactic position of CADVs is influenced by lexis: irrespective of the level of formality, par 

contre óon the other handô displays a strong preference for BEFORE S, whereas en revanche óon the 

other handô occurs significantly less often BEFORE S in formal than in informal French (Figure 3). This 

is linked to the fact that par contre is characteristic of informal French (Brysbaert & Lahousse 2020) 

and always prefers the CADV position typical of informal French (i.e. BEFORE S), even in formal 

French. 

 

CONCLUSIONS. CADVs and EPROs differ with respect to their preferred syntactic position, which is 

in line with their function, but they are similar in that they both occur more often AFTER V in formal 

than in informal French. The influence of their function on their syntactic position is thus more 

ñneutralizedò in formal French, which can be linked to the fact that formal French is more planned. 

Our study also shows that there is a combined effect of several factors ï formality and lexis ï on 

syntactic placement patterns. 

 

https://www.ortolang.fr/market/corpora/est_republicain
https://fr.answers.yahoo.com/
http://cfpp2000.univ-paris3.fr/
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In Ligurian and Ligurian Regional Italian (LRI), the adverbs Ӯy and più (usually meaning óalreadyô 

and ómoreô), both from Lat. plus, are used as discourse markers in direct and indirect interrogative 

sentences. In these instances, they indicate relative confidence in or previous knowledge of the 

answer. 

 

(1a) Ligurian  

ԋkume   a se  ԋӮame  Ӯy  tø muԋӫe? 

how  she REFL.INTR name.PRS.3SG  already.DM your.2SG.POSS wife?  

Whatôs your wifeôs name, again? 

(1b) LRI 

Come  si   chiama   più   tua   moglie?  

How REFL.INTR name.PRS.3SG  already.DM your.2SG.POSS  wife 

 Whatôs your wifeôs name, again? 

 

(2a) Ligurian  
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 me  dumandu dunde   i  sun     

REFL ask.PRS.1SG WHERE  they.3PL are. PRS.3PL  

Ӯy  i faԋәî  

already.DM the  beans 

 I wonder where the beans are (again). 

 

(2b) LRI 

Mi  domando  dove  sono   più  i fagioli 

 REFL ask.PRS.1SG  WHERE  are. PRS.3PL already.DM the beans 

 I wonder where the beans are (again). 

 

Ӯy and più belong to the so-called óErinnerungsfragepartikelnô (EFP), interrogative particles of 

remembering (Franck 1980), which are attested in many linguistic varieties in north-western Italy, 

France, and Germany.  

Over the past 15 years, there have been significative contribution to the theoretical discussion 

of pragmaticalization of discourse markers, as in Waltereit (2006) and Degand & Evers-Vermuel 

(2015). Studies on EFP, show that the interrogative particles of remembering typologically undergo a 

process of pragmaticalization, as we can see in Piedmontese già (óyetô/ óalreadyô), and French déjà, 

both coming from Lat. (de)iam (Squartini 2013 and 2014). The pragmaticalization of EFPs has been 

diachronically described by Fedriani & Miola 2013 as a contact-induced phenomenon within the SAE 

linguistic area.  

I argue that the EFP Ӯy and più have to be considered as an analogous case of SAE contact-

induced pragmaticalization, which spread in Ligurian dialect and then, as a consequence, it is attested 

also in LRI. Rather than identifying Ӯy as a ócumulative adverbô (Fedriani & Miola 2014), I suggest 

that the original functioned of the adverb was temporal, as we can see in phrases such as Lig. nu so Ӯy 

(óI donôt know [lit.] anymore [Lig. Ӯy]ô) and nu me riԋkordu Ӯy óI no longer [Lig. Ӯy] rememberô). 

In this paper, I investigate the process of pragmaticalization of Lig. Ӯy and LRI più in a 

diachronic perspective, aiming to describe the development of the pragmatic functions of the adverbs 

and their re-functionalization into discourse markers (DMs).  

First, I will analyze a corpus of literary and documentary texts in Ligurian dialect, dating from 

the 18th to the 21st century. Then I will compare the results obtained with the answers to a linguistic 

questionnaire which I have administrated to Ligurian and LRI speakers about the current usage of the 

DMs Ӯy and più. 
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Pathways from adverbial subordination to complementation: The case of 

English till and until  
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(University of Vigo) 

 

Keywords: complementation, foréto-infinitive, minor complementizer, syntactic change 

 

Previous research has shown that certain originally adverbial subordinators, such as as if in (1), may 

acquire a complementizer function over time, thereby coming to serve as (near-)equivalents of the 

declarative complementizer that. 

 (1) It seemed as if / that he was trying to hide his true identity (Huddleston and Pullum 2002: 

962) 

 

López-Couso and Méndez-Naya (2012, 2015) have extensively discussed the complementizer 

use of a number of adverbial links which have followed this course of development, for instance as if, 

as though, and lest. They show that these so-called óminorô complementizers typically originate in 

subordinating links introducing clauses of Comparison (as if, as though) and Negative Purpose (lest), 

among others.  

This presentation addresses the same phenomenon in an adverbial domain not explored to date, 

namely, the domain of Time (Kortmann 1997: 84ï85). More specifically, I will consider the history 

and use of two temporal subordinators, till  and until, which are attested in complementizer function 

with the verb of Desire long, as exemplified in (2) and (3), respectively.  

(2)  most marryôd women long till it be night,  but, for my part, i hate the thoughts of it (1681, 

EEBO BYU) 

(3)  let us long untill we come to the fingering and possession of it: even as the heire longeth for 

his inheritance (1632, EEBO BYU) 

 

The study draws on data from a number of sources, including Early English Books Online (1470sï

1690s, EEBO BYU, Davies 2017) and the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts (1710ï1920, 

CLMET3.0, De Smet et al. 2013). Results show, inter alia, that the possibility for the verb long to be 
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used as a one-place predicate (OED s.v. long v.6b), as in (4), sometimes led to ambiguous contexts in 

which a double interpretation of till/until -clauses was possible, as adverbial or as complement clauses, 

as happens in (5). Such ambiguous uses served as bridging contexts (Heine 2002) allowing an 

originally temporal proposition to be interpreted as the event that is desired by a Desirer. 

(4)  I knew a pore woma~ with childe which longed and beinge overcome~ of her passio~ eate 

flesh on a fredaye [é] 

óI knew a poor woman with child who felt longing and being overcome by her passion ate 

flesh on a Fridayô (1528, EEBO BYU) 

(5)  how doeth he long till his heart bee againe enlarged, that hee may run the race of gods 

Commandements? life it selfe is vnpleasant till this liberty be obtained againe (1628, EEBO 

BYU) 

 

In their new use as complementizers, illustrated in (2)ï(3) above, till and until occur relatively 

frequently in Early Modern English (76 tokens in my data). However, during Late Modern English, 

they enter into competition with the foréto-infinitive pattern, illustrated in (6), which at the time was 

beginning to emerge in object position, as documented by De Smet (2013: 90), and are eventually 

ousted by it. The presentation traces in detail the stages in this process of replacement. 

(6)  She longed for  the old dark door to close upon her (1844, CLMET3.0) 
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In this talk I shall discuss the system of auxiliary selection and split intransitivity in some 

(northern and southern) Italian varieties, and I shall compare the patterns of invariance and variation 

emerging from the synchronic analysis of the distribution of HAVE and BE with intransitive verbs in 

the perfect and the pluperfect in todayôs dialects, with the (ir)regularities appearing from the 

investigation of analogous data from 14th and 15th century texts. 

The contemporary varieties examined show considerable fluctuation in auxiliary selection, with 

HAVE being the main auxiliary, and BE having a restricted range of occurrences, confined to some 

verb classes and some grammatical persons (Ledgeway 2000, 2019; Manzini & Savoia 2005; Bentley 

2006; Cennamo 2008, 2010; Miola 2017). Variable auxiliary selection characterizes also some early 

vernaculars, clearly revealing a change in progress in Old Neapolitan, leading to the gradual spread of 

HAVE as a perfective auxiliary, to the detriment of BE, and the ensuing elimination of the original 

distinction between two subclasses of intransitives marked through auxiliary selection (respectively 

BE with unaccusatives and HAVE with unergatives) (Cennamo 2008, 2010). 

I will show that, although auxiliary distribution does not clearly identify two subclasses of 

intransitives in the varieties investigated, corresponding to the well-known distinction of unergatives-

class SA verbs/unaccusatives-class SO verbs, either synchronically or diachronically, the variation is 

nevertheless structured, neatly accountable within the gradient model of split intransitivity put forward 

by Sorace (2000, 2004, 2011, 2015), and sensitive to the interplay of a number of aspectual and 

thematic parameters, instantiated by Soraceôs Auxiliary Selection Hierarchy (ASH). 

More specifically, I will argue that a gradient approach to split intransitivity not only accounts 

in a principled manner for the synchronic and diachronic alternations in auxiliary selection observable 

in the varieties investigated, but also offers an explanation for the striking convergence between their 

synchronic distribution and diachronic path of development.  
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Typological universals often involve constructional harmonies whereby some construction A usually 

occurs when some construction B also occurs, but not vice versa. These harmonies are generally 

explained in terms of principles that operate independently for A and B and lead to the co-occurrence 

pattern, e.g. principles involving the respective processing ease of A and B, as proposed for word order 

harmonies (Hawkins 1994, 2004), or the relative need to disambiguate different meanings respectively 

encoded by A and B, as proposed for harmonies involving typological markedness (Comrie 1989, 

Croft 2003, Haspelmath 2008). This idea has been influential in several disciplines, for example, 

prompting research on the possible effects of this type of principles in language acquisition 

(Culbertson and Newport 2017) and the evolution of constructional harmonies within genetic phyla 

(Dunn et al. 2011). 

The paper argues that, while this view is based on the synchronic properties of constructional 

harmonies, positing this type of principles is unwarranted in light of several diachronic processes that 

shape these harmonies cross-linguistically. This is illustrated through several pieces of cross-linguistic 

diachronic evidence about the origins of harmonies involving relative clause order and possessor 

order, ergative and accusative marking for nouns and pronouns, and overt singular and plural marking. 

Often, the co-occurrence of two harmonic constructions cannot be related to principles operating 

independently for each construction, because these constructions do not originate independently. 

Sometimes, for example, harmonic relative clause orders and possessor orders are not actually distinct 

orders: the relative clause construction and the possessive construction continue the word order of one 

and the same source construction, or the relative clause construction is derived from and inherits the 

order of the possessive construction. Harmonic uses of ergative or accusative marking for both nouns 

and pronouns or overt marking for both singular and plural are often a result of the overall distribution 

of a single source construction, which had a different function but was used in all of the relevant 

contexts (e.g. possessor or oblique markers used with both nouns and pronouns evolve into ergative or 

accusative markers, demonstratives or third person pronouns with singular and plural forms evolve 

into gender/number markers). 
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Evidence for principles operating independently for each harmonic construction can only 

come from cases where these constructions originate through separate processes, e.g. distinct source 

con-structions giving rise to relative clause order and possessor order, to ergative or accusative 

alignment for nouns and ergative or accusative alignment for pronouns, or to overt singular marking 

and overt plural marking. While many such cases are attested cross-linguistically, their impact will 

vary from one harmonic pattern to another, so they should be disentangled in order to assess the actual 

evidence for the relevant principles. 

In line with some previous diachronically oriented research (Bybee 1988, 2006; Aristar 1991; 

Blevins 2004), these facts suggest a new approach for disciplines that investigate constructional 

harmonies and typological universals in general, one where the focus shifts from synchronic 

distributional patterns to an understanding of multiple source constructions and diachronic processes 

that shape these patterns cross-linguistically. 
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Baniwa [bwi] is an Arawak language spoken in northwestern Amazonia, which makes ample use of its 

50-or-so classifiers. These are realized as suffixes, and are used in several morphosyntactic contexts, 

in both inflectional and derivational functions (Aikhenvald 2007). Previous studies have primarily 

focused on their morphosyntactic properties (e.g. Ramirez 2001 Aikhenvald 2007), their historical 

origins (Aikhenvald 2019) or cultural aspects of the classification (e.g. Hill 1988, for a closely related 

variety), but an in-depth mapping of the semantic aspects of the system is still lacking. The current 
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study aims to investigate this, and to compare the semantic aspects of the system to its 

morphosyntactic and phonological properties in order to investigate it from a grammaticalization 

perspective. 

The first phase of the study aims to answer the following questions: 1) Which semantic 

properties provide cues for classifier assignment? 2) What is the semantic core of each classifier? 3) 

What is the semantic range of applicability of each classifier? 

The study is based on two sets of recently collected data. One set is based on a noun listing 

task where the stimulus consisted of a classifier in a carrier phrase (Franjieh 2018), serving to establish 

the classifiersô semantic cores. The other set consists of noun-classifier combinability judgments based 

on a 653 item noun list, serving to establish the classifiersô semantic ranges. Additionally, the nouns in 

the list are coded for semantic properties, in order to determine which of these provide cues for 

classifier assignment. Preliminary results suggest that nouns show some correspondence (to varying 

degrees) between their semantic properties and their classifier combinability. The classifiers are thus 

expected to cluster into subsets based on various parameters of their semantic behaviour. 

The second phase of the study aims to answer the following question: 4) Do the classifiersô 

semantic properties correlate with their morphosyntactic and/or phonological properties? 

The classifiersô semantic, morphosyntactic and phonological properties areðlikewiseð

expected to show (some degree of) correspondence. There is reason to believe that the Baniwa system 

is undergoing grammaticalization, as instances of some morphosyntactic properties generally taken to 

be signs of a higher degree of grammaticalization (e.g., allomorphy, suppletion and syncretism), are 

concentrated in a certain part of the paradigm. The goal of this comparison is to investigate the 

system-internal variability in the degree of grammaticalization of Baniwa classifiers, as all three of 

these domains are normally involved in grammaticalization (Heine & Kuteva 2002). 

In a broader perspective, the study can hopefully shed some light on an understudied system 

which is interesting from a typological perspective. Nominal classification systems similar to that of 

Baniwa can be found in many languages in western Amazonia (cf. Seifart 2005), and have been 

argued to pose a challenge to nominal classification typology by not being easily positionable within 

the traditional typological space (Grinevald & Seifart 2004). This study can hopefully contribute to the 

understanding of how such systems arise and what functions they have for language users, which 

would be of importance for nominal classification research in general. 
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This research aims to explore the effect of explicit instruction on the use of discourse markers (DMs) 

by international students of Italian as a second language (L2). Although discourse markers have 

received much attention in the last decades, few studies (e.g. Yoshimi 2001, Hernandez 2011, and 

Jones and Carter 2013) have addressed this issue so far. More evidence is therefore needed to support 

the view that instruction may contribute to the development of pragmatic functions in a second 

language. 

30 students from various nationalities (e.g. Peruvian, Spanish, Iranian, Turkish) with A2-B1 

proficiency level participated in the study: 15 students represented the experimental group and 15 

students the control group. Both groups were given a written pre-test and a post-test consisting both of 

a story telling completion task and a dialogue completion task.  

The instruction consisted of: a detailed information about the use and function of DMs, the 

exposure to native-models use of DMs (movies video clips, interactions from native speakersô 

conversations), the communicative tasks and contextualized practice (roleplays). The students of the 

control group were exposed to the input flood and were encouraged to notice the DMs but they were 

not presented with the detailed description of DMs and were not engaged in any communicative 

practice other than drills and cloze tests. 

The Italian markers beh (ówellô), magari (ómaybeô), insomma (óin shortô), quindi (óthenô, ósoô) 

were the focus of the instruction. This selection was made due to their frequency in conversation and 

their special intriguing polyfunctionality such as in the case of magari (see Schiemann 2008). The 

research attempts to verify to what extent the explicit instruction facilitates the use of DMs by the 

students in terms of frequency and variety of pragmatic functions. Results of the study point to the 

differences between the two groups. The experimental group showed a greater range of pragmatic 

functions (interactional, metadiscoursive and cognitive) associated with the DMs than the control 

group. In addition, the learners of the control group used DMs less frequently than the learners of the 

experimental group (in both post-test tasks). Further differences were noticed in relation to the type of 

task the learners were engaged with: in both groups, the story telling seemed to foster the use of DMs 

(especially DMs with metadiscoursive functions such as quindi).  
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Syntactic research has been increasingly interested in the study of alternating constructions, i.e. 

forms that are largely considered to be mutually interchangeable (e.g.: the dative alternation 

(Szmrecsanyi et al. 2016)). Corpus-based analyses of such grammatical alternations typically involve 

meticulous annotation of high-order properties of the context in which the grammatical form appears 

(e.g.: animacy of the theme etc.). Yet, taking stock of grammatical alternation research Gries (2019: 

78) cannot help but notice that ñone aspect of the context seems to be crucially underutilized when it 

comes to modeling speakersô choices: the lexical context.ò  

The integration of lexical context in alternation research can be operationalized in various ways. 

In this paper we explore the use of token-based distributional-semantic modelling (Schütze 1998; 

Hilpert and Saavedra 2020). This type of analysis constitutes a corpus-driven method for modelling 

the meaning of individual corpus occurrences of a certain variant (e.g.: the prepositional variant in the 

dative alternation). The so-called semantic vector of such a corpus token is derived indirectly by 

modelling precisely the meaning of the lexical context surrounding that grammatical token. The 

modelled tokens can then be represented as token clouds in a multidimensional vector space, with 

clusters of tokens revealing the polysemy of the grammatical forms. Token-based vector semantics 

has proven a promising method for the study of lexical-semantic phenomena (Author1, 2019; Heylen 

et al., 2015). The novelty of our contribution is the extrapolation of this technique from the purely 

lexical domain to that of morphosyntax.  

Concretely, we choose as case study the transitive-prepositional alternation in Dutch, 

exemplified by a construction such as naar een boek zoeken vs. een boek zoeken óto search (for) a 

bookô. This alternation was investigated in depth in Author2 (2019). The large manually annotated 

dataset underlying his study comprises 117697 tokens of different verbs and prepositions participating 

in this alternation and offers an important point of comparison to evaluate our token-based 

distributional semantic take on the issue.  

With this case study, we will illustrate the several benefits that follow from our approach. First, 

in contrast to the traditional top-down identification of high-order predictors, a token-based 

distributional analysis can now be used to identify those features in a bottom-up way. Second, by 
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superimposing the token clouds of each of the grammatical variants, one can distinguish regions of 

contextual overlap (i.e. where the variants are interchangeable) from token regions in which the forms 

cannot alternate. The semi-automatic identification of overlapping token clouds contributes to scaling 

up grammatical alternation research, by providing methods for dealing with corpora whose size 

exceeds manual analysis. Third, as the window span of the lexical context is a tunable parameter in 

our token-based models we can compare the local lexical context, only encompassing the relevant 

syntactic slots of the variants, to that of the broader lexical context, which might include other, 

topically related lexical items. As the focus of most grammatical alternation research goes to the 

former type of context words, it has to be verified what other semantic information such broader bag-

of-words context can contribute.  
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In the Germanic languages, two types of inflection exist. Verbs can either take the strong inflection to 

form the preterite and past participle (using ablaut, e.g. write-wrote-written) or the weak inflection 

(using a dental suffix, e.g. stay-stayed-stayed). However, there are also verbs that can take both the 

strong and the weak inflection (e.g. dive-dived or dive-dove). In a diachronic corpus study, De Smet & 

Van de Velde (2020) show that in Dutch this variation can be exapted to express aspect in an iconic 

manner. Their results indicate that the longer weak preterites (e.g. schuilde óhidô) are used more often 
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in durative contexts, while the shorter strong variants (e.g. school óhidô) are used more often in 

punctual contexts. For the past participles, this image is reversed: the longer strong variants (e.g. 

gescholen óhiddenô) are used more often in durative contexts, while the shorter weak variants (e.g. 

geschuild óhiddenô) are used more often in punctual contexts.  

In this paper, we seek experimental validation for these results. Participants (N=664) were 

presented with a forced choice task where they had to choose between weak or strong preterites and 

past participles of nonce verbs in sentences suggesting either a durative or a punctual context. We 

worked with three different between-subject conditions, namely preterite singular, preterite plural and 

past participle. Each survey consisted of 20 target items and 10 filler items. The target items were 20 

nonce verbs of the five most productive ablaut subclasses in Dutch (cf. Knooihuizen & Strik 2014). 

Every verb only appeared once in each survey to prevent priming effects. Half of the target items were 

presented in a punctual context (which was suggested through the use of adverbials), the other half in a 

durative context. Hence aspect was manipulated within subject.  

Results were analysed using a generalized linear mixed effects model with random effects for 

subject and item and random slopes for aspect by subject and by item. Though no overall effect of 

aspect on verb inflection was found, results indicate an iconic trend for verbs of one specific ablaut 

subclass that supports the corpus results from De Smet & Van de Velde (2020). Because this ablaut 

class shows the most variation in real language use (of the five subclasses selected for the experiment), 

it could be that language users need to be familiar with a certain amount of variation for a specific 

class in order to become routinized in exapting the variation to express aspect. Furthermore, the 

durative-punctual distinction was also found to be portrayed in yet another iconic manner: verb forms 

with vowels that are sound symbolically associated with long slow movements were used more often 

in durative contexts, while verb forms with vowels that are associated with quick, short movements 

were used more often in punctual contexts. 
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Recently, evaluative morphology has garnered considerable interest in linguistics circles 

(Kºrtv®lyessy, 2014). While there has been substantial research on Portuguese evaluatives (cf. 

Villalva, 2009; Villalva & Gonçalves, 2016), experimental data is sparse. The distribution of 

evaluative and z-evaluative suffixes depends on the length and thematic class of the base word, as well 

as familiarity. Therefore, the present study
 
aims: (i) to experimentally evaluate the role of thematic 

class, based on a lexical decision task (LDT), and (ii) to bridge the gap by contributing experimental 

data.  

Two lists of 24 diminutive words based on the same group of 3-syllable plural feminine simplex 

words (including ïa (bolachas óbiscuitsô), ïe (alfaces ólettuceô), ø (cicatrizes óscarsô) and athematic 

stems (viagens ótravelsô)), were tested. The first list contained noun roots modified by ïinhas 

(bolachinhas, alfacinhas, cicatrizinhas, viageminhas) while the second list contained fully inflected 

nouns modified by ïzinhas ( bolachazinhas, alfacezinhas, cicatrizezinhas, viagenzinhas). Word 
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frequency was controlled using CRPC. A filler set was created by adding the Portuguese evaluative 

suffixes to 3-syllable Finnish words, to avoid facilitating the participants in making the lexical 

decision. 

An internet based LDT programmed using PsyToolkit
 
(Stoet, 2010, 2017) was used to present a 

total of 54 words, randomly, with an inter-stimulus interval of 500ms with a fixation point. The 

stimulus remained on the screen for 10,000ms. A short training set was included to familiarize the 

participants. All participants received a link to the experiment that could only be accessed on a 

computer with a keyboard. The task was completed in under ten minutes on average. All the 

informants were young adults, native speakers of European Portuguese. 

The theoretical assumption is that these two competing evaluative modification processes, are used by 

speakers in different contexts related to word size (longer words are suffixed by z-evaluative suffixes 

and shorter ones by evaluative suffixes), and frequency (more frequent ones are suffixed by 

evaluatives and less frequent ones by z-evaluatives). These two factors have been nullified, since all 

the stimuli have the same size and are all frequent words. Therefore, variation of the thematic class is 

the only condition under analysis here. 

The results presented in the following graph combine two kinds of information. The colored 

lines show the number of yes and no responses to the two diminutive forms. The numerical values 

superimposed on the previous points show the MRTs, measured in milliseconds. 

 
Figure 1: Acceptance and MRTs 

The results reveal clear distributional trends: the acceptance of both the forms in ïa and ïe 

classes is high and they are similar to each other. In the zero-theme class, the acceptance and rejection 

of ïinhas and ïzinhas is very close; while in the athematic class, the acceptance of ïzinhas and the 

rejection of ïinhas converge, with the highest values of all. 

The RTs show that the dominant acceptance of both the ïinhas and ïzinhas form occurs 

between 1728 and 1984 milliseconds; and the most substantial rejections occur between 2183 and 

2601 milliseconds, indicating that the initial hypothesis is supported by the MRT data. 
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The Competition Model (MacWhinney 1992), the Full Transfer/Full Access Model (Schwartz & 

Sprouse 1996) and the Shared Syntax Account (Hartsuiker & Bernolet 2017) assume that first 

language (L1) syntax facilitates the learning of similar second language (L2) structures. Previous 

studies have found evidence supporting this claim (e.g. Tokowicz & MacWhinney 2005; Chang & 

Zheng 2015). This study seeks to contribute to the literature by exploring whether when two 

constructions are available to convey the same meaning in the L2, one similar to an L1 structure and 

the other unique to the L2, the rule underlying first one is learnt with greater ease than the rule 

underlying the second.  

Our hypothesis claimed that the similar rule would be learnt more easily than the unique one 

due to positive transfer from the L1. To test this hypothesis, 44 L1 speakers of Spanish with no 

previous knowledge of Galician learnt a semi-artificial language with a Spanish-Galician cognate 

vocabulary and Galician-based syntax. Participants learnt two types of subject subordinate clauses (in 

brackets below). One of these constructions also exists in Spanish (1a), but the other does not (1b). 

The rule underlying the similar construction stated that when a subordinate clause is introduced by the 

complementizer ñqueò (that), the verb has to be in the present subjunctive (SUBJ). The rule 

underlying the unique construction said that when the complementizer does not introduce the 

subordinate clause, the verb has to be in the infinitive (INF). Ungrammatical sentences were derived 

from grammatical ones by changing the [±Tense] feature of the subordinate verb (1aô, bô). 

 

(1) a. É     importante [que Francisco lea              o    libro]  

    it.is important    that Francisco read.SUBJ the book 

aô. *É     importante [que Francisco ler            o   libro] 

       it.is important    that Francisco read.INF the book 

    ñIt is important that Francisco reads the book.ò 

 

b. É    importante [Francisco ler           o    libro] 

    it.is important   Francisco read.INF the book 

bô. *É    importante [Francisco lea              o   libro] 

 it.is important   Francisco  read.SUBJ the book 

    ñIt is important that Francisco reads the book.ò 

 

Participants were first exposed to the language while performing a rule-search task. Then, 

learning of the similar and unique rules was tested in a grammaticality judgement task (GJT) with 

feedback. Finally, a verbal report assessed awareness of the rules. Learning was measured by accuracy 

and dô scores on the GJT. Dô is a measure of sensitivity unaffected by response bias. Participants were 

significantly more accurate when classifying sentences complying with or violating the similar rule 

(1a + 1aô) than when classifying sentences complying with or violating the unique rule (1b + 1bô), p < 

.001. Sensitivity to violations of the similar construction was also greater than to violations of the 

unique construction (p < .01). Rule knowledge was conscious for 68% of participants. 

In conclusion, learning was greater for the rule that was similar in the L1 and the L2 than for the 

rule that was unique to the L2. This result goes in line with previous studies supporting the facilitatory 

role of L1 syntax in L2 syntax learning. 
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In recent years linguistic typology has increasingly profited from computational methods; the hope is 

to discover patterns in large data sets more quickly and more accurately than would be possible for a 

human researcher. This is commonly known as ódata miningô. A linguistic system which could benefit 

from such an approach is German gender.  

The German gender system is a gem among the assignment systems found in the world, for the 

complexity of its interacting semantic, morphological and phonological assignment principles. As fast 

as it offers partial results it raises new questions. This is the more remarkable since there are just three 

gender values: masculine, feminine, and neuter. Furthermore, the basic semantic assignment rules are 

relatively straightforward. Much more challenging are (i) phonological assignment (investigated by 

Köpcke 1982, Köpcke & Zubin 1983, among others), and (ii) the relation between gender and 

inflection class (see Pavlov 1995, Bittner 1999, and Kürschner & Nübling 2011). And yet, despite the 

progress which has been made, and the great typological interest of German gender, no attempt has 

been made to analyse the system as a whole. 

 

In a system as complex as German there are at least three pitfalls:  
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1.  cherry picking: observations of alleged regularity are sometimes based on few examples and the 

overall applicability of these regularities is left unexplored;  

2.  generalizations without a baseline: thus a prediction of a particular gender value for, say, 35% of 

the nouns is hardly remarkable if 35% of the nouns overall are of that gender; 

3.  not allowing for overlapping factors: given that phonological, morphological and semantic 

properties may make the same gender value more probable, making a claim for a particular 

generalization (e.g. phonological) requires us also to eliminate the possible effects of morphology 

and semantics.  

 

To avoid these pitfalls and make progress towards a holistic analysis of the German gender 

system, we mine a database of more than 30,000 German nouns from WebCELEX (Baayen et al. 

1995), coded for gender, frequency, phonological shape, inflection class, and derived/compounded 

status, which we have cleaned and to which we added semantic information (human, animal, object, 

abstract, mass) and frequency (based on the COW corpus, Schäfer 2015). We then built a series of 

analogical models using machine learning algorithms (similar to Guzmán Naranjo 2020), including 

different combinations of predictors (morphology, semantics, phonology, inflection class). 

The overall accuracy results (Figure 1) show clearly that the system is anything but arbitrary. 

The combined factors reach a predictive success of over 96% (top line of Figure 1). Individual factors 

are also strong predictors, most notably phonological shape and inflection class. The German gender 

assignment system ï while complex and unusual ï represents a typologically well-known type: a 

combination of semantic and formal (morphological/phonological) assignment principles (Corbett 

1991). Our conclusions relate to German gender, but we also make a larger point by showing how 

typologists can benefit from data mining. And we hope to reduce the ill-informed comments still made 

about German gender, sometimes even by linguists. 

 

 
Figure 1. Accuracy and uncertainty intervals by model (ic = inflection class) 
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Relationships between language structure and language population size remains a matter of debate. 

Findings, such as that population size correlates positively with phoneme inventory size (Hay & 

Bauer, 2007), or that population size correlates negatively with grammatical complexity (Lupyan & 

Dale 2010) have attracted a lot of interest.  

The objectives of this paper are to investigate relationships between population size and the linguistic 

variables ósyllable complexityô, ólength of wordsô, and ólength of clausesô. Moreover, we test whether 

mean syllable complexity correlates with phoneme inventory size and whether a positive correlation 

between phoneme inventory size and population size can be replicated for our language sample. 

Material and methods: For testing the hypotheses, we used parallel texts of 61 languages (18 

language families). The parallel texts consist of 22 simple declarative sentences encoding one 

proposition and using basic vocabulary. Such simple sentences are well suited for large-scale cross-

linguistic comparisons because the number of possible translations can be kept to a minimum. The 

advantage of the matched set of sentences is, moreover, that they not only refer to the same semantic 

unit, but also to the same syntactic unit. This allows to calculate the number of words per clause across 

languages. We calculated the average syllable complexity (measured as number of phonemes), the 

average word length (measured as number of syllables), the average clause length (measured as 

number of words) in these texts. All these variables were correlated with the estimated population 

http://rolandschaefer.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/RolandSchaefer_COW14_CMLC3.pdf
http://ids-pub.bsz-bw.de/frontdoor/index/index/docId/3826
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sizes taken from Amano et al. (2014). Moreover, we correlated the average number of phonemes per 

syllable and the population sizes with the size of our 61 languageôs phoneme inventories found in 

UPSID and/or the PHOIBLE database. 

Results: ¶ significant negative correlation between population size and mean word length measured as 

number of syllables (r = ï .25, p < .05) ¶ significant positive correlation between population size and 

mean number of monosyllables (r = + .29, p < .05) ¶ significant positive correlation between 

population size and mean number of words per clause (r = + .42, p < .01) ¶ significant positive 

correlation between log population size and mean number of phonemes per syllable (r = + .34, p < .01) 

¶ significant positive correlation between log population size and phoneme inventories (r = + .40, p < 

.01) ¶ significant positive correlation between mean number of phonemes per syllable and phoneme 

inventory size (r = + .61, p < .01) 

Discussion: The findings are discussed in light of previous research and within the framework of 

Systemic Typology. For instance, the positive correlation found between population size and number 

of words per clause dovetails nicely with Lupyan and Daleôs (2010) finding that larger populations 

tend to have isolating morphology: A high number of words per clause indicates a low degree of 

synthesis and a tendency to isolating morphology. Furthermore, we propose that Zipfôs law of 

Abbreviation explains the associations between ópopulation sizeô, óword lengthô, óclause lengthô 

ósyllable complexityô and óphoneme inventory sizeô (Fenk-Oczlon & Pilz 2021) 
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