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Plan of talk

e Introduce (or re-introduce) constituency, as well as my perspective on its analysis

e Present two approaches to the study of constituency from a cross-linguistic,
typological perspective, using Chichewa as a test case, focusing on

e The overlap (or non-overlap) of the domains of linguistic processes
e The nature of the linear restrictions found within a given construction

e The presentation is based on joint work with Adam Tallman of Friedrich-Schiller-
Universitat Jena




Constituency in grammar

e Constituency in linguistics is understood as a
kind of part—whole structure

e Constituents have played a central role in
linguistic theory since the mid-20th century

McCawley (1998:12)

audience  listened

e They have been proposed for phonological,
morphological and syntactic domains

e There are, often very strong, claims in the speaker
iterature about the relationship between
constituency and other phenomena

Example of a syntactic constituency diagram

: . . e Represents only constituency
e These include: head—dependent relationships,  Implicitly encodes a distinction between

government relationships, binding morphology and syntax
relationships, etc.




Constituency in grammar

e Constituency in linguistics represents a kind
of part—whole structure

e Constituency has played a central role in
linguistic theory since the mid-20th century

e |t can apply to phonological, morphological
and syntactic domains

e There are, often very strong, claims in the
iterature about the relationship between
constituency and other phenomena

e These include: head—dependent relationships,
government relationships, binding
relationships, etc.

Gussenhoven (2015:718)
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Example of a prosodic constituency diagram

e Represents constituency and categories

e Adds a separate layer of representation
for intonational patterns




Constituency tests

Coordination (constituency + same category)
(1) The king and the queen are an amiable couple.

Clefting
(2a) It’s your notes that John wants to look at.
(2b)It was for two hours that his speech lasted.

e |[n principle, constituency is determined
through constituency tests

e Coordination
e Clefting
e Substitution

Substitution

(3) the first problem about ellipsis and the one about
anaphora

e Free occurrence

Free occurrence

(4) When has Frank been working on the first
problem? — At night.

e See Osborne (2018) for more examples

Examples drawn from McCawley (1998) and Osborne (2018)



Lack of convergence and resolution

[ The coordination] test is prone to false positives. For example, it would appear as
if the subjects and the verbs form constituents as distinct from the object in the
following right-node-raising sentence:

[Bruce loved] and [Dory hated] tuna salad sandwiches. (Carnie 2008:20)

(1) Fred must [have been singing songs], and Nancy must O, too.

(2) Fred must have [been singing songs], and Nancy must have O, too.

(3) Fred must have been [singing songs], and Nancy must have been O, too.

(4) Fred must have been [singing songs], and Nancy, too. (different construction)

) [Fred] [must] [have been both singing songs]
* [Fred] [must [have been both singing songs] | (McCawley 1998:216)
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Maybe constituents don't exist!

...we have no good basis for a general, cross-linguistically viable word concept, and hence

no basis for a general bifurcation between morphology and syntax.
—Haspelmath (201 1:32)

Textbooks which discuss arguments for constituency (e.g. McCawley 1998) use a variety
of criteria to establish constituency relations. But these arguments are also instances of
language internal methodological opportunism...In the rest of this section, | will discuss a
number of arguments for constituency, and show how they do not satisfy the

requirement for a cross-linguistically valid criterion for putative constituency relations.
—Croft (2001:186)




From assumptions to hypotheses

e VWWhat if we neither assume constituents do exist or do not exist, but rather
reframe the issue in terms of hypotheses!

e [n English, constituency tests will converge on a relatively small domain that can be clearly
identified as the word in English.

e Cross-linguistically, constituency tests will converge on a relatively small domain in all
languages that can be identified as the word in each of those languages.

e Cross-linguistically, the domains of constituency tests will structure in terms of nested sets
which can be associated with a single tree-based representation.

e Such hypotheses could be tests in either categorical or probabilistic terms

8



What is “constituency’” anyway!

e While often presented as a “package”, constituency
embeds within it several logically separable properties

e “Clean” nesting of constituents within each other

e Domain-based separation of generalizations (e.g.,
phonological vs. morphological vs. syntactic)

e Quantal clustering of generalizations (i.e., “jumps” in
the domains over which linguistic processes apply




What is “constituency’” anyway!

audience  hstened

McCawley (1998:12)

e While often presented as a “package”, constituency
embeds within it several logically separable properties

e “Clean” nesting of constituents within each other

speaker

e Domain-based separation of generalizations (e.g., Complete nesting of constituents
phonological vs. morphological vs. syntactic)

e Quantal clustering of generalizations (i.e., “jumps” in
the domains over which linguistic processes apply

McCawley (1998:48

Overlap (non-nesting) of constituents



What is “constituency’” anyway!

McCawley (1998:12)

audience  hstened

e While often presented as a “package”, constituency
embeds within it several logically separable properties

e “Clean” nesting of constituents within each other

speaker

e Domain-based separation of generalizations (e.g., Complete nesting of constituents
phonological vs. morphological vs. syntactic)

e Quantal clustering of generalizations (i.e., “jumps” in
the domains over which linguistic processes apply

McCawley (1998:47)

the answer

looked

Discontinuous, but maybe nested?



What is “constituency’” anyway!

Hayes (1990:86)

e While often presented as a “package”, constituency
embeds within it several logically separable properties

e “Clean” nesting of constituents within each other

e Domain-based separation of generalizations (e.g.,
phonological vs. morphological vs. syntactic)

e Quantal clustering of generalizations (i.e., “jumps” in

the domains over which linguistic processes apply o

W W WWWWWWV;J
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On Wednesday, he told the stories to the children

W = Word C = Clitic Group P = Phonological Phrase
I = Intonational Phrase U = Utterance

Syntactic vs. prosodic constituency



What is “constituency’” anyway!

underived lexical items

|

level 1 phonology |

|

'

e While often presented as a “package”, constituency
embeds within it several logically separable properties

level 1 morphology

e “Clean” nesting of constituents within each other
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level n phonology '

e Domain-based separation of generalizations (e.g.,
phonological vs. morphological vs. syntactic)

L
lTeveln morphology '¢

n o=l

e Quantal clustering of generalizations (i.e., “jumps” in
the domains over which linguistic processes apply

Kiparsky (1982:4)

Model for Lexical Phonology



Typology and constituency

e Exploratory approach to typology (based on Greenberg’s foundational work)
e Start with a domain and a model of its variation (e.g., basic word order as SOV, SVO,VSO, etc.)
e Survey attested variation across a sample of languages, paying attention to consistency in coding

e Examine the data for potential universals (e.g.,Verb and Object tend to be adjacent, providing
possible evidence for a verb phrase)




Hypothesis testing via typology

e Testing a hypothesis using typological methods requires a different approach to
avoid circularity in the analysis

e Develop a hypothesis (e.g., domains of linguistic generalizations will have a nested
set structure)

e Develop a coding scheme that does not inadvertently assume the hypothesis in
whole or part (e.g., do not presuppose a word vs. phrase distinction)

e Determine what kinds of qualitative and quantitative analysis can be used to
validate the hypothesis

e Rest of the talk: Two approaches to examining constituency as a hypothesis

e Each approach can be seen as an extension of Bickel’s (2010) proposals for
multivariate typology




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere A
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial A
NonPermutability—Strict—OM
NonPermutability—Strict—-noOM -
Cicategorial-Minimal A
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP -
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
Nonlnterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal A
NonInterruptibility-noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Maximal -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—Deletion -
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—IMP -
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal 1
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -

Tonal-FinalRetraction -
Tonal-EncliticToneShift
TonePatternHighToneExtension -
TonePattern2—-noOM -

TonePattern2—OM -

TonePatternNeg2 -

TonePattern5 -

TonePattern4—OM -

TonePattern4—noOM -

TonePattern3 -

TonerPattern7—noM -

TonePatternRel2 A

TonePattern8—0OM -

TonePattern8—noOM -

TonePattern7—OM -

TonePattern6 -

TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3—-PERM -
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Minimal
Intonation—DeclarativeContentQuestion -

Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Maximal -
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Positions on the verbal planar structure

Study |: Planar structures
Do constituents emerge from diagnostics!?




Tallman (202 1): Constituency in Chacobo

e Tallman (2021) develops a model for
examining the nesting and quantal aspects of
models of constituent structure

e The notion of a planar structure is developed
to encode positions around a core element

e The positions for a number of constituency
tests in Chacobo are then coded

e The model requires some assumptions
regarding morphemes and clauses...

e ...but it does not assume words or phrasal
constituents

| 17

S O

21 24
=wa =ki

=TR =DEC:P

Maximal reduplication
Different subject coordination
Non—interruptability by NP

Maximal syndetic coordination

Maximal asyndetic coordination

Minimal ciscategorial selection
Non—permutability with scopal orderings
Minimal tone insertion

Minimal asyndetic coordination
Non—interruptability by free form
Minimal syndetic coordination

Rigid non—permutability

Minimal reduplication

Minimal bimoraic

Deviations from biuniqueness

Stress

Glottal insertion

38
aka atf -a =tiki(n)=kid
cow grab -TR =AGAIN=CNTRFCT canoe tie -TR =AGAIN=CNTRFCT Adam=ERG

oti nis-a =tiki(n)=kid

8 9 17 20

[ ]

Adam attempted to grab the cow again and attempted to tie the canoe again.

adan="

6 7 8 9 1011 13 15 17 19
Positions in the verbal planar structure

21 22



Chichewa as a test language

e For my own examination of this approach, | made use of data from
the Bantu language Chichewa

e This was due to the fact that | had decent knowledge of the language
and the availability of reference sources

e Approach
e Create a Chichewa planar structure

e Find all morphosyntactic and phonological generalizations that
could be considered constituency tests

e Code their domains in terms of planar positions

e Future work: Compare Chichewa with other languages coded in this
way as part of a general consideration of diversity in constituency

The Syntax of
Chichewa
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Position

|
2
3
4
5
6
7
3
9
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Elements

Q
PRESUBJ

SUBJ

NEG

SM

TAMP

OM

ROOT
UNPROD EXT
STAT

CAUS

APP

RECIP

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINALZ2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

[Sﬂ4- [l:l]5- [I<l]-|<é-ngo]6- [Zi]r [th)’é']g- [ets] |12- [el] ki [é] | 6= [n SO] 18
NEG-3SM-PRS-GO-JUST- | OOM-break-CAUS-APPL-FV-too
[mipando]yg

4.chairs

“It is not just going to have the chairs broken for them as
well (too).” (Mchombo 2004:69)
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Position Elements

Q
PRESUBJ

SUBJ

NEG

SM

TAMP

OM [SI,]4-[L,I]5-[l(t]-l(é-ngO](,- [Zﬂ7- [th)’él]g- [ets] |12= [eI] |3-[E,1] |6-[nso] |7
ROOT NEG-3SM-PRS-GO-JUST- | OOM-break-CAUS-APPL-FV-too

UNPROD EXT [mipando]g

STAT 4 chair

CAUS
APP “It is not just going to have the chairs broken for them as

RECIP well (too).” (Mchombo 2004:69)

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINALZ2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

|
2
3
4
5
6
7
3
9

Orthographic word

20



Position

/
2
3
4
5
6
7
S
9
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Elements

&
PRESUBJ

SUBJ

NEG

SM

TAMP

OM

ROOT
UNPROD EXT
STAT

CAUS

APP

RECIP

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINALZ2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

[Kodi], [anyani a misala]s
Q 2.baboon 2.ASS 4.madness

[a]s-[ku]e-[phwany]s-[a] 5 [chiyani],g?
2SM-PRES-smash-FV what

“What are the mad baboons smashing?”
(Mchombo 2005:69)
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What do the diagnostics look like?

Anyani  a-ma-[mang-its-il-an-a]-[mang-its-il-an-a] zi-sakasakwa mikango.
2-baboons 2sM-HAB-build-CAUS-APPL-RECIP-FV 8.huts by 4.lions

“The baboons frequently get huts built for each other by the lions.”

Reduplication

an instance of subspan repetition

Mchombo (2004:1 12)



What do the diagnostics look like?

Si-u-ku-ka-ngo-zi-thyol-ets-el-a-nso mipando
NEG-3SM-PRS-GO-JUST- | 0OM-break-CAUS-APPL-FV-too 4.chair

“It is not just going to have the chairs broken for them as well (too).”

Affixal selection
an instance of ciscategorial selection

Mchombo (2004:69)



What do the diagnostics look like?

INFINITIVE APPLICATIVE APPLICATIVETCAUSATIVE  GLOSS

ku-phiik-a ku-phiik-il-a  ku-phiik-il-its-a ‘cook’
ku-meéeny-a  ku-meeny-el-a ku-meeny-el-ets-a ‘hit’

Yowel harmony

Based on Downing & Mtenje (2017:71-72)



What do the diagnostics look like?

TONELESS VERB
ii-bh-a

meeny-a

yang aan-a
fotokooz-a
tembenuuz-a
vundukul-iits-a

TONELESS VERB
tii-ph-é
ti-meény-€
ti-yang’adn-é
ti-fotokooz-€
ti-tembenutz-é
ti-sokoneéz-€

GLOSS

‘kill

‘hit’

‘look’

‘explain’

‘turn around’
‘make uncover’

GLOSS
‘let’s kill’
‘let’s hit’
‘let’s look’

let’s explain’

‘let’s turn over’
‘let’s mess up’

HIGH-TONED VERB

beéz-a
namiiz-d
thamaang-a
khululuk-iil-a
thamang-iits-a

HIGH-TONED VERB

ti-pe€z-¢

at ti-namiiz-¢é
ti-thamaadng-é
ti-khululuk-iil-é
ti-tambalaal-é

GLOSS

‘find’
‘deceive’

Tone Pattern |

‘pardon’
‘chase’

GLOSS

‘let’s find’
‘let’s deceive’
‘let’s run’

Tone Pattern 2

‘let’s pardon’
let’s stretch legs’

Morphological tone-segment association

Downing & Mtenje (2017:139, 144)



Position

Elements

0 31 O D B W N —

Q
PRESUBIJ

SUBJ

NEG

SM

TAMP

OM

ROOT
UNPROD EXT
STAT

CAUS

APP

RECIP

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINAL2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

Segmental-HiatusResolution—Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution-Deletion -
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
TonePatternHighToneExtension -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
TonePattern2—noOM -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—IMP -
SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial 1
FreeOccurrence-Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
TonePattern2—-OM -
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
NonPermutability—Strict—OM -
NonPermutability—Strict—-noOM -
TonePatternNeg2 -

TonePattern5 -

TonePattern4—-OM -

TonePattern4—noOM -

TonePattern3 -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Cicategorial-Minimal 1
TonerPattern7—noM -

TonePatternRel2 -

TonePattern8—OM -

TonePattern8—noOM -

TonePattern7—-OM -

TonePattern6 -
FreeOccurrence-Maximal-AFF/elsewhere A
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3—-PERM -
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling A
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal A
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP A
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -

Tonal-FinalRetraction |
Tonal-EncliticToneShift
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
NonlInterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal -
NonlInterruptibility—-noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
Intonation-YesNoQuestion—Minimal -
Intonation—-DeclarativeContentQuestion 1
SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Maximal A
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—-Maximal -

Domain Type: m= |ength == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Positions on the verbal planar structure

16

17

34 domains coded

22 layers identified




Position

Elements
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Q
PRESUBIJ

SUBJ

NEG

SM

TAMP

OM

ROOT
UNPROD EXT
STAT

CAUS

APP

RECIP

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINAL2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

Segmental-HiatusResolution—Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution-Deletion -
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
TonePatternHighToneExtension -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
TonePattern2—noOM -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—IMP -
SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial 1
FreeOccurrence-Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
TonePattern2—-OM -
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
NonPermutability—Strict—OM -
NonPermutability—Strict—-noOM -
TonePatternNeg2 -

TonePattern5 -

TonePattern4—-OM -

TonePattern4—noOM -

TonePattern3 -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Cicategorial-Minimal 1
TonerPattern7—noM -

TonePatternRel2 -

TonePattern8—OM -

TonePattern8—noOM -

TonePattern7—-OM -

TonePattern6 -
FreeOccurrence-Maximal-AFF/elsewhere A
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3-PERM -
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling A
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal A
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP A
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -

Tonal-FinalRetraction |
Tonal-EncliticToneShift
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
NonlInterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal -
NonlInterruptibility—-noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
Intonation-YesNoQuestion—Minimal -
Intonation—-DeclarativeContentQuestion 1
SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Maximal A
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—-Maximal -

Domain Type: m= |ength == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental
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7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Positions on the verbal planar structure

16

34 domains coded

22 layers identified




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

Elements

Segmental-HiatusResolution-Glide A

Q Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion -
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -

Segmental-Assimilation -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
TonePatternHighToneExtension A

PRESUBJ
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
SUBJ TonePattern2—noOM -

Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—-IMP -

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -

NEG SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg

TonePattern2—OM -

SM Tonal-MeeussensRule A
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal 1

FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg

T AMP FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
NonPermutability—Strict—OM -

NonPermutability—Strict-noOM -

TonePatternNeg?2
OM on?l'o%ele;’rantte?gS .
TonePattern4—OM -
TonePattern4—noOM -

ROOT
UNPROD EXT

Position

d

IC WOr

o0 J &N DN KW N =—

No clear evidence for
STAT special status of the

B
] .
3

—_ | —
wWlw

—
w

=
Q.
O
60
S
<
S
-
O

CAUS

APP

RECIP

PASS

FINAL
POSTFINAL2P
POSTFINALENC
OBJ

POSTOBIJ

orthographic word.

Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3-PERM
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling A
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal ]
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing
Tonal-FinalRetraction 1
Tonal-EncliticToneShift -
NonPermutability—Scopal—-OM -
NonlInterruptibility—OM A
Ciscategorial-Maximal 1
Nonlnterruptibility—noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
Intonation—-YesNoQuestion—Minimal -
Intonation—-DeclarativeContentQuestion A
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Maximal -

Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Maximal 1

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Positions on the verbal planar structure

16

34 domains coded

22 layers identified




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial
NonPermutability—Strict—-OM
NonPermutability—Strict-noOM
Cicategorial-Minimal
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM
Nonlnterruptibility—OM
Ciscategorial-Maximal
Nonlnterruptibility-noOM
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Maximal
Segmental-HiatusResolution—Glide
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion
Segmental-Glidelnsertation
Segmental-Assimilation
Segmental-VowelHarmony
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—-IMP
Tonal-MeeussensRule
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM
Tonal-ToneDoubling
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality
Tonal-Plateauing

Tonal-FinalRetraction
Tonal-EncliticToneShift
TonePatternHighToneExtension
TonePattern2—noOM

TonePattern2—-OM

TonePatternNeg2

TonePattern5

TonePattern4-OM

TonePattern4—noOM

TonePattern3

TonerPattern7—noM

TonePatternRel2

TonePattern8—OM

TonePattern8—noOM

TonePattern7-OM

TonePattern6

TonePatternRel3
TonePatternNeg3-PERM
TonePatternNeg3-PAST
TonePatternNeg-OM
TonePatternNeg—noOM
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Minimal
Intonation—-DeclarativeContentQuestion
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—-Maximal

alalalala
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Positions on the verbal planar structure




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
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Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion A
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Segmental-Assimilation -
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Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—-IMP
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -
Tonal-FinalRetraction -
Tonal-EncliticToneShift - :
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TonePattern2—noOM -
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Domains based on length:
Free occurence and reduplication

SubspanRepetition—-Reduplication -

FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -

FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -

FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl -

FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl -

FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -

FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Some deviations from a nesting pattern




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
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BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—-Minimial -
NonPermutability—Strict—OM -
NonPermutability—Strict—noOM -
Cicategorial-Minimal -
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP -
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
Nonlnterruptibility—OM -
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NonlInterruptibility—noOM -
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SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Maximal
Segmental-HiatusResolution-Glide 1
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion A
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—-IMP
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -
Tonal-FinalRetraction -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Morphosyntactic domains

BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—-Minimial 1
NonPermutability—Strict—OM -
NonPermutability—Strict—-noOM -
Cicategorial-Minimal A
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP -
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
NonlInterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal -
NonlInterruptibility—-noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -

SubspanRepetition—Coordination—-Maximal -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Clear deviations from a nesting pattern




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication 1
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Minimial -
NonPermutability—Strict—-OM -
NonPermutability—Strict-noOM -
Cicategorial-Minimal 1
BiuniquenessDeviation—TAMP
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM
NonlInterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal 1
NonlInterruptibility—noOM
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion A
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—IMP -
Tonal-MeeussensRule A
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal
Prosodic—-PenultimateLengthening—OM -
Prosodic-PenultimateLengthening—noOM -
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—-Maximal 1
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -
Tonal-FinalRetraction -
Tonal-EncliticToneShift

TonePatternHigh ToneExtension -
TonePattern2—noOM -
TonePattern2—OM -
TonePatternNeg2 -

TonePattern5 -
TonePattern4—OM -
TonePattern4—noOM -
TonePattern3 -
TonerPattern7—noM -
TonePatternRel2 -
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TonePattern7—OM -
TonePattern6 -

TonePatternRel3 |
TonePatternNeg3—PERM -
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—-Minimal -
Intonation—DeclarativeContentQuestion -

Intonation—YesNoQuestion—-Maximal -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Phonological domains

Segmental-HiatusResolution-Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—Deletion -
Segmental-Glidelnsertation A
Segmental-Assimilation -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—IMP -
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—-Minimal -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—-Maximal -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality A
Tonal-Plateauing A
Tonal-FinalRetraction -

Tonal-EncliticToneShift |
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Clear deviations from a nesting pattern




Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

SubspanRepetition—Reduplication -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg -
FreeOccurrence—Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl 1
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ -
BiuniquenessDeviation—Valency -
SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Minimial -
NonPermutability—Strict—-OM -
NonPermutability—Strict-noOM -
Cicategorial-Minimal 1
BiuniquenessDeviation—-TAMP
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM
NonlInterruptibility—OM -
Ciscategorial-Maximal A
Nonlnterruptibility—noOM -
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM -
SubspanRepetition—-Coordination—Maximal
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Glide -
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion A
Segmental-Glidelnsertation -
Segmental-Assimilation -
Segmental-VowelHarmony -
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone—-IMP
Tonal-MeeussensRule -
Segmental-muContraction—Minimal -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM
Tonal-ToneDoubling -
Segmental-muContraction—Maximal -
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality -
Tonal-Plateauing -
Tonal-FinalRetraction -
Tonal-EncliticToneShift

TonePatternHighToneExtension A
TonePattern2—noOM -
TonePattern2—OM -
TonePatternNeg?2 -

TonePattern5 A
TonePattern4—OM -
TonePattern4—noOM -
TonePattern3 -
TonerPattern7—noM -
TonePatternRel2 -
TonePattern8—0OM -
TonePattern8—noOM -
TonePattern7—OM -
TonePattern6 -

TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3-PERM -
TonePatternNeg3—PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Minimal -
Intonation—DeclarativeContentQuestion -

Intonation—YesNoQuestion—Maximal -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure

Tonosegmental domains

TonePatternHighToneExtension -
TonePattern2—-noOM -
TonePattern2—-OM -
TonePatternNeg?2 -

TonePattern5 -

TonePattern4—OM -
TonePattern4—noOM -

TonePattern3 -

TonerPattern7—noM -
TonePatternRel2 A

TonePattern8—OM -
TonePattern8—noOM -
TonePattern7—OM -

TonePattern6 -

TonePatternRel3 1
TonePatternNeg3—-PERM
TonePatternNeg3—-PAST -
TonePatternNeg—OM -
TonePatternNeg—noOM -
Intonation—-YesNoQuestion—Minimal -
Intonation—DeclarativeContentQuestion -
Intonation—-YesNoQuestion—Maximal -
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Positions on the verbal planar structure
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Nesting pattern maintained

Distinctive left edge boundary that could
be seen as a quantal word boundary
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WordMinimality-PhMOR

Kodi-SYN
NominalReduplicant-PhMOR ORelative-CLT
NiEncliticACLT
ComplementClause-SYN
. Phrase-PhSYN Clete-5YN
Study 2: Linearization restrictions NDem-PhSTN | mperative-MOR
. . q
How do different constituents compare! RelativeClause-SYN Clause-SYN
\ |
Neg | Verb-PhMOR \\‘ V' /

\ AN -
NominalReduplication-PhMOR §>¢§Qﬂ)&§!{{//[ OsaVerb-MOR
CompoundStem-PhMor S A N U CP-MOR

VerbWord-PhMOR /7 S5 CA-MOR
MacroStem-PhMOR NN AR-MOR
N NN
DerivationalStem-PhMOR / \ \
VOX-SYN
VowelHarmony-PhMOR ///
NP-SYN
STAMP-PhMOR
>yllable-PHON 2 MC-MOR Associative-SYN
Noun-MOR \ e bstem-PhMOR  Locative-CLT
Verb-MOR

VerbWithImperatives-MOR



Constituency and linearization

e Logically speaking, constituents do not need to
form linear bundles

e Most approaches take this to be the default

e |t is also appears to be in line with the results of
most constituency diagnostics

McCawley (1998:47)

e The single cross-linguistically valid syntactic criterion for
formal grouping is the CONTIGUITY of elements in the
utterance. (Croft 2001:190)

e Can we detect constituency in patterns of the answer
linearization?

e This study will involve comparison across
constituent-like structures than attempting to
discover constituents in the first place
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e There is much more to linearization than implied by string-based representations of
linguistic structures

e Good (2016) proposes to typologize linearization using the following parameters
e Stricture: High-level categorization of linear restrictions (e.g., length vs. ordering)

e Foundation: Categorization of the relations among a linearization construction’s
component “‘constituents”

e Violability:VWhether the apparent linearization restrictions can be violated and if, so,
what kinds of violations are allowed (e.g., lexical)

e Conditioning: The context over which which the linearization restrictions operate
(e.g., phonological or morphosyntactic)




Classifying components

e Each component of a linearization pattern can
also be typologized

e |ts role in its foundation

e The kinds of elements that appear within it
(whether the form a coherent class or not)

e How many elements can appear withinit,e.g., ® | Left | VYV N

whether it is a “‘slot” or “field”/*zone” —
ig

\Voussoir

e Whether it exhibits a dependency within
another component

Keystone

e Taken together, the coding system allows for
the description of linearization patterns as a
distinct domain of constituent-like relations

C1
Representation of paired grouping
of linearization restrictions in Tiene



GLOSS

‘be judged’
‘00 away’
‘arrive’

Tiene derived verb stem
(Hyman 2010)

e Bimoraic size constraint

. c .
e Cl:Unrestricted b€ blaCk

e C2: Only coronal ‘'walk’
e C3: Only Non-coronal ‘vomit’

e C2 and C3 must match ‘borrow’
in nasality

‘send’

[ 1 ]DERIVED STEM
-CVTVK-
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Prosodic template

’
’
’

Left

Support

Right
Support

a'/ l’l IJ'
Left [  aaaA
Support
__________________ Right
VoussoIr
Keystone [~ VVV\y—= -
Cs
C1

Segmental template

4]




Prosodic template

Graph description of Tiene prosodic template _

Support | Support

Left ___________________________________ \\
Support WV
__________________ Right Right
Vodsdqir Voussoir Support
Keystone

desmeme
C1
Segmental template

FOUNDATION /CONDITIONING \STRICTURE VIOLABILITY

@ @odicC onditio@ @ potentiallyViolable

CONSTITUENT {COUNT REPARABILITY \EXCEPTIONALITY

RIGHT SUPPORT \LEFT SUPPORT

component component @ °

STABILITY [ELASTICITY \FILLEDNESS STABILITY\ELASTICITY \FILLEDNESS

@ inelastic open @ inelastic open

COUNT COHERENCE COUNT COHERENCE , _ , ,
Adapting a schematic representation that is

@ @ intended to be intuitive to a machine-readable
representation that can be used in

computational analysis inevitably complicates
the representation.




Coding Chichewa linearization constructions

The verbal construction

Si-u-ku-ka-ngo-zi-thyol-ets-el-a-nso

e 34 different constructions were coded NEG-3SM-PRS-GO-JUST- | 0OM-break-CAUS-APPL-FV-too
¢ . 99 . mi andO
e 9 “morphological” constructions (MOR) 4.C'|anirs

“It is not just going to have the chairs broken for

e 8 “syntactic’ constructions (SYN
/ ( ) them as well (too).” (Mchombo 2004:69)

e 3 “clitic” constructions (CLT)

The kodi question construction

Kodi anyani a misala
@, 2.baboon 2.ASS 4.madness

e || “morphophonological” constructions (PhMOR)

e 2 “phonosyntactic” constructions (PhSyn)
. . a-ku-phwany-a chiyani?
e | purely phonological construction (the syllable) ISM-PRES-smash-Fv  what

“What are the mad baboons smashing?”
(Mchombo 2005:69)
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WordMinimality-PhMOR

Kodi-SYN
B>, NominalReduplicant-
O ominalReduplicant-PhMOR ORelative.CLT
O NiEnclitic/CLT
E ComplementClause-SYN
O _
= Phrase-PhSYN Cleft-SYN
wn NDem-PhSYN | Imperative-MOR
) q
'8 RelativeClause-SYN \ Clause-SYN
- — /
+~J Neg I Verb-PhMOR \ é/
- M' i
O NominalReduplication-PhMOR \\“MQ\"' I////I OsaVerb-MOR
g CompoundStem-PhMor ’ —=2 CP-MOR
Q. VerbWord-PhMOR 7 —————— CA-MOR
E MacroStem-PhMOR \ N AR-MOR
< // ‘\ ‘\\
U DerivationalStem-PhMOR / \ \
VOX-SYN
VowelHarmony-PhMOR ///
NP-SYN
STAMP-PhMOR
>yllable-PHON AMC-MOR Associative-SYN
. . Noun-MOR VerbStem-PhMOR  Locative-CLT
. Morphological construction
. Syntactic construction Verb-MOR

. Clitic construction
Italics = phonologically defined

VerbWithlmperatives-MOR
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Comparing graph structures

e The typological coding system used for this work does not lend itself to simple methods
of comparison

e |[nstead, algorithms designed for comparison of graph-based structures need to be used
e One relatively straightforward one is the simUl method of Gentleman (201 3)

e This can be used to create a distance matrix based on the graph-based representations
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Intersection: 3 nodes

Union: |2 nodes
Similarity: 3/12 = 0.25

Distance: | -0.25 = 0.75

46

simUl method of Gentleman (201 3)



Chichewa word minimality linearization domain

Categorization without components

desmeme

FOUNDATION ~ VIOLABILITY \ CONDITIONING STRICTURE

@ @ntiallyViolable @OdicC onditio@ @

LEFT SUPPOR "' IGHT SUPPORT lEXCEPTIONALITY REPARABILITY ONSTITUENT \COUNT
ELASTICITY /[STABILITY\FILLEDNESS ELASTICITY\STABILITY ILLEDNESS
MINIMUM \MAXIMUM OHERENCE MINIMUM \MAXIMUM OHERENCE

Categorization of components
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WordMinimality-PhMOR

Kodi-SYN
B>, NominalReduplicant-
O ominalReduplicant-PhMOR ORelative.CLT
O NiEnclitic/CLT
E ComplementClause-SYN
O _
= Phrase-PhSYN Cleft-SYN
wn NDem-PhSYN | Imperative-MOR
) q
'8 RelativeClause-SYN \ Clause-SYN
- — /
+~J Neg I Verb-PhMOR \ é/
- M' i
O NominalReduplication-PhMOR \\“MQ\"' I////I OsaVerb-MOR
g CompoundStem-PhMor ’ —=2 CP-MOR
Q. VerbWord-PhMOR 7 —————— CA-MOR
E MacroStem-PhMOR \ N AR-MOR
< // ‘\ ‘\\
U DerivationalStem-PhMOR / \ \
VOX-SYN
VowelHarmony-PhMOR ///
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>yllable-PHON AMC-MOR Associative-SYN
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A cluster of morphophonological
constructions is visible, but this may

be an artifact of the way that they

were analyzed.

Component nodes included

. Morphological construction

. Syntactic construction
. Clitic construction
Italics = phonologically defined

Phrase-PhSYN
NDem-PhSYN

RelativeClause-SYN

Neg | Verb-PhMOR

NominalReduplication-PhMOR
CompoundStem-PhMor

VerbWord-PhMOR
MacroStem-PhMOR

DerivationalStem-PhMOR

VowelHarmony-PhMOR

Syllable-PHON

Kodi-SYN

/

ComplementClause-SYN
Cleft-SYN

Clause-SYN

VOX-SYN

NP-SYN

Associative-SYN



A cluster mixing syntactic,

morphological structures is Kodi-SYN

aw Bl SUIprising.

L ORelative-CLT

O NiEnclitic/CLT

E ComplementClause-SYN

& Phrase-PhSYN Clefts TN

n NDem-PhSYN

Q V1

-8 RelativeClause-SYN \ Clause-SYN

- —

s N \A 7/

S &)&Q@*‘g’s\-{;{/{/

S S K PR N

o 777~ TR NN

6 /// \'\\ \\\\\ ~
/}/ VOX-SYN
4/ NP-SYN

STAMP-PhMOR

>yllable-PHON Associativg-SYN
) ) Locative-CLT
. Morphological construction
. Syntactic construction Verb-MOR
. Clitic construction VerbWithlmperatives-MOR
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. Morphological construction
. Syntactic construction

. Clitic construction NiEnclicic.CLT

Italics = phonologically defined
OsaVerb-MOR

cravon N
=T/
——— 0 \i"
AR-MOR ‘ \Eg‘/“\‘

NominalReduplicant-PhMOR

Syllable-PHON

Component nodes excluded

WordMinimality-PhMOR

NP-SYN

MacroStem-PhMOR

VerbStem-PhMOR, NeglVerb-PhMOR, NominalReduplication-PhMOR, VerbWord-PhMOR, DerivationalStem-PhMOR
ORelative-CLT RMC-MOR | CompoundStem-PhMOR

NDem-PhSYN

VOX-SYN

Locative-CLT

STAMP-PhMOR

Verb-MOR

" \‘\‘
Clause-SYN
4 RelativeClause-SYN
Phrase-PhSYN q
ComplementClause-SYN
Cleft-SYN

Noun-MOR

VowelHarmony-PhMOR

Kodi-SYN

Imperative-MOR

Associative-SYN

VerbWithImperatives-MOR

S



. Morphological construction

. Syntactic cons MacroStem-PhMOR
o VerbStem-PhMOR, NeglVerb-PhMOR, NominalReduplication-PhMOR, VerbWord-PhMOR, DerivationalStem-PhMOR
. CIItIC COnStrU NiEnclitic-CLT ORelative-CLT RMC-MOR CompoundStem-PhMOR

Locative-CLT

[talics = phonolog / ’ STAMP-PhMOR
OsaVerb-MOR /’

criven \ %;//
. i?!' / VerbWithImperatives-MOR

SSINS

A N —
AR-MOR ~ \‘/ ‘\
%‘A‘Iég \‘\\ Imperative-MOR

N

Clause-SYN
RelativeClause-SYN
A
Phrase-PhSYN
ComplementClause-SYN
Cleft-SYN

Associative-SYN

==

%

NN

Component nodes excluded

Syllable-PHON ]
NDem-PhSYN A number of verbal morphological

constructions cluster at the top of

the figure.

NP-SYN
VOX-SYN Kodi-SYN




. Morphological construction
. Syntactic construction

. Clitic construction

Italics = phonologically defined

Clause-SYN
RelativeClause-SYN

Phrase-PhSYN
ComplementClause-SYN

Cleft-SYN
Associative-SYN
/ Noun-MOR

NDem-PhSYN

Component nodes excluded

Syllable-PHON

A cluster consisting of nouns, some

VowelHarmony-PhMOR syntactic constructions, and a vowel

NP-SYN harmony construction is surprising.

VOX-SYN Kodi-SYN




. Morphological construction
. Syntactic construction

. Clitic construction

Italics = phonologically defined

NiEnclitic-CLT

Component nodes excluded

PhrGS¢Ph

Syllable-PHON

NP-SYN

MacroStem-PhMOR
VerbStem-PhMOR, NeglVerb-PhMOR, NominalReduplication-PhMOR, VerbWord-PhMOR, DerivationalStem-PhMOR

ORelative-CLT RMC-MOR | CompoundStem-PhMOR

Clause-SYN
RelativeClause-SYN

ComplementClause-SYN

Cleft-SYN
Associative-SYN

NDem-PhSYN A morphophonological cluster

is clearly detected.

VOX-SYN Kodi-SYN
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. Morphological construction

. Syntactic construction MacroStem-PhMOR
o . VerbStem-PhMOR, NeglVerb-PhMOR, NominalReduplication-PhMOR, VerbWord-PhMOR, DerivationalStem-PhMOR
. CIItIC COnStrUCtlon NiEnclitic-CLT ORelative-CLT RMC-MOR CompoundStem-PhMOR

Italics = phonologically defined

Locative-CLT
OsaVerb-MOR /

et R /;L
QQ\LH&i?L' / VerbWithlmperatives-MOR

Imperative-MOR

Lam 7 ..lllllll...
‘--l““‘----- "\”\s .......'l.l... verb?
- ‘ Clause-SYN ...."'.-..
l \ RelativeClause-SYN ua
Phrase-PhSYN g NOn-ve rb?
ComplementClause-SYN
Cleft-SYN

NominalReduplicant-PhMOR

Associative-SYN

Noun-MOR
Syllable-PHON This analysis does not support a

NDem-PhSYN It 1St I I
WordMinimality-PhMOR em fowelliarmon PAVOR traditional distinction like word vs. phrase,

Component nodes excluded

but a difference between verbal and other
constructions is potentially supported.

NP-SYN
VOX-SYN Kodi-SYN




Finding constituents

Domain Type: == length == morphosyntactic == phonological == tonosegmental

Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Glide 4
Segmental-HiatusResolution—-Deletion A
Segmental-Glidelnsertation 4

Segmental-Assimilation 4
BiuniquenessDeviation-Valency - }
TonePatternHighToneExtension - : 4 (4)

Segmental-VowelHarmony
TonePattern2-noOM A
Tonal-RootExtensionHighTone-IMP
SubspanRepetition—Reduplication
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Minimial {
FreeOccurrence-Minimal-AFF/IMP_2sg 1
TonePattern2-OM 4
Tonal-MeeussensRule 1
Segmental-muContraction-Minimal
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/IMP_2sg 4 .
FreeOccurrence-Minimal-AFF/IMP_2pl { @ (8)
NonPermutability—Strict-OM g - %
NonPermutability—Strict-noOM A 9 * 9
TonePatternNeg2 1 10 ; 10
TonePattern5 10 . 10
TonePattern4-OM 4 10 » 10
TonePattern4-noOM 4 10 * 10
TonePattern3 10 . 10
FreeOccurrence-Maximal-AFF/IMP_2pl 4 (11) (11)
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—OM A 12 12
Cicategorial-Minimal { 12 12
TonerPattern7—-noM 1

Bo(ofolo(a]o) - o

<[~

~

~
~ ]~

e |f we assume that all linguistic constructions subdivide cleanly into
constituents, we will always find evidence to justify this analysis

TonePatternRel2 A

TonePattern8—OM

TonePattern8—noOM

TonePattern7—OM

TonePattern6 4
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/elsewhere -
Prosodic—PenultimateLengthening—noOM
TonePatternRel3 -
TonePatternNeg3-PERM
TonePatternNeg3-PAST
TonePatternNeg—-OM A
TonePatternNeg—noOM
Tonal-ToneDoubling
Segmental-muContraction-Maximal
BiuniquenessDeviation—TAMP
FreeOccurrence—Maximal-AFF/2pOBJ
Prosodic-DisyllabicMinimality 4
Tonal—-Plateauing

Tonal-FinalRetraction
Tonal-EncliticToneShift
NonPermutability—Scopal-OM -
Nonlnterruptibility-OM A
Ciscategorial-Maximal {
Nonlnterruptibility-noOM A
NonPermutability—Scopal-noOM A
Intonation-YesNoQuestion—Minimal {
Intonation—-DeclarativeContentQuestion 4
SubspanRepetition—Coordination—Maximal |
Intonation-YesNoQuestion-Maximal

(1)

e |[f we want to see if evidence for constituents emerges—in
particular cross-linguistically and across multiple possible analytical
dimensions—we’ll need different approaches

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Positions on the verbal planar structure

WordMinimality-PhMOR

e This requires more complicated systems of coding than are typical
of most current typological work

Kodi-SYN

NominalReduplicant-PhMOR ORelative-CLT

NiEnclitic/CLT
ComplementClause-SYN

Phrase-PhSYN Cleft-SYN

NDem-PhSYN Imperative-MOR

e |t also requires experimentation with new methods

RelativeClause-SYN Clause-SYN

e Fortunately, the accessibility of computational and statistical I —— Ny
CompoundStem-PhMor —— 7 ASESNTN CP-MOR

—= CA-MOR
AR-MOR

VerbWord-PhMOR s NP
=~ K

MacroStem-PhMOR

methods has vastly improved in the last two decades

DerivationalStem-PhMOR
VOX-SYN

VowelHarmony-PhMOR
NP-SYN
STAMP-PhMOR

Syllable-PHON
Noun-MOR

RMC-MOR Associative-SYN
VerbStem-PhMOR  Locative-CLT

Verb-MOR

VerbWithlmperatives-MOR
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