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SEMIDTIC LEVELS
On the Metalinguistic Nature of Grammatical Meaning*

1. Some general remarks on formal ahstraction and scales of

grammaticality

The views I would like to expound in the following pages
are a part of a2 general functionalist theory of grammatical
form, which will be worked out in detail in a forthcoming book
{*Iturrioz 1987a). It is, I think, an essential part of that
theory; and that is why I had to refer to it so often in my
paper on gender (see above): it is the indispensable distinction
of semiotic levels and the metalinguistic nature of what is com-
monly called "grammatical meaning',
Grammatical meaning is, I claim, a product of what I call
formal abstraction. "Abstraction" has to be understood here as
a dynamic and scalar process; and it is5 called "formal', because
it is responsiblie for the creation of grammatical form(s), of
. formal concepts (schemata).® The development of a theory of
:_formal abstraction in this sense is a systematization of ideas
‘. I pointed out in my paper on gender, but oniy in a marginal and
" pccasional fashion. The most remarkable historical precedent of
© such a theory is to be found in Sapir (1921), who saw the need
f;of introducing, beside the “degree of synthesis" and the "tech-
“nique", the "conceptual types'. These "types'" are founded on the

.existence of four basic ‘'classes of concepts'": from the ''con-
crete" (lexical) concepts through to the "pure relationai" {to-
taily abstract) concepts; in between these two extremes we find
the "derivational" and the "concrete relational" concepts. But
it was already clear to Sapir that this is a continuum rather than
a categorial division, and that one could distinguish countless
intermediate "concepts'". On the other hand, he seems to believe
that this newly introduced typological parameter is independent
Df the other two (synthesis and technique). As against this, I
would say that it is impossible to determine which "conceptual
?pe” & language belongs to, i.e. which "concepts" a given lan-

Funcidn I (1) [19-144
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guage chooses 10O express, if we do not p%y attention to :11_I
criteria invelved by synthesis and technique. 5 betterdwty,ac-
think, to come to terms with the phenomena SapirT wa?te t; :
commodate within 1inguistic theory would be to ccnsTder i .
there is & correlation between the degree of %emantlc coTp Ejl z
and the morphosyntactic status of the grammatical means 1:Yoaie .
Now, this would be & correlation between forTal ?nd semin 1CWhiCh
continua and as such would result in grammatlcal%ty %ca es,t
would show the existence of pTOgrammes that reél%ze 1?manenET ]
(intralinguistic] functions: the scales of INDividuation, DETer |

ing from free discourse, At the beginning of the process, we
have paratactic expressions, weakly cennected and admitting of
several interpretations; thus

(1) & nd tsi eye wo ku

EWE he drank water and he died

is a coordination of the elemental events e no tsf 'he drank

water!' and e ku 'he died!, where only the temporal sequence 15
expressed and a causal nexus is at most suggested. As the syntactic
and semantic cohesion of the predicates increases, the possibility
of multiple interpretation decreases and-cnly one proposition

results, with a unitary intonational contour and a complex predi-
cate; in

i i inalization, etc.?®
mln:iz:é; EZizral {typological—universalistit] perspective wef
can maintain that there is a correlation between t?e degrée ? ]
abstraction and the grammaticala—analytic, sYnthet%c anddfiélial
nal—procedures. The language types distinguished in traditio

morphological typology represent a continuum:

(2 & no ta1 ku
EWE he drank water died
death is the immediate consequence of having drunk water: "drink-
ing water" and "dying" get fused in a unitary cencept 'drowning",
no ts1 and kux are not independently referential. In a further
he process of farm creation starting from pragmatical discourse stage ?f grammaticalization the co-verbs get nearer to valency.
The p : ) ts out of the lexicon in order to make ex- In Thai there is only one verb which clearly has three places:

: king elemen . o - :
begl?s by tatlciic relation and in general a grammatical function; hAj 'to give'; in all other cases,
plicit a synta . . " .
(You can tead the symbol < as '"less grammaticalized than -

ISOLATING < POLYSYNTHETIC < AGGLUTINATING < FUSIONAL

the intreduction of a third
actant may require the mediation of a co-verb, e.g. the afore-

mentioned verb may be required to fulfill the dative function:

.1 The serial verbd (3) hém héj nénsijy khun l€ew
1.1 ; r ¥y
THAI I give book you already

'T have already given you the book.'

The gradual transition from phrase to word can be clearly ap-

preciated in the case of the development of serial verhs, con-'t.
structed after the cchema: NP V (NP) V (NP). The second ver? ge.s
slowly transformed in 2 grammatical instrument, s that a txme.t
comes when it is no longer adequate to speak of several prop;51

jons even though there are several verbs; actually, what we have
pefore us 1is & complex predicate, where all verbs except one t.:
assume functions related with valency OT aspect (formal scbem: a}.
This is an absolutely essential aspect of the matt?r, b?thlt as

escaped nearly all linguists that have writt?n on 1t—we%t erfsiﬁ

chronically or diachronically—with the possible exception o .S
civén (see below). As this author correctly observ?s, ?he priiii:
in ﬁuestion is one of syntactization and morphologization 3 :

(4) khruujaj law prawati khoon rooyrian ka4

piyd fan
THAT professor tell story of school

give Piya hear
"The professor told Piya the story of the school.'®

(58) oye mu iwé wa fin mi
YOR  Oye took bock came give 1

‘Oye brought me a book.'

The process goes further and builds a2 complex concept where the
co-verb expresses the directionality of the action, either as
going towards the subject or starting from him: ‘




(67 Dichan thoordslb pad vs. dichan tﬁz;;&s&b;zﬁg
THAT I phate gO I p

]
iMake a phone call' vs. 'get & phone call

ik t of the
A co-verb can mark a re-arrangement of valency like tha
passive voice:

Li~ai piping le

(7) zhang-san b2i piing e

CHIL expose

PR coa s 5
1Zhang-san was exposed to criticism (was criticized) by
Li-si.'

i - as aspect
The process reaches its summit with the use of co verbs P

markers:
& i wa
i khrna e kupgteom araj J
’].E}BM?I Ii‘fJ kitchen TFUT cook something . keep

i i i itchen.
' (He/she} has something cooking 1in the kitc

The process is much moTe complicated, it g?e? througzltzzzymzz:'
intermediate stages,’® but this bri?£ exposition can
fice to draw the following conclusSioms: e s te fomn
(a) Serial verbs are no unitary category,.nél e o :
nor as te content, but they are located at dlffeﬁenl P "
a grmmmticality continuum ("genesis of syntax ex-d%scoz —Se;an-
Givén 1979:97) which is characterized by a progréss;v?r Z senen
ticization that correlates with a gradual less of thelr 5Y :
aUtiz;mz;—verbs are néither free lexemes (rcot.con?epzslxn:ZSSio
mers functional monemes. Even the less gramm?tlcallz? Ouzse- o
work under syntactic restrictions that aretéiiiz Zoun;i; o w;rd
icalized ones do not consti : :
;hiozzz;t?ri?zitthat degree of coheslon we are familiarez;t:rirqm
the flexive and agglutinating techniques. Verb and ci—vbut e
kept apart by the noun which ig theilr common argume:ké e e
positien is not jnterchangeable, and, as you ga up th R

tween them
pecomes increasingly difficult o put some other word bety _

¥
(C) NQ fDI]nal QT Semantlc de{lnltlon can aCCQLlIlt .EDT the \’1101
[ﬂl‘lge 0£ P]lenﬂlileila Qr £OT [-he IEmﬂI}\able dlffEIEIICES that are

ic definition
found between the different segments. Foley's syntactic d |

tIUCtlDHS \’]i C vV lI.OW 17 a common aCtUI as 0b|ECt
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are merely juxtaposed, with no intervening cenjunctions™) does
net even exclude constructigns that have independent propositions
but within an identical categorial frame; moreover, it exciudes
the last stages of the process. His semantic definition, accar-
ding to which the second verb has always the meaning of "further
development, result, or goal"™ is to be criticized on exactly the
same counts as the syntactical one.

(d) It would be absurd to dissociate syntax and semantics in
the fashieon of generative semantics and try to derive from one
abstract predicate not only all stages of a co-verb, but alse the
"equivalent"” elements of agglutinating or flexional {fusional)
structures: causatives, adverbs, prepositions, preverbs, tense/as-
pect affixes. If you do so, and stert from a given structure®
(which in the case of generative semantics would "happen' to be
arnalytic) so as to arrive at an agglutinating or fusional struc-
ture, then you will have to reckon with a change of meaning that
correlates with the change of form.

(e) If the common denominator is not a '“meaning', then it cannat
be a structure either. The only way left to understand the data
would be to admit that they point to z continuous process, to a
series of qualitative changes {re-analysis), each one of which re-
. presents a new particular ceorrelation of form and content—but not
so new that it would be campletely dissimilar to the prior one.

(£} The categorial opposition "free lexeme (root concept} vs.
morpheme (with no meaning)™ is inadequate to account Ffor the gra-
dual character of the observed changes.

Conclusions like these have been similarly drawn from the ex-

. tended analysis of other phenomena, such as determinaticn, com-

parison of individuation techniques across languages, the existence

- of different structural exponents in Fuzkera to mark different

steps (techniques) within the programme of reification of propo-
sitional contents,® etc.

1.2 Correlation between the tuwo articulations. Ieonieiiy of the scales

The displacements within the grammatical articulation and the

.increasing semantic impoverishment can have a reflection in the

secand {phonological) articulation, in agreement with the general
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—a fact that precludes the identification of grammatical mo-
nemes and closed inventeries., For my purposes, this shows that

and grammatical aspects
(Jakobsan 1849} and esta-
limits of 1tarbitraire du

principle that goveTns wthe phonemic
of language in their interrelations"
i iti nd the
blishes the frame conditioms & '
i attem

signe. The functionalist theory of grammatical fuym-ls an bept
at extending and explaining observations that linguists haveb en;
i 3 - -

making, at least eince Paul's times, about the correlations

3

tween form and content. ¥or instance, Kurylowicz (1949) speaks
]1elisms between the form of

the clasedness criterium is not absclute, but that the nature
itself of the features needed to define grammatical monemes, as
opposed te those needed to specify other, lexical monemes, may
he quite important. On the other hand, I must would like to re-
mark that the high frequency of use of grammatical morphemes de-
rives from the fact that, within any given category, we are ob-
liged to choose one of the elements of the paradigm {(which is not
the case with the other inventories mentioned by Heger). These
observations bring us nearer to the natire of grammatical signs
through a negative and insufficient characterization: by high-
lighting their scarce informational value. Lexical monemes, that

i i 1 para
of isomorphism, of structura ; . .
the content and the form of the expressidon which reveal a new

. ‘e th
type of jconicity that is much more important and systematlc tha

the old, hackneyed ones touching the substance of both levels

(onomatopneia).G - .
There can be correspondence within complexity:
i i er

die semantische Reprisentation eines 7eichens, desto komplex

seine semantische Reprﬁsentation” (*Lehmant 1974b:111%. A negatlye

formulation would be more exact, because what we really can observw

is that, when a sign loses content, it is also exposed to pho?o
' -
Latin hee die + hoedie + Spanish hoy (French hut 1m
. ] . Lt
aujourd 'hui); Latin multwm -~ Spanish muy; 0l1d High German hiu agu

Modern Standard German heute; dritter rgil + Drittel; antes de'ag
As the semantic cnmplexlty

wJe komplexer
much is clear, loss part of their meaning as they get grammatical-
ized: hodie/hoy has a more general meaning than hoc die/en este
dfa; Drittel lacks the idea of order that we find in dritter Teil.
The transition from a free syntagm to a functional expression

(te take place, to give offence, etc.) and from there to a separ-
able or inseparable) preverb’ allows to observe a stage-by-stage
process of semantic impoverishment, a gradual less of specific
features that yields more and more abstract meanings (spatial -

temporal - metaphorical space/time - valuational scale). An example
will suffice: '

logical waste:

i i ) Mexico)...
+gntiayer {Spain) ~ antier ( : . e
of a given sign decreases—its implicative putentlal——the 51i i .

sub-
fiant tends to become shorter and to become part of a reduce b-
Loss of motivatedness can have

i ts.
em of phonological cantras
o . and fusion of the segments of

as a consequence the disfiguration . o
i ore
a complex expressicn. A word becomes shorter as it is m

i i £ a sign is
i 1535} : the jnformational valug 0 :
N seed (o ‘ ) and it is define

(9) a. Der Mann trat zwei Sehritte zuriick.
'The man went back two steps.’

b. Jetat milssen alle anderen Plédne hinter dieger grossen

Aufgabe zuriicktrgten.
inversely proportional to its frequency of use,

tA11 other plans must now be postponed to this great
bability of its use. Now, postponed

as the negative lagarithm of the pro task. !

the statistically more frequently use RPOY
i i : .19, 4.38, 6.9%.).

ical signs (cf. Martinet 1060:664 , _ - .

e fa . belong to closed jnventories

1ements of a pa@

d signs are precisely the
C. Dar Minigter trat (von seinem Amt) zuriick.

h tical monemes 'The minister resigned (his office).
The fact that grammatl

points in the same direction: if the number-af e

i d. Er tritt ganz hinter seinem beriihmien Bruder zurick.
then the number of distinctive features that 1;

radigm is small, :
needed to specify them semantically will be small, too. Heger

(1963) remarked, however, that the names of the days (moéths, i
nstitute also a closed inventol]

'He is quite inferior to his famous brother.'’

In this example there is still no change of status caused by
a coming down the constituent hierarchy, such as can be abserved

seasons, fingers, numbers, ...} CO
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in:
Latin.£ZZe + SpaniSh 81 [free pronoun] - eZ'[article, bound
+ French i1 [free pronoun}-+2( ) {artlcle, bound

Latin homo -+ French on [bound ‘pronoun]
Latin habeo -+ Spanish he (de hczblar)/he [hab!ado)/thablar] P

Now, beside the loss of semantic (lexical) features we also ob-
serve the appearance of new contents like tdefinite',. "impersao-
nal", "modality', "aspect™, "temse", etc., which are directly. :
related to the categories of the lexemes to which they are bound
and above all to the function that underlies those categories:-
reference/individuation, propositional -function, etc.

It is usually claimed that "the degree of polysemy of a given
word—the number.of its meanings—increases with its frequency-
of use" (cf. *Lehmann 1974b:114); but I am unable tao agree with
such claims. The polysemy of grammatical formatives, anyway, is
almost always only apparent. And when it is real, as is the case

with Spanish haber (see above) or with Euzkera -ta- (cf. *Iturrioz
1982b), its nature is completely different to anything we cbserve .
in the case of lexemes: the various readings depend on the strictj

1y prammatical context, of the position within the constituent
hierarchy, and they are on different points of the same scale or

functional continuum; it is not quite correct to speak ofcﬁffermﬂ:?e

meanings (or uses) of '"the same morpheme'; and the differences
cannot simply be descrlbed as a loss of semantlc features, but
rather as a specific process of abstraction that is bound to
different grammatical functions (p051t10ns in a scale of gramma-
ticality. g ' '

We can make similar observations about the progre551ve simpli-
fication of the phonological representation along the scales of
grammaticality; a reduction of the number of phonemes that con-
stitute a given paradigm is observed with the transition fram
composition to derivation and to Elexion; the same is true of
the phonological features tequired for spec1f1cat10n. in sum,
new systems of opp051t10ns and constrasts are born that defy
any identification with elements of other subsystems.

127

1.3 HABEQ as an exponent of a language programme. Synchronic and dzachro~
nie aspeets of tha craation of gravma*zaal Form

A very apt 111ustrat10n of what we ‘have been saylng is the

'diachronlcal development of the Latin verb hebeo, whlch we can
_follow step by step, frum a full verb to a flex1on suffix for

tense in the Romance languages [51m11ar phenomena can also be
observed to occur in Germanic langueges, as we shall see).
The first step belongs to the more general phenomenun of the

.verbs of possession. In many {not only Indoeuropean) languages,
Syerbs hav1ng the urlglnal meaning’ of "grasping, grabbing, seizing",

change their meaning.in the course of time and come- to express
the rélation of possession holding betwean two NPs {cf. Boeder
1980). First comes the loss of the semantic feature [+ dynamic],
as a result of which we get a verb with the meaning "holding"-—
German halten, Latin teneo-—that survives in expressions like:
in der Hand haben {Spanish *haber en la.mano). Latin habere in
habeo Tibrum, English haewe in I havs a goose, German haben in
ieh habe ein Bueh, are static verbs. But the English and German

ﬂ_{and other Germanic) verbs are etymologically identical with

Latin capio, Gothic hafjan, German heben 'to take, to heave'

. (Greek. kepto 'to take with the mouth, to swallow', like Northern

German. and Dutch happen); all these words go back to a root with
the meaning "to grasp, teo grab" (Indoeuropean %gp- and its many
variants, one of which probably is . behind Latin xghere). Anyway,

German haben is-static, whereas Latin eapere, that is not used

in possessive expressians, 1s still dynamic; 01d High:German ha-
boen belongs to the "weak" verb class in -2- that denotes sub-
jective states in the fashion of the medial and passive voices

- of other languages. The meaning of possessive habeo is yet poorer

and more abstract; it is not.a full verb any more, but an auxi-

'1~11ary=verb with very little selective pcwer.'*Clasen (3981:22)

sets forth the hypothesis that the only selective restrictions
in constructions with both haben/habéo and sein/esse come From
the nouns used: '

{10) ‘a. Das Haud hat zweti Juren. 'The house hes two doors,

b. *Das Haus hat Zahne. 'The house has teeth.'
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*Seiler (1977:256f.) distinguishes logical predicates from se-
mantical predicates. The latter, represented by full verbs, im-
pose selective restrictions te their arguments, e.g. bite TR~

quires the agent to be [+ animate]; the concept itself of an agent:

requires such a feature, 50 that to open an argument position

such as 'agent'" is already typical of semantic predicates; neitherﬂ:

sein nor haben are compatible with the agent category. Seiler

seems to contradict this:

The above mentloned "auxiliaries", on the other haad, do not show any i
such restrictions. Thus, the logical predicate EXIST, or the loglcal :if
predicate APPLIES (surfacing as the copula or as "to be') can take any |
kind of argument. For any conceivable argument it may be asserted thaflg

it APPLIES to something, or that it EXISTS. (*Seiler 1981:99.)

But the contradiction is only apparent. Seiler's assertion is
correct insofar as arguments and semantic predicates are quoted,
mentioned in a metalinguistic statement: "bites” ia satid of/is
predicated of/applies to "the dog", but it is not if it refers

to the (surface) object-linguistic formulation of such statements:y

der Hund hat Hunger, der Hund ist treu—here it is scarcely pos-

sible to speak of semantic roles; that the second argument of ha-}

ben is no genuine "object" is related to the fact that such pre-
dicates are not subject to passive trangformation; and the First
argument is not an agent, either. Seiler's logical predicates

are identical to the logician's (relational or attributive) con-
stants: '"is included in" ( ), "is element of" ( ), "applies to"
(¢24%z , in second-order logic], which are sometimes "invisible"
(Hasenjaeger 1962:112f.) but can be superficially realized by
means of the auxiliaries gein, haben, etc.

The function of logical predicates is thus basically metalinguistic..{
A verb of POSSESSION must imply a certain amount of metalinguistic '
potential. This means that what it asserts or predicates must pri~

marily or predominantly refer to the mode of the relationship betweenﬂ
the two nomimals. (*Seiler 1981:99, 101.) i

How can they become invisible? The marginal status of the auxi-
liaries often results in a defective formal paradigm; the copula:
is often represented by cero, especially in the present tense
(Russian) and it can be suppressed in Latin, This does not hap-
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pen with the equivalents of hagben to the same extent, but we
must take inte account that disappearance is only the extreme
form of what we have been trying to see as a simplification of
the second articulation. In OLd German there were both regular
and reduced forms in the formal paradigm: habém, habes, habst,
habemes, habét, habént vs. han, haet, hat, han, hant: some of
the reduced forms took over with time, namely the Present Tense
forms hast and kgt, and the Past Tense form hatie. It is inter-

esting to observe that this did not happen with the full verb
sich gehaben 'to behave!
etc.]).

derived from haben (gehabst, gehabte,

Both *Clasen (1981:23) and *Seiler (1981:99f.) emphasize that
the distinction between semantic and logical predicates is not
categorially discrete, but continuous. This means that, the farther
a verb evolves from the original meaining "to grasp", the smaller
is its restrictive potential and the greater its metalinpuistic
content. Seiler, who sees in the introduction of possession verbs
an instrument feor "establishing" relations between neouns, predicts
that, when such a verb appears as a link between two inherently
related nouns, this is a mark of a high metalinguistic content
and, by implication, of a scarce or no selective potentialf

If the selective force emanating from the verb—a logical predi-
cate 1in principle—is low, and the restrictions are between noun
and noun, we are presented with a predominantly inherent posses-
sive relation. {(#Seiler 1981:100.)
The following comparative scale will make more concrete all these
somewhat abstract claims. It is a fact that the possession verb
HABEN has mot in all langusages the same combination possibilities.
This means, for me, that it has not reached the same degree of
formal abstraction in all languages. The more similar it is to
a full verb, the less it is able to establish an inherent re-
lation. In all afore-mentioned languages HABEN may express pos-
session in the ordinary, colloquial sense: 7 have a book, ich
hake ein Buch, habeo Tibrum, j'ai un livre—except in Spanish:
*yo he un Iibro; at this end of the scale, Spanish differs from
other languages in that it is farther from being a full verb; in
its place, it is now used tener: tange un Ilibro; but again, Spa-
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nish tener is a b1t far from the orlglnal Latln tanere, in whosef
place we regularly find sastener, although 1t 15 possible tc use

it 1n the 0ld sense: tenma la mega, que. -5 no se cae (ten egto i
the sense of toma eeto), in tenga un thro, however, tener has a

ready lost the original speC1f1c feature "phy51ca1 contact with ;
somethlng" {"sostener") or rather ‘this feature is transformed or:
dilluted in the more abstract feature ”to dlspose of somethlng" :
(control). Now, in Spanlsh you can say tener ueznte afios but not 
haber veinte aiicg; in German stich an expre551on is altogether 1m
p0551ble {except fov some dlalects] *zwanztg Jahre haben—to ex<
press age you must use the more grammatlcallzed auxiliary sein,
like in Latin (or English).

HABEN become a flexlonal afflx for the formatlon of a grammatlcal

Agaln, only in Spanish and French has

tense: hablar-e, (7e) parler -ai, These facts are not. accidents; ..

they are rather systematlc, they obey a law which is the law of

an ordered scale or grammatlcallty and of the pr1nc1ples that con-’

stitute the dimension of POSSESSION. A chart covering four 1an-
guages,_each represented by two_verbs, follows,

‘‘teneo habeo

I. 'to grasp, grab’ (+) o +) T2 ) - ) -
ITI. "to held' - + - T + oy s
III. 'to support’ + -+ - + - + S
IV. Age . : S T e B - (=) E :
1 . . — ) .
v SEZSI:a;i;pgzz of’ - * - + + - - +
Vi. Part-whole re- _ + - ¥ : ~ . +
lation {eyes...)
. VII._Physieal/mentaL _ + _ + 4 N _ .
state (pain...)}
VIII. Aktionsart P - +- 4 - = e
IX. EXIST® - ST S ¥ s + _ +
X. Modaldicy =0~ = e - + + + - +
XTI, Aspect : - - - + - ¥ = O
XI1. Tense i - C= S + - L “ -

The first'meeoing is also the most specific in that it contains
the greatest. number of lexzcal features, but also in that it de- -
scrlbes concrete operat*ons that imply contact wlth somethlng '

tenir " avoir temer haber halten habm1?5. the lexical domain as much;

full verb,
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Thus, the specification of I needs at least the features [+ dynam-

ic, +directional, + contact, + continuative]; from among these,
the second feature must already be negatively specified for II;
the third feature for III; and the fourth keeps valid ali the way
down till IX at least.
gationis. In fact, for the specification of “grammatical contents™,
we need such new features as [+ resultative], [* control], [+dis-
position], [#perfective], [%past], which are nothing but labels
that summarize the complex propositional facts behind the correct

use of tenses, etc, y

From then on it has no sense to go via ne-

The differences between a language and another are remarkable
in two respocts {a} the twao verbs don't cover the same part of the
functional range, a fact which is determined by the their distances
‘to bath ends of it; {b) the logical relation between the two verbs
(iﬁtereection? complementary distribution, etc.). In Spanish,
haber is reduced to logico-grammatical contents, there is a minimal
intersection; the French verb avoir is gone as far as the Spanish
verb haber in the'gtammatical domain but without withdrawing from

where

almest the same situation is found in
German, The fact that habea, aveir, haben are widely kept as full
verbs explalns that teneo, tenzr, kalten have made small progress
towards the other end of the scale. The Latin expression habeo dic-
tum (factum, scriptﬁm;...}, corresponding to Spanish lo tengo di-
cho/visto,,., and not to he dtcho/visto..., is on the fence be-
tween Aktionsart and Possession 1n the strict sense of the word
(cf. *Seiler 1973:

haten/haber/tener etc. :

”possessor of an act"). Modal expressions with

has de saber, tienes que trabajar, du hast

au schwavgen, vous avez a payer.
The above chart makes cleart that the appositioen "full vs. auxi-
liary” (semantic vs. 1og1ca1, ete.} is not categorial, but conti-

nuous, "squishy". Even in the cases where they are more like a

. haben/aveir/tener are verbs with a poor objective se-
mantic conteht, as is shown by the fact that they scarcely have
any selective potential: their function is to establish a relation
between two NPs, & relation whose nature is understood from the
meaning of the nouns involved, from their definiteness or indefi-

aiteness and from the context generally. A chart that compares
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these verbs with other verbs that express more specifically pos-
ssession (*Clasen 1981:19£,) follows:

Vater Sohn Kopf Raar Intelligen=z Hose Haus

'padre' 'hija’ 'cahsza' fpelo’ "inteligencia' 'pantaldn’ 'casa'

haben - + + + + + +
'tener'

besitzen - - 7 + + + +
'poseer’

pehiiren - - - - - + +
'pertencer’

MNow, given that this is a continuum and that each verb covers &
different range of it, To what an extent may we affirm that all
languages possess {have) a verb HALTEN and a verb HABEN? May we
speak of an anly sign HABEN covering a more OT less wide range

of the functional continuum within any given language? These are
questions that have no easy answer. The problem involved is simi-
1ar to that of the semantic field of colours: language have got

yvarious colour basic terms that cover different areas of the 1ighti

spectrum; what is one arca (one colour) for a given language may
be two far another, and besides the boundaries won't be identical':
{there will be more or less clear displacements) in most cases.
similarly, the "area” of the functional Hspectrum' covered by
Erench avoir is divided in two in Spanish: tfener and haber are
almost complementary within a "fuzzy' zone as high as Modality;

the displacement is especially clear if we compare HABEN in severalg

languages. The different labels on the left side of the chart
should not suggest that there are here several sememes and that,

therefore, we are justified in speaking of several morphemes: te-f?

neo,, On the other hand,
it is difficult tao maintain that he in ke de deeir and in dir-& are:
variants of one sign HABER; without doubt, we should reckon with
focal instances and quasi-categorial cuts. Anyway, it is clear

that the dichotomy semantic/formal does not bring us very far.

teneo,, teénzo , habeo, habeo,, habeo

Not even concepts like '"modality', "aspect', ntense” are perfect-’

1y defined in languages, as is shown by diachronic change and
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synchronic overlapping. The "future" both in German and in Spa-
nish is strongly modal:

{10) [Calcule que] tendrd uncos quince afos,
"1 reckon he will have some fifteen years.'’

In the "present perfect" the aspectual and temporal components

overlap in different degrees for different languages (cf. Comrie
1976:ch.3).

Z. Metapredicative, metalinguiatic

The above example allows us to understand something about the
nature of formal abstraction: it is a scalar pracess that leads
to the creation of grammatical form. The concept of grammaticality
is defined formally on the basis of properties like separability,
interchangeability, modifiability, autonoemy. It is only at an ad-
vanced stage in the process of grammaticalization that concepts
like "Aktionsart", '"aspect", "tense" and other concepts related
to the valency or actantial structure of verbs appear. However,
very little has been said about a possible functional common de-
nominator for such concepts and about the justification of our
talking of them as ''grammatical'. Two considerations are relevant
here: (a) that they are metalinguistic in nature; {b) that they
are or represent formal schemata. In this paper I shall only deal
with the first consideration; but I hope to write more extensively
about the second one in a soon forthcoming paper.

Modern logic defines a metalanguage as a sign system that is
used to describe another language {e.g. a natural language), the
so-called "object-language'. The difference between metalanguage
and object-language is not only in use; in any natural language
the objective and metazlinguistic elements are mixed, and an es-
sential stage in Formalization consists of their separation, so
as to bring into light what Hasenjazeger called 'invisible pre-
dicates'.

We shall analyze the logical nature of connective operations; we
shall show that the meaning of these operations can only be defined
in the metalanguage. (Reichenbach 1949:42.)
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De einfachsten Regeln... haben die Form

"y ist p" erlasbt "X ist q"

"X ist p' erlaubt "X ist nicht g

Diese Regeln formulieren. Uperationen, ‘die mit Elementaraussagen

vorgenommen werden scllen, Man gsprichr hier zlso iiber die Spra;
che, das Wort "erlaubt" gehdtt. zur Metasprache, wle man sagt. In

der Umgangassprache fermuliert man solche Elementarregeln etwa
in folgender Weise:

Wer vernfinftig ist, ist gltig.
Wer gerechr ist, ist nicht barmherzig.
Man kann es diesen Sdtzen ‘natirlich nicht ansehen, ob sile als Re-
geln gemeint sind. (Lorenzen }974 14, )
Metalinguistic operations; as the quoted passages suggest, play
an important rale in cordinary language; iogic, as applied to
- patural languages, has the task of systematically separating -
“levels of language™ and of making explicit the operations that
in ordinary language are implicit or covert. :
Jakobson has in several papers emphasized the jmportance of
"metalinguistic operations’ as part of our usual linguistic activ-
ities, as a learning instrument; as a technique that 1s last -
during aphasia (loss of the naming faculty), and fimnally as a’
method of semantic descriptien both for lexical and for gramma-
tical eleménts: efficient translation of a message into another
language or sign system; metalinguistic interpretation of messages
‘through paraphrasis apnd synonyms (a bachalorn is an unmarried man),
use of lexical means to express number oT tense into languages
that do not have them (the 0Ld Russian dualis bwata is translated

with the aid of a numeral adjective: two- brothers}

.An ability te. speak & given language 1mplies an ability to talk
about ¢his language. {Jakebson 1959a 262 bl
To the extent that Jakobsan extends these assertions to all signs,
included grammatical szigns, a% against Chomsky's nonsemantical
theory of grammatical structure—wvhat he seems to do is, not ex-
plaining the dichotomy 'semantic {lexical, full) vs. logical
(formal, auxiliary)", but explaining it away, in that he identi-

fies both terms:
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It was clear to Boas that any difference of grammatical cate-—
gories carries semantic information... He would not accept an
antisemantic theary of grammatical structure,; and any defaitist
. allusion to the imaginary obscurity of the notlor of meaning
seemed tao Boas mteelf ubscure and meaninglese (Jakohson 195%b:
-493)
But it is only apparent Jakobsnn belleves that if a glven'
language lacks a grammatical category, 1ts sense may neverthe—
less be translated inte it by lexical means, but he admits
that the fldellty of the translatlcn would be 1mpa1red When
we translate the sentence She has bvothers 1nto a 1anguage
which dlscrlmlnates dual and plural we are obliged to choose
between the prop051t10ns "She has two brothers” and "She has
more than twao brothers"wuor else to 1eave the dec151on to the

listener and say ”She has. elther two or more than two brothers”,

‘and again, if we have to translate into Engllsh from a language

that lacks grammatical number, we are obliped to choose between
two alternatives: brother (singular) vs. brothers (plural}—or
else to mention both: She has elithér. one or more than one
brother (Jakobson 1959a:263£.). Another différence has to do
with the cognitive function of lanpuage, with respect to which
language is scarcely dependent on the grammatical system
. hecaeee ehe'definition of our expefience stands in cnmplementery

‘relation to metalinpuistic operations—the cognitive level of

language not only admits but directly requires recoding interpret—

ation, i. 2. translation. (Jakubson 195%a: 265 )
Nevertheless, in phantasy, in dreams, in magic, that is, in what
we could call linguistic mythology, and also in poetry, the
grammatical categories are quite important semantically; even
grammatical gender, often believed to be purely farmal, plays
an impertant role in the mythological attitudes of a community:

Under these conditions; the question of translation becomes much
more entangled and controversial. (Ibid,)

I'n fact, whenever Jakobson insists in the convenience of a seman-
tic description of grammatical structuve, he hurries to say that
the ‘essential difference lies in the fact that '"the grammatical
pattern of a language (as opposed to its lexical stock) deter-
mines those aspects of each'experience that must be expressed’
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(female animal + feminine noun}-——Stier ‘bull' (male animal + f
masculine noun)—~rind !'bovine’ (logical sum, one or the othe; -

neuter noun)-——fgald 'calf! (nonaduit, immature animal neuter nbun} L
In this case, gender does nothing but repraduce/reflect a seman- s
tical gender that is already contained in the noun, so that the
predicativity of the iterated marks in

in the given language', that "languages differ essentially in
what they must convey and not in what they can convey" (1859a:
264]. that "the true difference between lapguages is not in what
they may or may not be expressed but in what must or must not be
conveyed by the speakers", "grmmar [is] a real ars obligataria"
(L959b:492), In order to translate correctly the English sentence

I hired a worker into Russian or Spanish, an additional informat- _;f gin-g agli-g weigs-¢ Kuh, welch-e
ign is required, because in those languages we must choose between;; S viej-a blanc-a vaca, l-a eual
perfective and imperfective (ranjal/coniraté vs. nanimal/contrata- : is nil: none of them expresses nothi h )
ba) as well as between a masculine and a feminine noun (rabotnika/;ﬁ pressed in the mucleus pThe ol th?ng that is not &Ir?ady ex-
obrero vs. rabotnicu/obrera). In English, the choice of a noun . linguistic operation wgose o Z' 1?3 :hey represent is a meta-
was selected automatically from the pair singular/plural and from E 211 the constituents thac bea:ct;o: is kconstincy ?f the object™:
the pair definite/indefinite, as against many other lanpguages . the same object as the moun ic t: ma; are "predicaments" of
{American ¥fndian, Asiatic, etc.), that have no grmmatical proced- It is well known that the delr;e OZY all c?r?y the same va?iable,
ure to express those concepts. ' ropean languages is generalli rathersizint;CIty :: e 2
This was for Boas the paramount question which... enabled him to : ‘example is more the exception than the ’1 tam.:e at the above
draw a demarcation line between the domain of morphelogy and syn- rule; in the sentences
tax with their compulsory rules and the freer field of vocabulary | cin-e alt-g weise-e Jacke, velohos

and phraseology. (Jakobson 1939h:492E£.)
UH~-a viej-a blanc-a chaquet-a, 1-a eual...

What Jakobson, however, has not yet clearly understood is the
connection of this with metalinguistic operations. He seems to
have taken for granted that grammatical information contains also
aspects of experience (!) with the only peculiarity that these
aspects must be obligatorily expressed. But grammatical informat-
ion is not part of the message, but part of the code; it is not
information about "things', but about language itself; it is not
objective (object-linguistic) but metalinguistic. Jakobson's
above quoted remark has now got a much more specific sense: when
we speak a language, we necessarily speak about that language,
namely through its grammatical elements. Beside the greater or
lesser degree of semanticity (sense, motivation) of a given gram-
matical category, its degree of predicativity, i.e. what it comn-
tributes to the message or propositional content which is not
contributed to them by any cther constituent is practically nil.
Let us suppose for one moment that the degree of motivation of
gender in a language was so high that we could say it is merely

a reflection of the semantic category "sex", e.g. German Kuh 'cow'

the agreeing elements do not reflect a semantical feature of the
head noun (female object), but an arbitrary quality of that noun,
namely its belonging to a semantically unmotivated noun class.

In this case, not only the degree of predicativity but also the
degree of semanticity is nil. But the fact of its iterated oc-
currence remains—and alse the function of the metalinguistic
operation that is behind that (formal) fact. In both cases, an
elementary function of individuation is hidden behind the (mo-
tivated or unmotivated) reference to the noun, as we shall see.
In the second case, it can be more clearly seen that the gender
marks do not immediately say anything of the ovbject in question,
but of the noun; but both cases are functionally equivalent,
2galnst Martinet's opinion (1962) that the English gender (re-
ference to the object) and the French gender (reference to the
noun) are not the same. In my opinion, we have in both cases a
metalinguistic reference, and the difference lies elsewhere,
namely in motivatedness: it is not the case that English would
refer to an object {except for the whole NP, of course), but only
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to a semantic feature of the naun by means of the satellites;
in both cases, & classificatian gf nouns, not objects, takes -
‘place.: : : : R
The degree of semanticity can itzelf be used as a parameter}
in order ta measure the degree of grammaticality of different
procedures—agreement, noun classes, numeral classifiers, and’
other 1nd1d1vuat10n techniques., In spite of an eventualily quite
high degree of semanticity, a given element can be obligatory
and hence grammatical and metallngulstlc, for instance, the nu-
meral c13551£1ershave 1n some 1anguages ‘the status of 1exemes,
thus Vlet con in ba con tndu 'three animal buffalu' that cnly
conveys an 1n£ormat10n that 15 already present in trau (1t5
abject- pred1cat1v1ty is ni1}. Naw, if the degree of semant1c1ty
is high, that of obllgatnrlness—~and hence of pred1cat1v1ty—a15'

usually iow; in fact, numeral c13551£1crs are in general obli-

gatory anly in the presence of a ‘numeral; in some 1anguages, thereﬂﬂ_

are other categorial env1ronments that also trigger its use (pro-
nouns, adjectives), and this can be used to establish a scale ef
obligatoriness. predicativity and semanticity are logically in-
dependent parameters, although there 1is doubtless a correlation
between them. The difference between numeral. clagsifiers and gen-
der is not of kind but of degree—with Tespect to each parameter.
This scale, as well as other scales that have so far been sub-:
ject to scrutiny, have shown grammaticality to be a continuous
property;. in all cases, We are attending to. a process of form:
creation by which lexical elements progressively lose objective
(object- linguistic, object-predicative) value, as fast as and to
the extent to which they become metapredicative elements; ob-

ject-predicativity and metapredicativity are always. present (''do- B

sed!, MapporTtioned") in jnversely proportional degrees along the

different hnmc—functlonal instances that make up. & scale of gram-

maticality.
~This concept of ”metallngulstlc"
wegTm!! . {structure, grammar), is much more differentiated and

firmly bound to that of -

explanatory than the logician's; it means as much as self-re-
ferential and encompasses all those categories whose "meaning!
can only be grasped by referring back to the caode they belong

M/C: parts of discourse
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to. These conclusions are already implied in JFakaobsaon's paper

on Russian verbal categories (1957:130ff.), where he paints out

that m g i
essage and code, the two pillars of communication, function

"in a duplex manner':.

They may 2t once be utilized and refarred ¢

_ to (= point

2tzzis§§§dmaihrefer to the code or te another megsage?da:;)onngz
e (oot : geEeral meaning of a cade unit may imply a refer-
by coenvod) tobt e cade or to the message. Accordingly four DU-
eesae referii e distinguished: 1) two kinds of CIRCULARITY—
osoyse yeter lzg to message (M/M) and code referring to code
e cinds of OVERLAPPING-—message referring to code

nd code referrving to message (C/M) {Jakobson 1957: 133 }

The four types come tagether in the Engllsh sentence'
(11) .

sz {C/C) »o?d (M/M) me (C/M} ”‘Yzckﬂ" means ”mGULes" M/C)
C/M: it ¢ |
" mbraces a. class of grammatical units that Jakobsonm call

g iy e .. 3 )
tifters"—code units that connect the message with the

and cannot be defined without reference to

personal pronouns or affixes, temporal af-

e the person who says I and has an existential
ation to the utterance: it is the utterer

speech situation
the message, e.g.

fixes. I denotes

C/C: proper 5
/ proper nouns. Tts general meaning cannot be defined without

a 1 - Fn
(c;lcular} reference te the code: Jim denotes any persoc
n

w?o 1? called.Jiﬁ——withnut any commnn property but the fact
EE ?ﬁ;ﬁiaizdczlledf The general meaning of aﬁild OT pup can
e ,f mians of abstract nouns like ehildhiced or

- phrases liﬁe__young:dog”——but naot so with 3
which la;k_any symbolic value. . o preRen e

s .

perts of ised autonymously, i.e. as indicating or

ng- themselves—flicks and. movies in the above exampl
% 2 2

Ciosely re cls i
Y lated to mention or quotation within a discourse.

M/M: uttergﬁ;e directly Dr'indirectlysqubted i message w1th
message, an utterdnce about an uttcrantc Tt embrdccs '11n]d
set of procedures for refcrrlng back to the mebsage f;OW}Dle

.quctatlon proper’ thlough to substantlvc ahstrJLLlon’(no |
izatien). mlnal_

Now,

e o ]J
.[0! 1,!, abStIﬂLth“ in my sense 1s a rocess 0[ COQIJ‘.‘ creation

S_[Ol atian of sage 1 GLIC of Vv na on
Dj: tran m L mes g nteg c 3y Ub ective lnfor'n ti
.
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into metalinguistic informatian. The elements of the code can
refer either ta the message or back to the code; and in the
former case, they can either refer to the message proper, the
utterance, or to its being uttered, to discourse—and, within
each group, they can refer to the action/situatioca or to the
actants/participants. Jakobson includes all "shifters' into the
category C/M. That is because he does not discriminates predi-
cativity and metapredicativity., Thus he takes for granted that
the category of gender refers to the message (C/M:P®). This may
be valid for Engliish, and in general for semantic agreement, E
but not for mechanical agreement, where the affixes refer clearlyf;
to the code—to the class the head noun belongs to—on the basis
of nonsemantical criteria. And even if agreement is basically
semantic, there is the case of unmarked terms within a semantic
opposition, and here the agreement affix must refer ta the gram-
matical class (!} the noun belongs to, i.e. to the code (C/C:P®):%?

Latin
German der Ferkel, der; die Sau, die; das Schwein, das

vir, qui; mulier, gquae; homa, qui

der Enterich, der; die Ente, die; die Ente, die

Number is another case in point; in Germdn die Unkosten waren hock,
the verb has tc be in the plural, even though the noun does not

designate a semantic plurality (plurale tantum, like Iriimmer, Spe-
Similarly, the personal affixes of the

sen, seissors, pamntsd,...}.
verb do not necessarily refer to the semantic roles of the parti-
cipants, but often, and in the last instance, to grammatical (syn-
tactical) relations—or to pragmatic roles. Formal abstraction
converts the schema C/M into the schema C/C, which is nothing but
a consequence of the transformation of M into C (message into code
Jakobson models aspect as C/M:E; but from the exposition contained
in *Iturrioz 1987a it follows that the schema of aspect is much
more complex than that; it refers certainly to Aktionsart (M},

but is also coardinates Aktionsart with role codification (espe-
cially the aobject role) and alsa with individuation, besides
establishing relations between statements through the schema of

incidence,®
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§. hast remarks on the concept of grammaticality

A. Grammaticality is a cantinous, aat a discrete quality,
both morphosyntactically and semantically (progressive disso-
ciation from lexical semantics).

B. The theary sketched here brings into light some principles
that underlie the evolutien, the gradual process through which
grammatical form evolves out of the lexicon.

C. This theory accounts for the gradual differences found
between several meanings (functions) associated to one and the
samle signifiant, or between several instances within ane and
the same language, or between different languages. These in-

stances are scalarly ordered and directly comparable when con-
tiguous.

D. It is capable of explaining the parallelism between phono-
logical and grammatico-semantical subsystems in a fashion that
is more adequate than is the postulation of underlying structures.
Here is an example. It is commonly supposed that in ke's /s/ re-
presents the same phoneme that in other subsystems (e.g. that of
derivational elements or that of lexemes}, and that, as a morph,
it represents ambiguously the morphemes HAS and IS. In truth, the
only thing it represents is [+ 3vd person, + singular, +present],
because here the grammatical contents {# transitive, & active] have

disappeared—they are predictable Ffrom the context, as are the
full forms.

E. In both cases, it is not the concrete instances that are
universal, nor the number of concurring (paradigmatic) elements
within a functional continuum, nor the way they are distributed
in it. In some cases, they can be in complementary distribution,
e.g. in tenir vs. quoir—each language determines the boundaries;
and in general there is partial overlapping—albeit in different
places and to a variable extent. In other cases a term is generic
(unmarked}, the other specific (marked).

F. The only universal is the programme, the schema as such,
i.e. the principles that give it form.
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FOOTHOTES

1¢f. for a start *Iturrioz 1985c.

2

For a general exposition, see *Iturrioz 1986a.

3 For detalls cf. *Iturrioz 1987a ("Von der freien {pragmatischen} Rede zur

Syntax® The examples are caken from Givan 1975, Maliinson/Bliake 1981, L1/
Thompson 1973a, 1973b, Srahlke 1970, Lord 1973.

% There 1s no semantlcs without a syntax; a semantic calcuius is nothing but
a metalanguage with its own syntactic structure.

$ 0f. *Iturrioz 1982b, 1983a.

¢ Among recent contributioms T woeld like to point out Gamkrelidze 1976, *Leh~
mann 1974b, Mayerthaler 1980. Mot so related to our specific question, but very
enkighening as to the general underlying principle is *Lehmann 1974a—on the
iconic nature of relative order in conditicnal sentences.

7 ¢f. *Itureioz 1987a.

% gailer calls "established" and "inherent" the two principles that govern the
co—variation of form and content and the consequent scalar ordering of diverse
seructures within the dimension of POSSESSION. CE. *Geiler ed. 1973, #Seiler
1973a, 1980a, 19Bl. '

® In Mexico it ie possible to say e.g. tiene diez aios viviendo acé.

1% sypresions such as Spanish May, French il y a, are cases of lexicalization;
but that s also the meaning of tener/haben in el rfo no tiene peces, &5 hat
Fische im Fhein.

11 for German, Vater 1975 claims that the dominant component of what is habitual-
1y considered as the future formative werden is not temporality, but modality
(inferential).

12 gap Jakobson 1956:245Ff.; 1959a:260ff.7 1959b:4B9LE.

13 On the two types of agreement (semantical and mechaniecal), cf. *Beine 1982,
*Waiter 1982, *Ostrowski 1982a, *Serziske 1982b, #Lehmann 1982b.

" On aspect and roles see Hopper/Thompson 1980, Bolinper 1971, On the schema
of incidence see Klein 1974:80f.

CENERAL FOOTNOTE: #This paper 1s very closely related to the above paper
about gender, but it does not follew immediately because it touches matters
that are alse implicit in Leal's paper on set-talk.
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