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Historical. Syntax and Synchronic Morphology: 

An Archaeologist's Field Trip 1 • 2 

Tal.my Givc{n 
The University of California, Los Angeles 

1. Introduction.- This paper embodies an attempt to explain the 
genesis of affixal morphology, both deri vational and inflectional.. 
I propose below that in order to understand current morphologies 
and morphotactics of a language, one must construct specific hypo­
theses about the syntactic order and transformational structure of 
the language at some earlier stage of its historical development. 
Further, I will attempt to show how the synchronic syntax of a lan­
guage must constrain the range of alternative courses through which 
its aff'iJcal morphology evolves. Finally, I will illustrate the use 
of the synchronic affixal. morphology o'f languages in reconstructing . 
earlier diachronic stages or their syntax. 

In probing this subject one must consider -the status or the 
presumed borderline between synchronic and diachronic syntax. This 
is not surprising, since the nature or syntactic processes remains 
inherently transformational., whether one deals with synchronic T­
rules or diachronic syntactic 'change' • In this respect I would 
like to show how some recent uses or the synchronic morphotactics 

r~l~@;~~-::~:th~;;~;,;~~=::on:••=: ::~tio 
trder in the verb phrase of most Bantu languages is VERB:COMP. The 
relevant morphology of the verbal word itself consists of the fol­
loving sequence: 

(1) * A-M-OP-verb stem-VDS -

vhere A stands for subject-agreement morpheme, M for tense-aspect­
modal morphemes, OP for anaphoric object pronoun and VDS for verb;. 
derivational. suffix, 'With the asterisk indicating possible recurs-
ion3. . 

In Givcfn(l971a) I have surveyed the evidence which suggests 
that both the modality prefixes (M above) and the verb-deriving 
suffixes (VDS above) have historically arisen from main verbs do­
minating sentential. complements. I have further shown that while 
the condensation of main 'modal I verbs into modality prerixes in 
Bantu is a relatively recent process, the condensation or semanti­
cally similar 'modal I verbs into verb surfixes must have occured 
much earlier at some stage or Proto-Proto -Bantu. Finally, I have 
suggested that the best explanation ror the surrixal position of 
the Bantu verb-deriving suffixes - in race or the current VERB: 
COMP syntactic order in the Bantu verb phrase - lies in the hy­
pothesis that at the time the sufrixes arose from main verbs, the 
syntactic order in the Bantu verb phrase must have been COMP:VERB. 
In this fashion, the differential rise of' prerixes and suffixes 
from a rather similar range of main 'modal' verbs may be ascribed 
to a historical. syntactic change in Bantu - COMP:VERB> VERB:COMP. 
That is: 



(3) COMP:VERB (syntax) 

vp 

s.,/" 
(n-t(' '-v v 

(4) VERB:COMP (syntax) 
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SUFFIXATION (morphology) 

vp 

//\ 
(np) v-[suffix]v 
PREFIXATION (morphology) 

vp 

r-L~ 
The arrow in (3), (4) above represents the historical process by 
which main verbs were re-interpreted, at the morphemic level; as 
verb suf'fixes (3) or verb prefixes (4). Whether this re-analysis 
at the morphemic level also involves re-analysis at the semantic 
level is a separate question which will nt>t be discussed here. 

Independent support for the hypothesis presented above comes 
from the morphotactics of the Bantu anaphoric object pronoun (OP in 
(1)). The current syntactic order in Bantu, VERB:COMP, would predict 
the occurence of object pronouns as verb suffixes. In fact, they 
appear as verb pre :fixes. Thus , for example, in Swahili : 

( 5) ni-li-ona ki tabu ni-li-ki-ona 
I-past-see ·booit" ==:> I-past:rt-see 

'I saw the book' 'I sav it' 

This seeming discrepancy can again be explained by the hypothesis 
proposed above, namely that at some older historical stage in the 
development of Bantu, the syntactic order within its verb phrase 
must have been COMP:VERB. The pronominalization pattern seen in (5) 
above originated at that time, and the subsequent syntactic change 
has left the bound pronoun morpheme •stranded' or frozen in its 
earlier syntactic position. 

2.2. Excavation two -- object pronouns in Amharic.- pie current 
syntactic order in the Amharic verb phrase is COMP:VERB. Evidence 
from Geez as veil as .other Semitic languages outside Ethiopia makes 
it reasonably clear·; however, that the older syntactic order of 
Proto-Amharic, ·perhaps before it came into contact with the Cushi­
tic languages of Ethiopia, must have been VERB:COMP. Object pronouns 
in Amharic, much like those of Geez and other Semitic languages, 
follow the verb as suffixes: 

(6) issu bll-mllicina nmtta 
he in-car c~; 

'He c~a car' 

issu mll.tta-bb~-t 
he came-in-it 

• 'He came init'( in response 
to: 'Who came in the car?') 

Bach (1968) has used this seemingly inverse position of the 
Amharic object pronoun as part of a complex argument purporting to 
show that Amharic still has, synchronically, the deep word order 
VERB:COMP' in its verb phrase. In my view this use of petrified, 
bound morphology in Bach's argument is illegitimate. At best, the 
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synchronic verb-morphology- ot Amharic points out to the older his­
torical. stage ot Amharic syntax, when its verb phrase had the order 
VERB:COMP. This in no way implies that Bach's other arguments, ba­
sed on synchronic syntactic behavior, are invalid. In general, if' 
one could show that synchronic syntactic ru1es such as gapping, ex­
traposi tion 1 topical.ization or f'ocusing must be ordered~ a 
'historical change' movement rule I then I think one is justified 
in claiming that the historical order-change ru1e is still part of 
the synchronic transf'ormational component of' the language. On the 
other hand, it seems to me that in the absence of' any synchronic 
T-rule which precedes the 'historical' rule 1 it is rather meening­
less to posit a 'deep' syntactic order and then change it by the 
very first T-rule of' the grammar. In other words I at such a point 
in the development ot the language I an erstwhile synchronic T-rule 
has probably become a historical rule of' change in syntax. This 
type of an argument, it seems to me, is quite analoguous to the one 
which has been going on in Phonology-. 

Hetzron (in private communication) has pointed out to me that 
Arabic presents an anal.oguous case to that of' Amharic with respect 
to the morphotactics of the object pronoun. The current syntactic 
order in Arabic is VERB:SUBJ:COMP1 but the object pronouns, as in 
Amharic, are suffixed to the verb I thus pointing out to the older 
SUBJ:VERB:COMP syntactic order. 

2.3. Excavation three - clitic ·ob.1ect pronouns in Romance.- The 
current syntactic order in Romance languages in SUBJ:VERB:COMP. 
However, the 'clitic' object pronouns of' Romance languages are e,­
~ to the verb 1 as eg. in Spanish: 
(7) yo compre los libros 

I bought the books 
'I bought the books' 

yo • 10s comprl 
I • them bought 
'I bougbt them• 

s in the case of Bantu and Amharic I this tact must point out to 
l~he older syntactic order ot Romance - SUBJ:COMP:VERB. And indeed 
1ebmann(l97la) bas pointed out that early Latin, as well as all the 
early Indo-European dialects, had the syntactic order COMP:VERB in 
their verb phrase. 

To complete the prallel with Bantu, note that many bound moda­
li ty morphemes in Romance appear as verb sutf'ixes I when clear evi­
dence exists to suggest their having arisen f'rom ·ma1n verbs. Thus, 
for example, the future marker in Spanish is a cognate of the verb 
'have' 1 as i II seen in the two paradigms· below: 

(8) yo h; 'I have' yo comprar-J 'I will .buy' 
tu has 'you have' tu comprar-M 'you will buy' 
el ha 'he has' el comprar-a 'he will buy' 
nosotros hemos 1ve have I nosotros comprar-emos • 'we'll bUi11 

ellos hen 'they have' ellos comprar-ifu 'they will buy' 

Clearly, mu:h like the I cli tic I prefixed-pronouns I these verb suf­
fixes J11W1t have arisen at a time when the verb-phrase syntax of 
Romance must have still been COMP:VERB. In this vain it is al.so 
llot at all surprising to find most of the other 1 older tense-aspect 
lllarken of Romance as verb suffixes. It one thus assumes that the 

-
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preterit and imperfect tense-aspect markers of Romance have also 
arisen, ultimately, from main verbs, then their verb-suffix posi­
tion, as in the Spanish paradigms below, is again 1'ully explained 
by the older, COMP:VERB, syntax: 

( 8) compr-t 'I bought' compr-aba ' (I) was buying' 
compr-as-te 'you bought I compr..;.°iibis 'you were buying' 
compr-6 'he bought' compr..;.~ '(he) was buying' 
compr-mnos 'we bought' compr-~amos 'we were buying' 
compr-aron 'they bought' compr-aban 'they were buying' 

As I will show below, Germanic languages show a very similar situ­
ation. Note also that recently developed modals in Romance, whose 
verbal origin is much easier to ascertain, appear as prefixed to 
the verb, as eg. in the use of ir 'go' as a future marker in Spa-
nish: -

(9) yo voy a comprar 'I'm going to buy' 
tu vas a comprar 'you're going to buy' 
el i!'"a comprar 'he's going to buy' 

The verb-prefixed position of the more recent modals is of course 
fully explained by the synchronic VERB:COMP syntax of Romance. In 
this respect the situation is again fully analoguous to Bantu, see 
above. 

3. Syntactic chan5e in ·the noun phrase 
3.1. Site one -- the Swahili•relative pronoun.- In most languages 
having a relative pronoun as a separate morpheme, that pronoun~­
rectly follows the head noun modified by the rel. clause. With res­
pect to subject rel.. pronouns, no movement rule is invol.ved, since 
( this hol.ds onl.y for S-V-0 l.anguages whose modifying clauses follow 
the head noun) the subject rel.. pronoun would automatically fal.l in 
a position adjacent to the head noun, as in English: 

(l.O) the chil.d [the child ran] _ ~ the child !!!2, ran 

As to object rel.. pronouns, particularly in S-V-0 languages whose 
modifying cl.auses follow the head noun, a drastic movement rule 
must take pl.ace (or, in other terms, a far-reaching copying rule), 
bringing the pronoun to a position adjacent to the head noun, as in: 

(ll) the chil.d [I saw the child] ~ the child !!!2!, I saw 

The strength of this seemigly universal 'rel. pronoun attrac­
tion• principl.e may be il.lustrated by the following example from 
Bambara (for which I am indebter to Karen Courten~). In this lan­
guage under many conditions the sentence forming a rel. clause is 
not embedded af'ter the appropriate equi-noun, but rather is conjo­
ined after the matrix sentence, using the same anaphoric pronomina­
lization which appears in normal. conjunction. However, the rel.­
subordinating particle !!!!:.!!, remains in the matrix sentenlie - direc­
tly following the equi-noun modified by the rel.. clause : 

(12) conjunction: n ye ce ye , o ye mbumu san 
• I past man see, iie past knife buy 

'I saw the man, (and)he bought the knife' 
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(13) relativization: n ye ce !!!!.a ye I o ye mbumu san 
I past man·that see,· ·he past knife bey 

'I. saw the maii'v'ho boughtthe knife' 

lbst Bantu languages I if they at a11 have a rel. pronoun I seem 
to abide by this •attraction' principle. Thus for example in Chi­
Bemba.1 with the demonstrative used as a rel. pronoun, one finds: 

(14) =ana [~ a-a-isbile] -+ umuana ~ a-a-ishile 
child child A-M-leave child.who A-M-leave 

--- 'The chillwho left ••• ' 
(15) =ana [n-a-mweene umuana] ~ umuana ~ n-a-lJIW'eene 

child I-M-see child child whom I-M-see 
'The childwhom I saw ••• ' 

Only a rev Bantu languages, vith Swahili among them, present a ra­
ther baffling situation, vith the rel. pronoun appearing basically 
as a verb suffix within the rel. clause. This is fairly straight­
forward in the present-habitual -.!!:,- tense of Swahili: 

(16) mwana a-a-la IJIW'&Da a-a-la-~ 
child A-pres.-eat child A-pres.-eat-2 

'The child eats' 'The child who eats ••• 1 

(17) n-a-mu-ona mwana mwana ni-~-ona-~ 
I-pres.-him-see child child I-him-see-whom 
'I see thechild 1 5 'The childwhom I"""'see ••• •5 

lbre recently Swahili has begun to introduce a new relativization 
pattern, using the verb emba '*ss;y' as a carrier for the rel. pro­
noun - directly adjacent"'to' the equi-noun. However, the rel. pro­
noun is then suffixed to .22!,, as in: 

(18) 11111ana a-me-kula. mwana amba-~ a-me-kula 
child A-M-eat child say-who . A-M-eat 
'The child has eaten' 'The child wiio' has eaten.••' 

(19) ni-me-mu-ona mvana 
I-M-lu.i:'see child 

'I have°seen the child'5 

IJIW'&na amba-~ ni-me-~-ona 
child say-~ I-M-!!!a-see , 5 'The child whom I have seen ••• 

'inally, the seemingly infixed position of the Swahili rel. pronoun 
.n most other independent tenses (-na- 'present', -li- 'past',-~ 
future') is merely a result of those tense markers having been ori-

ginally derived from verbs - to which the rel.. pronoun was ~ 
~: -
( 20) mvana a-li-kula 

child A-past-eat 
1The child ate' 

mvana a-li-~-kula 
child A-past-~-eat 

1The child who ate ••• ' 

(21) ni-li-mu-ona. mvana mwana ni-li-~-~-ona 
I-pasi:ii'im-see child child I-past-whom-him-see 

'I sav thechild 1 5 'The child whomlsiw." •• •5 

Given the seeming universality of the •attraction' principl.e dis­
cussed above, the Swahili situation - vi th rel.. pronouns separa.­
ted tram the equi-noun by the verb of the rel. clause - is indeed 
baffiing. The following hypothesis~ go some way towards 

-
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explaining this seeming anomaly: 
a. Swahili at some earlier stage ot its development used to have 

the syntactic order REL:NOUN in its noun phrase; 
b. The Swahili rel. pronoun arose during that period as a verb sut'­

fix, since that position would have kept it adjacent to the 
equi-noun; 

c. Swahili later changed its syntax to the current NOUN:REL, but 
the rel. J>ronouns - bougd morphemes - have remained trozen 
at their older position. 

3.2. Site two - Amharic·pre- and ;post-positions.-
Amharic currently exhib~ts the syntactic order K>DIFIER:NOUN 

within its noun phrase, as in: 

(22) ~h si-ra ~ru U..1J 
this work good boy 

yK.-s~'bbar-ku-t vamb~ 
that-broke-I-it"""cirair 

'the chair that Il>roke' 

Comparative evidence from Geez and other Semitic languages strongly 
suggests that at some earlier date Proto-Amharic must have had the 
syntactic order NOUN:MODIFIER. In this section I vill shov hov the 
historical change in syntax NOUN:MOD> K>D:NOUN is indellibly etch­
ed in the petrified morphology of the present dey Amharic noun af­
fixes. 

Amharic has two classes of prepositional elements to signify 
locative as well as other meanings ~-~-positions and·l2:!l-posi­
tions. Most of the pre-positions 7 have cognates in Geez and other 
Semitic languages and can be probably traced to Proto-Semitic, as 
eg.: 

(23) ~-mekina ma:t;ta 11{-gudday matta 
. in-car (he)came for-business (he)came 

'be came in a car' --"iiie came for business 1 

The composittpre-position si-11l1because 1 includes lll-'to,for'. The 
preposition wfldlt •toward' may have derived, according to Hetzron 
(in private coiiiiii'unication) from some verbal origin, perhaps cognate 
vith the Hebrew ydh 'throw' or the Arabic!&. 'lead to' or~ 
'duct•. The preposition i-nd~ 'like' may have been borrowed, accor­
ding to Hetzron (in priv~communication) from a Cushitic source, 
cf. Agaw ion-ta 'like this'. All these bisyllabic prepositions are 
unbound a'iiii""'represent a somewhat later innovation in Amharic. 

In addition to the pre-positions I Amharic bas also developed 
a supplemental system of ~position, all bound morphemes, as 
in: 

(24) bl!l.-meda rist mitta 
in-field inside {he)came 
'he came~ the field' 

kH-bet ta~ a11r 
at-housebottom (he)is 

'he is undertiie° house 1 

~ssu gar alla 
at-he near (it) is 
1 it isnear him' 

b~bet !!!it. alll£ 
on-house l<?,£ (he)is 

1he is on top ot the house' 

ba-4ssu J&kni,yat nllv 
at-he reason {it) is 
'it isbeeiiu&e ot him' 
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(13) re1ativization: n ye ce !!i!!_ ye • o ye mbumu san 
I past man ·that see,· ·be past knife bW 

'I saw the maii'who boughtthe knife' 

Most Bantu l.anguages, if they at al.l. have a rel.. pronoun, seem 
to abide by this •attraction' principle. Thus for example in Chi­
Bemba, with the demonstrative used as a rel.. pronoun, one finds: 

(14) mnuana [~ a.-a-ishile] ,_. umuana :sl2. a-a.-ishile 
child child A-M-leave child • who A-M-leave 

--- 'The chiMwho left ••• ' 
(l.5) umuana [n-a-mveene umuana] ➔ umuana :sl2. n-a-mweene 

child I-M-see child chil.d whom I-M-see 
--- 'The chuii"""whom I saw ••• ' 

Only a few Bantu languages, with Swahil.i among them, present a ra.­
ther bai'f'l.ing situation, with the rel.. pronoun appearing basically 
as a verb suffix within the rel. cl.ause. This is f'airl.y straight­
forward in the present-habitual. -!:" tense of Swahil.i: 

(1.6) mrana a.-a.-l.a mwana a.-a-l.a-~ 
child A-pres.-eat child A-pres.-eat-!:!!£. 

'The chil.d eats' 'The chil.d who eats ••• ' 

(l. 7) n-a.-l!lll-ona :mwana. mwana ni-~-ona-~ 
I-pres.-him-see child child I-.!:£!!-see-~ 

5 'I see the°"child 1 5 'The child whom I see ••• • 

More recently Swahili has begun to introduce a new relativization 
pattern, using the verb smba '*say' as a carrier for the rel. pro­
noun - directly adjacentto. the equi-noun. However, the rel. pro­
noun is then suffixed to amba, as in: 

(l.8) mi,ana a.-me-kula. mwana amba-~ a-me-kul.a 
child A-M-eat child say-who . A-M-eat 
'The child has eaten' 'The child who has eaten.••' 

(19) ni-me-mu-ona mvana mwana amba-~ ni-me-~-ona 
I-M-hii:'see child child say-~ I-M-.h!!!-see , 

5 'I have"seen the child'5 'The child whom I have seen ••• 

'inally • the seemingly infixed position of the Swahili rel.. pronoun 
.n most other independent tenses (-na- 'present',-!!.- 'past',-~ 
'tature') is merely a result of those tense markers having been ori­
ginally derived from~ - to which the rel. pronoun was ~­
~: 
(20} 

(21.} 

mvana a-11-kula 
child A-past-eat 
'The child ate' 

ni-li-11111-0Da mi,ana 
I-past:ii'im-see child 

'I saw the°"child' 5 

mvana a.-1.i-~-kul.a 
child A-past-who-eat 

'The child vho""'iite ••• ' 

mwana ni-1.i-~-~-ona 
child I-past-whom-him-see 

'The child whoiii"Isii.w:" •• •5 

Given the seeming universality of the 'attraction' principle dis­
cussed above, the Swahili situation - with rel. pronouns separa,­
ted from the equi-noun by the verb of the rel. clause - is indeed 
batt'l.ing. The following hypothesis~ go some way towards 
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explaining this seeming anomaly: 
a. Swahili at some earlier stage ot its development used to have 

the syntactic order REL:NOUN in its noun phrase; 
b. The Swahili rel. pronoun arose during that period as a verb sut­

tix, since that position would have kept it adjacent to the 
equi-noun; 

c. Swahili later changed its syntax to the current NOUN:REL, but 
the rel. 1>ronouns - bougd morphemes - have remained frozen 
at their older position. 

3.2. Site two -- Amharic pre- and post-positions.-
Amharic currently exhib~ts the syntactic order K>DIFIER:BOUJI 

within its noun phrase, as in: 

(22) yi-b s!-ra ~ru ill.al. 
this work good boy 

ya.-s~'bbar-ku-t vmnb::.Z. 
that-broke-I-it"""cii'aI'r 

'the chair that !broke' 

Comparative evidence trom Geez and other Semitic languages strongly 
suggests that at some earlier date Proto-Amharic must have had the 
syntactic order NOUN :MODIFIER. In this section I will shov hov the 
historical change in syntax NOUN:MOD> K>D:NOUN is indellibly etch­
ed in the petrified morphology ot the present day- Amharic noun at­
tixes. 

Amharic has two classes ot prepositional elements to signify 
locative as well as other meanings ~ a-positions and l2!!1-posi­
tions. Most ot the pre-positions1 have cognates in Geez and other 
Semi tic languages and can be probably traced to Proto-Semi tic, as 
eg.: 

(23) ~makina nui:t,'1,a lY-gudday matta 
.. .!!!,-car (he)came tor-business (b.;)came 

'be came in a car' 'w'iie came tor business 1 

The composittpre-position si,l\l. 1because 1 includes 1e!-1to,tor'. The 
preposition wadlt 'toward' may- have derived, according to Hetzron 
(in private coiiiiii'unication) from some verbal origin, perhaps cognate 
with the Hebrew ydh 1tbrov 1

11
or the Arabic!&. 'lead to' or~ 

'duct•. The preposition ,nda 'like' may have been borrowed, accor­
ding to Hetzron (in priv~communication) trom a CUshitic source, 
ct. Agaw in-ta 'like this'. All these bisyllabic prepositions are 
unbound and represent a somewhat later innovation in Amharic. 

In addition to the pre-positions, Amharic bas also developed 
a supplemental system of ~position, all bound morphemes, as 
in: 

(24) b~meda 'rist irul.tta 
in-field inside (he)came 
'he came through the field' 

kll-bet ta~ alla' 
at-housebottom (he)is 

'be is undertii°e house 1 

k~ssu gar alla 
at-he near (it) is 
1it is"'near him' 

bl:-bet 1!5t alla 
on-house ~ (he)is 

'he is on top ot the house' 

ba-irssu mi.kn,yat nKv 
at-he reason {it) is 
'it isbecause ot him' 
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{13) rel.ativi2.ation: n ye ce • !!!E_ ye • o ye mbumu san 
I past man ·that see, ·he past knife bey 

'I. saw the maii'who boughtthe knife' 

Most Bantu languages. if they at al1 have a rel. pronoun, seem 
to abide by this •attraction' principle. Thus for example in Chi­
Bellba• vith the demonstrative used as a rel. pronoun. one finds: 

{14) lllllWUla [~ a-a-ishile] __. umuana ~ a-a-ishile 
child child A-M-leave child • who A-M-leave 

--- 'The chillwho left ••• 1 

{15) lllllWUla [n-a-mveene umuana] ~ umuana ~ n-a-mweene 
child I-M-see child child.whom I-M-see 

'The chITci""whom I saw ••• ' 

Only a fe11 Bantu languages. with Swahili among them. present a ra­
ther barning situation, with the rel. pronoun appearing basically 
as a verb suffix vi thin the rel.. clause. This is fairly straight­
forward in the present-habitual -~ tense of Swahili: 

{16) lllil'ena a-a-la mwana a-a-la-~ 
child A-pres.-eat child A-pres.-eat-~ 

'The child eats• 'The child who eats.•• 1 

{17) n-a-l!lll-ona :m:vana 
I-pru.-him-see child 
'I see the°"child 1 5 

mwana ni-~-ona-~ 
child I-~-see-~ 5 'The child whom I see ••• ' 

More recently Swahili has begun to introduce a new relativization 
pattern, using the verb emba '*say' as a carrier for the rel. pro­
noun - directly adjacentto the equi-noun. However. the rel. pro­
noun is then suffixed to amba• as in: 

(18) lllll'en& a-me-kula mvana amba-~ a-me-kul.a 
child A-M-eat child say-who . A-M-eat 
'The child has eaten• 'The child who has eaten.••' 

{19) ni-me-mu-ona mwana mwana amba-~ ni-me-~-ona 
I-M-bii='see child child say-~ I-M-~see 

1 5 'I have"seen the child 1 5 'The child whom I have seen ••• 

'inally, the seemingly infixed position of the Swahili rel. pronoun 
t! 1110st other independent tenses (-na- 'present'• -li- 'past•• -ta­
tuture') is merely a result of those tense markers having been ori­

ginally derived from~ - to which the rel. pronoun was !!!!!,­
~: 
(20) 

(21) 

mvana a-li-kula 
child A-past-eat 
'The child ate' 

ni-li-mu-ona mvana 
I-past-him-see child 

'I sav the°"child 1 5 

mwana a-li-~-kula 
child A-past-~-eat 

'The child who ate ••• , 

mwana ni-li-~~-ona 
child I-past-whom-him-see 

'The child whoiii"Y"'"s'av:-•• •5 
Given the seeming universality of the •attraction' principle dis­
cussed above. the Swahili situation· - with rel. pronouns separa­
ted trom the equi-noun by the verb of the rel. clause - is indeed 
baffiing. The following hypothesis~ go some way towards 

-
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explaining this seeming anomaly: 
a. Swahili at some earlier stage ot its development used to have 

the syntactic order REL:NOUN in its noun phrase; 
b. The Swahili rel. pronoun arose during that period as a verb sut­

fix 1 since that position would have kept it adjacent to the 
equi-noun; 

c. Swahili later changed its syntax to the current NOUN:REL1 but 
the rel. 1>ronouns - bougd morphemes - have remained frozen 
at their older position. 

3.2. Site two -- Amharic ;ere- and post-positions.-
Amharic currently exhib;its the syntactic order K>DIFIER:NOUN 

within its noun phrase 1 as in: 

(22) Y¼h !!!:!_ ~ru U.1J 
this ~ good boy 

ya-s~'bbar-ltu-t wwnbfu­
that-broke-I-it """ciia'ir 

1the chair that !broke' 

Comparative evidence trom Geez and other Semi tic languages strongly 
suggests that at some earlier date Proto-Amharic must have had the 
syntactic order NOUN :MODIFIER. In this section I vill shov hov the 
historical change in syntax NOUN:MOD> K>D:NOUN is indellibly etch­
ed in the petrified morphology of the present ~ Amharic noun af­
fixes. 

Amharic has two classes ot prepositional elements to signify 
locative as well as other meanings~ e-positions and·.:eo!l-posi­
tions. Most of the pre-positions1 have cognates in Geez and other 
Semitic languages and can be probably traced to Proto-Semitic. as 
eg.: 

( 23) ~makina ma.1,ta llt-gudday matta 
. .!!!_-car (he)came to"r:'business (h;)came 

'he came iii a car• """iiie came for business 1 

The composittpre-position si-l\t 1because 1 includes lii- 1to 1 for'. The 
preposition wadlt •toward' ~ have derived 1 according to Hetzron 
(in private coiiiiii'unication) from some verbal origin 1 perhaps cognate 
with the Hebrew ydh 'throw' or the Arabic !&. 'lead to• or wadi 
'duct'. The preposition i-ndlt 1 like 1 may have been borrowed .. accor­
ding to Hetzron (in privare--communication) trom a Cushitic source, 
cf. Agav i-n-ta 'like this'. All these bisyllabic prepositions are 
unbound andrepresent a somewhat later innovation in Amharic. 

In addition to the pre-positions, Amharic has also developed 
a supplemental system ot ~position., all bound morphemes, as 
in: 

(24) b;-meda rist mitt& 
in-field Iiisfde {he)came 
1he came through the field' 

kll-bet t~ alla' 
at-houeebottom (he)is 

'he is unde'r""tiie house' 

Jdi...i-seu gar alla 
at-he near (it) is 
'it is"""iiear him' 

b~bet !!!l_ all~ 
on-house ~ (he)is 

1be is on top of the house' 

bil.-i.ssu m.kniyat nllw 
at-he reason {it) is 
'it is"'1ie'c'aiise ot him' 
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'Jhese post-positions are most likely derived from nouns, and in 
fact B>st of them may still take noun meanings and also take pre­
positions, like other Amharic nouns, as in: 

(25) ba-lay-u bll-t~-u 
at-top-the at-bottom-the 

•at the top' •at the bottom' 

b~rist-u b~lay-u lay~ 
at-inside-of at-top-the top 
'in the middle''at the top' 

In addition, ll8tkniyat is a noun meaning 'reason' and·sar 'near' 
has, according to Hetzron (in private communication), arisen from 
a nominal source such as ·•sara 'the other party'. 

liov, there exists a striking paralellism between the develop­
ment of the supplemental. post-positions in Amharic and that of si­
milar E!:!:.""positions supplementing an older system in both English 
and Bantu. In all three groups the original prepositional system 
is rather limited. In English: •at-', 'on', 1 in 1

, 'to', 1 for 1

, 

'from'. In Amharic: 1- •to, for'; b- •at, in, on', k- 'from'. And 
in Bantu: E!"" •at, on', 2-- •to, from, at', !!!!!,- 1 in'. In all three 
the supplemental. system is based upon~• Thus, in English: 

(26) 'on !21?. of' •at the~ of' •at the •side of' 'in~ of' 
•at the-~ of' 'in-~ of' 'in~ o~etc • 

And in Bantu ( froJll ChiBemba): 

(27) ps.-isamba 1,-a 'underneath of' (i-samba 'bottom', cl. 5) 
ku-muulu va 'on top of' (mu-ulu 'sky', cl. 3) 
ps.-kati ka 'in the middle of' (ka-ti 'middle', cl. 12) 
ps.-nnuma -,a 'behind' (n-numa 'back', cl. 9) . 
mu-nse ya 'outside of' (n-se 'the outside', cl. 9) 
ps.-iit""anshi ya· 'in front of' (n-tanshi 'face, front', cl~ 9) 
ku-~ ya 'downward from' (n-shi 'earth', cl. 9) 

In both English and Bantu the supplemental prepositions arise from 
nolDlS which were the heads of a genitival construction NOUN-OF­
NOUH. Hetzron (in pri~communication) has suggested to me that 
the same is true of the Amharic post-position. That is, the rela­
tive/genitive subordinating particle z!- is obligatorily deleted, 
by a late rule, before prepositions. And since in Amharic a prepo­
sition always appears if a post-position appears, this deletion is 
trhially al.so obligatory when a post-position is present. Thus 
one may assume the following process: 

(28) underlying string derived strins 

*k.a.-yli'..-bet lay 
at-of-house top 

This is attested by the existence of: 

( 29) ya-bet lay 
of-house top 
'the top of the house• 

klt-bet lay 
at-house top 
•on top of the house' 

It is also clear that all three groups have re-analysed the gram­
matical relation between the erstwhile head-noun and the possessed 
noun in these genitival constructions, so that {tor English and 
Bantu): 
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(30) [noun[of-noun] d ] > [ [noun-of] noun] mo np prep np 

The only difference between English and Bantu, on one hand, and 
Amharic on the other, is that the former had the syntactic order 
NOUN:MOD in their noun phrase at the time this re-analysis occured, 
and consequently the erstwhile head noun turned into a ~-position, 
i.e. a noun prefix. While the latter, on the other hand, had the 
syntactic order MOD:NOUN in its noun phrase when the re-analysis 
took place along similar lines, and consequently the erstwhile head 
noun turned into a post-position - a noun ~- To parallel the 
re-analysis in (30) above, then, Amharic must have undergone: 

(31) [[of-noun] d noun] > [of-noun [noun] ] mo np prep np 

Note also that the disappearance of the possessive 1of 1 is oblig~ 
torY in Amharic, has happened only partially in English and has 
not happened at all in Bantu. 

To wind up this section, I'd like to introduce the following 
hypothesis: 
(a) The older pre-positional systems in all three groups discussed 

above have also arisen from erstwhile head·nouns; 
(b) At the time those arose, all three groups haci"'tiie syntax 

NOUN:POS in their noun phrase; 
(c) Amharic is known to have later changed its syntax toPOS:NOUN 

and this is the reason why the supplemental prepositional sys­
tem appears as noun suffixes (post-positions) in Amharic; 

(d) Both English and Bantu have obviously developed their respecti­
ve supplemental systems when their syntax was NOUN:POS, 
and for that reason this system - like their older system -
is pre-positional. 

3.3. Site three -- Germanic genitives and noun compollllds.- This 
topic, to which I will return later on again, was suggested to me 
by Theo Vennemann. Germanic languages (as well as earlier Latin) 
used to have a genitive modifier preceding the head noun. Most of 
them have later on shified the position of that modifier to~ 
the head noun. However, clear traces of the older syntax have sur­
vived, in set expressions as well •as in noun-compounds which arose 
through use of the older pattern. In English the variant possessive 
pattern as in: 

(32) 'the bird's nest• 'John's book' 'm,y father' 

as well as noun compounds such as: 

(33) 'bird-house' 'motor-inn' 'peck-knife' 'man-size' etc. 

bear testimony to the older syntax. For further discussion of the 
relation between old compounds and the earlier syntax of Indo-Euro­
pean, see Lehmann (1969). 

Theo Vennemann has also pointed out to me that German close­
ly parallels Amharic with respect to the development of post-posi­
tions. Thus, in more conservative German speech, 'because of (the) 
father' is rendered as: 
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(34) des .vaters wegen 
der:'~ father-!2 reason 

Wegen, originally the head noun of the construction, has become the 
post-position 'because'. This morphemic position is :f'ul.ly predicta­
ble given the older syntax - POSS:NOUN. Similarly (this example 
I again ove to Theo Vennemann): 

(35) um Himmels willen 
1for God'~ sake' 

an Vaters statt 
'in father's stead' 

'instead of father' 

The archaeic English 'in his stead' is clearly of the same pattern, 
imich predictably gives rise to post-positions. 

3.4. Site four - the syntax of agreement morphemes.- Morphemes 
indicating grammatical agreement of verbs or modifiers with subject 
or head nouns, respectively, are probably the most typical· inflec­
~ morphemes. I have shown earlier (Givon, 1969 2. and 1971b) 
that they must receive their •spelling' in the· second lexicon. They 
are ordinarily bound morphemes of a relatively small size. I have 
also suggested elsewhere (Givon, 1969 2. and 1970a) that the pro­
cess of grammatical agreement is intimately connected vi th another 
process of feature copyi.n5 1 namely pronominalization. Before con­
tinuing this discussion, I would like to cite two examples. The 
first is again from Bantu, a group in which the syntactic order 
SUBJ:PRED is attested without exceptions. In these languages ag­
reement morphemes are prefixed to verbs or other predicates, as in 
( the example is from ChiBemba): 

(36) (ine) n-a.-ile 'I left' (i:f'we)tu-a.-ile •we left' 
(iwe) u-a.-ile 1you left' (imwe)mu-a.-ile 1you-all left' 
umnana-11111u-suma 'the child (is) good' 
abaana £!!:!!:-Sum& 1 the children (are) good 1 

'lhe second paradigm is from Topotha, a Nilo-Hami tic language from 
the Southern Soudan. The syntactic order in this language is 
VERB:SUBJ:OBJ. However, agreement morphemes are prefixed to the 
verb: 

(37) a.-lozi ayong 'I am going' 
A-go I 

ki-lozi iswa 'we(inc.) are 

The 
(a) 

(b) 

sis 

i-lozi iyong 'you are going' 
A-go you 
e-lozi inges 'he is going' 
A-go he 

A-go we going' 
.!,-lozi-~ ees 'you-all are 
A-go-A you going' 
e-lozi-te ikes 'they are 
A-go-A - they going' 

tvo paradigms (36) 1 (37) suggest two conflicting hypotheses: 
There is no relation between the morphemic locus of the ag­
reement morpheme and the position of the subject noun phrase 
in the sentence; 
There is an inti.mate connection between the two, and when syn­
chronically one finds a discrepancy I as in ( 37) above I one 
must assume that the discrepancy arose because of a later 
change in syntactic order; 
At the moment I am in no position to actually prove hypothe• 

(b) above, although I think there exist &number of interes-

l 
I 
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ting arguments in its f'avor. First, it may ver-:, veil turn. out. that 
!!!, subJect-_agreement 1110rphemes arise historically f'rom pronouns. 
In Bantu the tvo morpheme classes are indistinguishable, both ari­
sing f'rom the CV- noun-prefix morpheme. Similar 11Uggestions ~ be 
f'ound in Romance languages, where otten the agreement suf'f'ixes in 
verb paradigms seem to cognate vi th the independent personal pro­
nouns. Similar indications may be also f'ound in Semitic languages. 
Rov, if' it indeed turns out that agreement 1110rphemes do arise f'rom 
pronouns, then in non-relative clauses there exists no reason f'or 

. them to arise in any position except that of' the deleted noun, 
diachronicall.y (although syntactic change otten of'seta this regu­
larity in synchronic grammars). So that in a language where the 
syntax SUBJ:PRED holds, one should expect subject agreement mor­
phemes to arise as verb-prefixes, vhile in a language with VERB: 
SUBJ syntax,- one expects them to arise as ver~suff'ixes. 

Further• in Semi tic languages tvo 'layers' of' agreement 1110r­
phemes are f'ound - in some tense-aspects one finds agreement pre­
fixes, while in others agreement suf'fixes. Both classes shov def'i­
nite cognation vi th the independent subject pronouns. I would like 
to suggest that the existence. ot both can be best explained by 
a hypothesis of'· syntactic chan5e - that ,is, the suf'f'ixes arose at 
the time when the language must have had a VERB:SUBJ syntax, while 
the prefixes arose at a time vhen the language must have had a 
SUBJ:VERB syntax. 

Since agreement morphemes are otten one of' the oldest ~era 
in the morphology of' the language, it is virtually impossible to 
f'ind an absolute proof' to the hypothesis suggested above. Its ex­
planatory power, however, seems . quite considerable, so that one 
ought to weigh it seriously even in the absence of' airtight proof's. 

4. A wild saf'ari throWth the English derivational .1unpjle 

In the preceding sections I have attempted to shov hov the 
bound morphology of' a language, and in particular its morpho-tac­
tics, lllq be ·a valuable repository of' information about its earlier 
syntax and thus about diachronic syntactic change. Both derivatio­
nal (f'irst-lexical) and inflectional (second-lexical) morphemes 
were cited as evidence. In the f'olloving sections I will attempt 
to illustrate the potential usefulness of' the archaeological motho­
dology outlined above by perusing, rather arbitrarily, through por-
tions of' the English deri vational morphology. • 

· 4.1. Adjective-to-verb causative suffixes.- In addition to several 
morphologically unmarked derivational channels f'or 'causative' 1 En­
glish also has a number of' cause-deriving sutfixea by which verbs 
are obtained f'rom adjectives. Some of' these are: 

(38) -J..il!l. liquid> liquify solid.), solidify pure> purify 
rare.> rarify *digne > dignify •rect > rectify 
Just> Justify horrid> horrify simple> simplify 

-ize public> publicize real> realize material> materialize 
normal> normalize clitic > cliticize 
emphatic> emphasize polical > politicize 
phonemic > phonemicize 
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~ strong) strengthen veak'> weaken J.ive, (en)J.iven 
sharp > sharpen J.ong '> l.engthen short ,. shorten 
wide > widen broad > broaden high , heighten 
,mite > vhi ten black > bl.acken 

The semantic derivation involved in all. ot these (and al.so in the 
use of-~ to cause-derive .verbs. trom nouns) ,expressed as a~ 
cal T-rule involving predicate •raising. 1118¥ be given as: 

(39) 
/vp~ 

/8~ 
np vp 

I 
[ •••• ]adj 

[+cause] 
v/vp~ 

[+cause] np 

I 
[[ •••• ]adjl-!t.t, 

liov • in present day English the syntax ot the verb phrase is 
VERB:COMP. Why then should a derivational. morphemes which spells 
the complementizer-main-verb ~ appear as a~ to the com­
plement adjective? I submit that this is so because both Proto­
Germanic, imich has given rise to·-!!!.• and the early Latin dialect 
which has given rise to -!!z... and·.;.~• •had the syntactic order 
COMP:VERB in their verb phrase ( tor detail.a see Lehmann l.97la, 
1971.b). 

4.2. English comoound-nominal.izations.- The current syntax of' the 
English verb phrase is VERB:COMP. However, both agentive and gerun­
dive nominalizations of' verb phrases containing object nouns give 
the opposite syntactic pattern. Thus f'or asent:iTe nominal.izations: 

(40) lion-killer big-game-hunter crowd-pleaser house-cleaner 
street-vendor book-seller city-planner street-walker 
elevator-operator 

And f'or gerundive nominal.ization: 

(41) house-cleaning dream-walking duck-hunting 
salmon-fishing ghost-wrestling man-eating-shark 
straight-shooting inventory-taking baby-sitting 

The same is al.so apparent in act/istance nominal.izations: 

(42) joy-ride easter-egg-hunt man-hunt clam-bake 
appliance-sale home-run fish-try hair-cut 

Similarly, in instrument nominallzations: 

<43) mouse-trap rat-poison fish-hook door-lock 
door-step key-latch kitchen-sink 

And in action/activity nominal.izations: 

(44) anilllal-husba.ndry school-administration 
farm-management city-government 
car-repair crime-prevention 
crovd,.control draft-evasion 

And final.17, ill prep-incorporating nominal.izations: 

] 



(45) Up-keep 
Up-shot 
Up-coming 

405 

in-take out-pour dovn-pour in-flux 
down-grade out-come in-come dovn-fall 

The most natural explanation to the inverse syntax ot all these 
compounds is that their syntactic pattern must have arisen at the 
time when the p;r:ecoursor l.anguage, either Germanic or Romance, had 
the syntax COMP:VERB in its verb phrase. That a stage like this 
did indeed exist in both is suggested by Lehmann (1969, 1971a, 
197lb). 

The data cited above may also help shed much-needed light on 
a rather puzzling question concerning a putative syntactic univer­
sal. Greenberg (1966) has observed that languages which show the 
syntactic order COMP:VERB in their verb phrase, also tend to exhi­
bit the order M'.>D:NOUN in their noun phrase. This is certainly 
true ot Amharic, a typical SOV language. Traces ot this ma7 also 
be found in Indo-European, viz. the discussion above concerning 
Germanic compounds and genitives. Nov, the earlier pattern for 
the nominalized compounds discussed above was probably a genitive 
pattern, vith the first el.ement - the deep·ob.1ect noun - appea­
ring in the genitive case in the compound. With this in mind, I 
would like to suggest the fol.loving hypothesis concerning the syn­
tactic parallelism observed by Greenberg: 

(a) When a language develops a nominalization pattern for a comp­
lex verb phrase, it maintains in the nominal! zation the same 
systactic order which held in the verb phrase itsel.f'; 

(b) The erstwhile verb thus becomes the head-noun in the compound, 
while the· erstwhile object noun becomes its modifier, 1110st li­
kely a 'possessive' modifier; 

(c) Tt,.e existence of nominalizations ot this type is the chief dri­
ving force l.eading to the syntactic parallelism observed by 
Greenberg; 

(d)_ The fact that non-genitive modifiers, such as Rel.. clauses, 
adjectives or determiners• quite often conform to the same 
syntactic order as do genitival modifiers, may be perhaps beet 
explained by analop;.r and generalization. This ma7 be especially 
true since many l.anguages have some 'possessives' which do not 
come f'rom nominalizations, but rather from the embedding ot 
a rel. clause invol.vin~ p0ssession. It is possible that •true 
possess! ves • are the first ones to follow the lead ot the nomi­
nalized syntactic pattern, thua initiating that putative pro­
cess of analog,-; 

(e) As a corollary• if a language is an SOV language, then nomina­
lizations are the most likely to shov the MOD:NOUN syntactic 
pattern, other possessives are next on the likelihood scale. 
while rel.. clauses and embedded adjectives are lover on that 
scale. So that one would predicat that if a language shovs 
the order REL:NOUN or ADJ:NOUN in its noun phrase. it is very 
likely to also shov POSS:NOUN • but not vice versa. 

4.3. ·Negative prefixes·and suffixes.- There are several-REG-deri­
ving prefixes in English, including the Romance .!!!,-, ~-• ~­
and the Germanic'.!!!!,-• They a1Ya¥s appear prefiXed to adjectives. 
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nouns or verbs derived by them. This is of' course not altogether 
an accident, since the· negative .. el.ement in both Romance and Ger­
manic early dialects used to precede the verb/predicate vi thin the 
sentence (I owe this information to Theo Vennemann, in private com­
mmication}. The claim I would like to make is, then, that 'morpho­
l.ogical I or I derivational I negative af'fixes arise, historically, 
f'rom I syntactic I negative particles. Two seeming counter examples 
to the situation described above require further discussion. The 
first involves neg-raising and two examples of it will be cited, 
one involving un- and the other involving dis-. 

Consider the underlying derivation of'--ruii-lock 1 f'rom 'lock'. 
A deep semantic analysis would reveal that the negation involved 
does not arise f'rom the very top verb within the underlying verb 
phrase, but rather f'rom the verb in the sentence embedded under 
the top verb. Thus the semantic structure of' 11.ock' (here only 
't:he depth which exposes the problem under discussion is aimed at} 
involves: 

(46) 

➔ /""-
[cause] np 

I 
~ 

While the semantic structure ot un-lock invol.ves: 

(47) 

/vp""' 
V np 

[cause] 

I 
un-lock 

Simil.arly, tor the derivational relation between 'persuade' and 
'dissuade', the tirst involves, minimall.y, the derivation: 

(48) 

/vi:~ 
[ c~e] np /s""" ==> 

np /vp~ 

[agree] x 

/vp~ 

V "~ [cause] np x 

I 
persuade 

While the derivation tor the second involves, again minimall.y:9 

/\'-.....,. 
V np S aao> 

[cause] / ~ 
np ./:~ 

[neg] v x 
[agree] 

/vp.::::::--._ 
V np X 

[cause] 

I 
~~ 

l 
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Superficially• now• one would not expect the lexical realization ot 
the underlying [neg] to appear as a prefix·- since it vas not the 
highest operator in the underlying verb phrase. However. since the 
highest underlying verb .. [cause.).,has received no independent reali­
zation in the case ot lock/un-lock 0 and since in both un-lock and 
dis-suade. the actual verllstem trom vhich the derived verb is de­
rived,(-lock 0 *-suade) was dominated by [neg]. in the underlying st­
ructure 0""It1s iiotan accident to tind both ·dis- and un- 0 the sur­
tace lexical realizations ot that underlyingtneg] 0 upretixes to 
the verb stem - it it is indeed true that the Germanic and Romance 
dialects at the time in which .. this derivation arose had the 'syn­
tactic I negative as a verb • prefix. . 

The second seeming counter example involves the negative aut­
fix -~ as well as its atfirmative counterpart·-!!!!_. On the tace 
of it the· sut:fixal negative -less .. violates. the generalisation ex­
pressed above. Howevere 0 both-:-:rui. and -less are historically deri­
ved from adjectives and ultimately :from·~s (they are cognates ot 
'fill' and 'lose' 1 respectively). And siiic'e"Y have suggested above 
that Proto-Germanic had the syntax COMP:VERB in its verb phrase 0 it 
is ot course not an accident to find two attixes arising from two 
main stative verbs as sut:fixes to the deep complement predicate. 
Thus0 the tollowing example from German. brought to iey- attention by 
Theo Vennemann, may still illustrate the older syntactic situation 
which has given rise to these sutfixes: 

(50) er 1st es los 
he is (of)itrid 
'he is rid ot it'• 1he is without it' 

One may thus summarize the process which has given rise to -l!!!, 
as: 

(51) . . ,.s-- . 

:s(vp------..:.v l 

[*lose) 
npi be with[ ••• ) ·, 

np.1 -~ 
4.4. The noun-to-ad.1ective deriving sutfix -lz•- The suttix -.!I. 
in English derives adjectives trom nouns, most otten adding the 
Terbal-adjecti val meaning 'be like C .•. 1 •, 'b!! similar. to C ••• ]a' • 
•resemble[ ••• ) '• It is cognate to the Berman -lich, gleich an 
leiche (I owe ~is information to Theo Vennemann) as veil as to the 
EiiiITsh like. An equivalent derivation more recently arising in En­
glish act.iiiifJy uses the sutfix•-like 0 as in 'child-like'. Hov0 the 
sutfixal position of' this derivingatf'ix is veil explained by the 
claim that it must have arisen at the time vhen Germanic still had 
the syntax COMP:VERB in its verb phrase - and•~ vaa a main 
stative verb meaning 'resemble'• 'be like'• 1be similar to•: 
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(52) 
/s"" 

npi vp 

/~ 
be ([ ••• ] .;.like] d 4 np.1--a" 

4.5. The noun.;.to-verb pre:eosition!l.l. prefix en-.­
nsl prefix in English marks a variant 'causative' 
in: 

This derivatio­
derivation I as 

(53) •carcel > encarcerate 'put in prison' 
clos ( ure) > enclose 'put in closed space' 
trust> entrust 'put in trust' 
vision> envision 'put vi thin one's vision' 
paver> empo ver'put vi thin someone's power' 
circle> encircle 'put in a circle' 
abi(ity) > enable 'put vi thin someone's ability' 
shrine> enshrine 'put in shrine' 
tomb> entomb 'put in tomb' 
case > encase 'put in case' 
gulf'> engulf' 'put in gulf'' 
trap> entrap .•put in trap' 
danger > endanger 'put in danger' 

ssuming the paraphrastic equivalence of' 'put in' • •cause to be in', 
~e derivation involved ma;y indeed be described as: 

(51J) 
/vp~ 

np V 
i [cause] 

I 
in-[ ••• ] 
- -np.1 

Since the prefix en- is the Romance 'in' and Romance prepositions 
preceded the noun7lt is not an accident to find this pref'ix - se­
mantically spelling [cause-be-in] - preceding the noun stem to 
vhich it waa originally prefixed. • . 

4.6. Haun-to-noun nominalizipg suffixes.- Consider the Germanic de­
ri vational suffixes • .;.hood and· .;.dom ( the discussion below applies 
equally veil to -rip). The derivation vith ·-hood normally adds the 
meaning [quality of ... ] ] and that vith ·-dciiii"iix:,st of'ten the 
meaning [domain [of ••• ] 'n~ (For f'urther dete.11 see Givon, 1967a,b). 
How, bothotthese .sut~xBi arise from Germanic ·nouns; . .;.hood is 
cognate to Ger. -~• ORG ~ 'shape' and. Goth. ·•beidu 'shape, 
manner, quality'. -dom is cognate to Goth. • doms 'judgement, decree' 
as veil as to Englisii'""'doom' and 'deem' (I owe"this etymological in­
formation to Theo Vennemann) • I have discussed earlier the Germanic 
genitival noun-compounds, in which the genitive modifier precede11 
the head noun. This would very naturally predict that compounds 
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such as 'quality of n' , 'jud,lement of n' , 'domain of n' etc. vill 
give rise, under the· POSS:NOUN older syntactic order., to derivati­
ons in which the erstwhile head noun becomes a· sutfix. The forma­
tion of the original genitive compound mq be tiiwi"'expressed as: 

(55) /p~ 

/~-lit==> 
~ has [qualityJ)npq 13 

np 

/~ 
~-gen qualityJ 

The re-interpretation of the head noun (quality) of the genitive 
compound as a nominalizing sutfix is in turn: 

( 56) [ nn-,,gen quality] ~ • [ D'D. ~ual.i ty] 
~ np ~ np 

5. Discussion 

The theoretical import of what I have suggested above is ra-· 
ther straight forward. If it is true that bound morphemes, deri~ 
tional. as well as inflectional., arise historically from erstwhile 
tree 'lexical' morphemes, and if it is t'Urther true that·the syn­
tax of the language, at some point of the-derivation,10 determines 
the order of the free 'lexical' morphemes, then the syntax of the 
language ultimately also determines the morphotactics of the affl­
xal morphology which eventually evolves. The discussion above also 
raises several questions of great import for the theory of langua­
ge. 
5.1. Derivational rules and lexical transformations.- • It has been 
observed by Mccawley {1968), Chapin {1967), Giv6n {1967a, 1971c) 
and others that lexical derivation rules are transformational. in 
nature. Many 'syntactic' T-rules seem to also operate during the 
process of lexicalization: complementation ·embedding. equi-NP­
deletion, relativization (in nominalizations, see eg. (55) above) 
and con.1unction reduction ( in deriving reciprocal. verbs and perhaps 
also in deriving inherently-plural or dual-compound nouns, as Yell 
as compounds such as, possibly, sweet-and-sour p0rk) to mention 
only few. (For an extensive discussion of this, see GiQn, 1971c). 
This seeming parallel between 'syntactic' and 'lexical' T-rules 
turns out to be not at all accidental. if one accepts the ideas out­
lined above. Rather, it would be predicted that: 
(a) If 'syntactic' transformations operate on strings containing 

lexical morphemes; 
(b) And if, in addition, some of the erstwhile lexical morphemes 

become affixes - that is, they tom sinfSle • 1ex1cal items to­
gether with other lexical morphemes 1 

(c) Then the erswhile 'syntactic' T-rules which are nov involved in 
determining the derivation of lexical items, will nov be con­
sidered 'lexical' T-rules. 

Further, in Giv6n (1967a) I have shown that there exists no 
formal difference between the rules which define.:lexical ·deriva­
!.!2!!. marked by affixes, and those defining lexical.ization in gene­
ral. Both involve T-rules of precisely the same kind. For example 1 

consider the vide~ derided operation of predicate-raising claimed 
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by" McCavley to be involved in the lexical.ization of' causatJve-tran­
sitive verbs (McCavley, 1968). Nov, there exist lll8Dy' languages iD 
which the very same derivations are done by causative ·affixes -
and those causative af'f'ixes may- be shown to have historically arisen 
tram a main verb [cause] (see eg. the discussion in section 4.1., 
above). Bov, compare the McCawlean derivation of' 'kill': 

(57) vp 
I ">-.. 

fcause] ~ 
dir] p 

/vp'-....., 
[cause] s, ~ 

/ ....... 
np (die] 

-~ 

with the derivation in a language (quite a f'ew of' those exist) in 
which 'kill' is derived f'rom 'die' by an af'f'ix which ultimately 
has arisen from the main verb 'cause' : 

(58) 

/vp'>-... 
[cause] "- . 
[dif] np 

~ 
The predicate raising operation in both (57) and (58) is absolute­
ly identical. The only difference lies in the f'act that the higher 
verb [cause] in (57) receives no independent lexicalization and 
kill lexicalizes [cause-die]. While in ( 58) the historically attes­
ted verb [cause] has retain its lexeme af', and 'kill' is lexicalized 
by af plus the raised die. The parallelism between (57) and (58) 
is also one between the'synchronic' and the. 'diachronic'. In (57) • 
there exists no etymological support f'or the.operation of predicate 
raising. Therefore it is dismissed of'ten as a putative, speculative 
synchronic statement about semantics. In (58), on the other band, 
there exists ample etymological evidence that•af' arose f'rom an old 
lexical verb 'cause' , and thus that the underl.ying structure left 
of' the arrow vas at some earlier stage in the history of' the langu­
age a 'real' syntactic structure. The arrow in (58) will thus be 
interpreted as both a 'synchronic' T-rule of' lexicalization and a 
'diachronic' rule by which 'cause' became a bound 'derivational' 
:morpheme. 

Similar situations occur with repect to the oft-maligned ope­
ration of' neg-raising. It is scof'f'ed at by the more rigorous scho­
lars as highly speculative. As I have shown in section 4.3., above, 
the lexicalization of' un~lock must have invol.ved precisely the 
raising of' a syntactic negative f'rom an embedded sentence and e­
tixing it to the lexical v.erb ~- Here again the synchronic 
semantic process has strong support f'rom a diachronic process of' 
neg-raising. Bov, compare this vith the pair open/~. Taking 
either one as the primitive, the other must be defined with exact­
ly the same neg-raising operation observed f'or·un~lock - except 
that tor open/close no etymological evidence of' this exists, since 
they are morphologically unrelated to each other: 

l 
I 
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(59) 
./vp 

[ca~e] "' [neg] np 
[be open] 

I 
~ 

'!be gist ot the discussion may be given by- the much stengthened 
hypothesis concerning the relation between the • syntactic 1 .vs. 
1lexica1 1 and. 1 sy-nchronic 1 vs. 'historical': 
(a) Many tormer1y I syntactic I T-rule become participants in the 

process of 1exicalization, due to the historical change ot 
independent lexical morphemes into bound attixes; 

(b) Many -rulee--of--historical change in syntax, such as pred.;.raiain5 
or ne5.;.raisin5.to mention only tvo, wind up as part of the 
transformational apparatus in 1exicalization; 

(c) Thus, lexical T-rules exist because of historical changes in 
the language, or else they actually represent some of those 
historical changes in syntax, coUpled with re-interpretation 
at the morphemic 1eve1; 

(d) Finally, deep semantic structures exist because ot the constant 
historical change. through which erstwhile lexical morphemes 
become frozen bound morphemes and then slowly erode until they 
are no longer recognized as separate morphemes• but have become 
fused into the stem. In maey cases then semantic re-interpreta­
tion 1118¥ occur• so that the semantic structure ceases to renect 
the erstwhile underlying structure. In many other cases, however. 
the ersvhi1e, 'historically attested' underlying semantic struc­
ture remains intact as the I ayncbronic I semantic structure ot 
a morpho1ogica11y-aimp1ified lexical item. 

Clause (d) of the above hypothesis is in many vaya the shakiest. 
However, its iherent interest is considerable, and it does logically 
follow from the discussion preceding it. 
5.2. The morphological cycle ot • rise and attrition.- Can a langua-
ge remain forever either purely isolatin5.·a.gg].utinatin5 or analytic! 
The tentative answer is no. This paper suggests the existence of 
an endless cycle: An isolating situation in which tree lexical mor­
phemes are arranged by the syncbronic syntax eventually gives rise 
to,an agglutinating situation in which some ot the erstwhile tree 
lexemes have become bound affixes - and some of the erstwhile 'syn­
tactic' T-rules have become lexical T-rules as veil. Once a morphe­
me has become bound. ie. once the boundary between it and the •stem• 
has been erasea:;-iiie rules of phonology• both those of assimilation 
as well those constraining ·morpheme structure, begin to operate at 
the interphase between stem and affix, vi th the eventual attrition 
of affixes. eventually to the point of complete fusion with the 
stem. The language is then said to be 'analytic', i.e., the erstw­
hile syntactic underlying structure baa become completely the inter­
nal semantic structure of single lexical i tema. 

Eventually, by the very same process. another cycle begins. 
Further. it is very unlikely that a language can be at any given 
point of a pure morphemic type. This is so because bound morpl\ology 

arises 
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at dif'f'erent times, through dif'f'erent transformational. channels 
and very- J.ikely at different rates. The oft-cited example of' 
Classical. Chinese as a purely-isolating language -is. probably ra­
ther misleading. Perhaps only because of the ideographic script, 
which does not represent the phonetic/phonological. real.ity of' the 
language, did the notion, in my view rather unrealistic, arise, 

labeling Chinese 'isolating'. It is my prediction that 
eventually one may be able to show traces of' bound morphology­
in Classical. Chinese. 

Lehmann (in private communication), bas suggested to me that 
at least one type of' inflectional. morphology, the thematic • vowels 
of Indo-European 1 cannot be explained away through the condensation 
of' affixes ultimately arising from free lexical. morphemes. A simi­
lar situation holds with respect to the vocal.ization of' both.noun 
and verb stems in Semitic languages, where from a consonantal ver­
bal I root I such as the Hebrew •~ 1 rule 1 , . one may derive: 

( 60) ma1!& 1 rule 1 (perfective mode) -mlox I rule 1 (imperfect) 
melex 'ruler' mlax-im I rulers•· mill- 'ruler( s) of' (poss.) 
!!!,-mlax-f 'kingdom' mlux-i 'kingship' 

In Semitic languages some evidence exists to suggest that either 
the initial or the final. consonant of the *CCC root bas arisen, 

f!

timately, as an affix. The seemingly internal. vocal.ization ~ 

~

thus explained, perhaps, by aff'ixation cum vowel harmony.Thus, 
ice that the few CvCvC stems in ( 60) above all have identical 
els. Perhaps eventually one might find that a substantially 

imilar historical. process has given rise to the Inda-European 
thellle vowels. 

5.3. Attrition of' affixes vs. survival. of' stems.- Following the 
discussion in the preceding section, the question arises: 'Why 
does the process of attrition and erosion seemingly affect only 
the bound prefixes and suffixes, but never the stem?' The answer 
to this must surely lie in some usiversal. principle, since to m:, 
knowledge this phenomenon is universal.. I would suggest that this 
mnst be due to some kind of' differential. semantic weight betven 
stem and affixes. In this respect there seems to be a great paral­
lelism between noun and verb affixes. It seems that verb affixes• 
with the exception of copied morphemes such as pronouns and agree­
ment affixes I arise from one primary source - higher verbs. It 
al.so seems that noun affixes arise from one primary- source -
head nouns. In the combination NOUN:MODIFIER NOUN and VERB:COMPLE­
.MENT VERB, the head of the construction is the ·more 5eneric seman­
tic item, it is the ·classifier, the ·.tzye :marker. While the modifier 
noun or complement-verb is tbe·IIIOre specific item, the classified. 
Tvo brief examples vill illustrate this: 

(61) lting-2 • /np"-...,. a:+ •a.-ple.ce ruled by a king' 

[place \cs -
lm·~ru1es 

1 
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(62) 

/vp~ 
[ca,e] s ~ 

/'::>., 
-.!l. np be pure 

•~ ••• to be pure• 

In (61) the cl.assfier [place] -is highly generic, while the specific 
information is supplied by king. In (62) the classifier [cause] 
pertains to a huge class of- causation verbs I while the specific in­
formation is supplied by pure. It is very likely that the differen­
tial attrition rate of affixes vs. stems is a direct result ot their 
differential semantic constents I as de tined above. 

5.4. Moral.- To paraphrase an old master: "Today's morphology is 
yesterday's syntax". 

Footnotes 
1 This trip was inspired in part by an analect variously ascribed 
to Contucius but most likel.y emanating trom the gre .test ot all time 
trippers, Lao Tse 1 who is reported· to have remarked, on the occa­
sion ot being informed that Chinese was an isolating language: 
"Weep not, ley' chil.dren, for today's syntex is tomorrov's morphology". 

2r em much indebted to Theo Vennemann1 W.P. Lehmann 1 Robert Hetzron 1 

A.E. Meeussen, Benji Wald and Larry Hyman tor many comments I suggest­
ions and criticisms of an earlier version ot this paper. The opi­
nions expressed here remain strictly ley' ovn. 

'.3.nie Bantu verbal word ordinarily ends with the 'neutral' suttix 
-,!, unless this suffix is supplanted by a negative, subjunctive or 
modified-base sutfix. Like all. modality morphemes. these suffixes 
are spelled in the second (post-transformational) lexicon. For fur­
ther discussion of second-l.exical morphemes. see GivJn (1971b). 
4 
The Bembara rel.. subordinator min is not by itself a rel. pronoun. 

Elsewhere (GivJn. 1970a) I haveugued that 'true' rel. pronouns 
otten arise from a double sourcE!, a combination of a subordinating 
rel. particl.e l.ilte min and the normal anaphoric pronoun. 
5 -
The co-existence of the anaphoric pronoun of Swahili with either 

the object noun or ·the object rel. pronoun is obligatory tor h'lllllan 
object nouns. For discussion of this co-existence phenomenon. see 
Givon (1970a). 
6 
One may also cl.aim that Amharic shoYS the traces of precisely the 

converse process. The current syntax of the Amharic- noun phrase is 
REL:NOUN. However, the rel.. subordinating particle ·'t!!:- appears at 
the very beginning of the rel. clause. completely separated trom 
the head noun. However, Amharic -is known to have changed its syn­
tu trom an ol.der NOUN:REL. And it the particle -z1!::-arose at the 
time the ol.der syntax still. prevailed, it vould have then been 
adjacent to the head noun. 
7 t'he most conspicuous exception to this is the unmarked l.ocative 
!!,- which by itself~ be used to mean 'trom'. According to Hetz­
ron (1970) this preposition was borroved into Amharic trom the 
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Cushitic substratum at a relatively early date. In its capacity- of' 
•tram• it has supplanted the Semitic m(n)-. which is thus not at-
tested in Amharic. --
8 . 
I owe this example to Robert Betzron. Notice that in its f'irst oc­

curence ·~ is a bona fide noun. while in the second it is a post­
position. 
9Paul Schachter has suggested to me that one coµ].d not claim that 
'persuade' and 'dissuade' are related to each other. in the manner 
suggested in (48). (49). since they have slightly diff'erent presup­
positions: 'persuade' does not presuppose that the object of' per­
suasion was unvilling to comply• while 'dissuade I presupposes just 
that. This ~ well be true. and in that .. aase. one may say that in 
addition to the historically-a.ttested:ne5..;.raising involved in~­
~. it is also different f'rom persuade by that presupposition, 
but this in no way implies that the rest of the semantic structure 
involved is not as shown in (48). (49). 
10 

For those vho espouse the Chomsky-(1965) definition of syntactic 
deep structure, the PS rules define much of' the syntactic order 
relevant to the discussion here. For those who adopt the position 
of Gruber (1967) and Givon (1967a. 1971c), the relevant order is 
determined mostly by the T-rules operating during the f'irst lexi­
calization cycle. 
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