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			In the beginning

			Words were made

			To make us forget
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			Preface

			This book is about syntax. In contemporary English and other languages the word syntax is used in a number of ways, for instance, in programming languages referring to the combination of characters in the kind of code specific for each of these languages, but this book is about the structure of sentences in natural languages like English, Danish and Swedish. It is intended, first of all, for the specialist in syntax, but also linguists in other sub-fields, students in linguistics, and readers in other fields may find its approach interesting.

			Scholars in Theoretical Linguistics may ask: who needs another book on syntax? My spontaneous answer will be that I do. A standard reference book on theories on syntax like Brown and Miller (1996) claims that there are 64 acknowledged theories on syntax – depending on how you count them; some of them may be considered versions of some of the other ones – but none of them seem to be able to satisfy certain specific criteria in description and explanation. Their shortcomings are of three kinds: first, there seem to be data that cannot be easily handled by these descriptive apparatuses; second, there seem to be theoretical inconsistencies in many conceptual frameworks; and, third, there seem to be, in some of them, implied unduly complicated conceptual systems or unduly complicated processes set up in order to handle relatively simple data. The essential opposition can be characterized as the one between descriptive ambitions: ‘we want to know everything about these bits and pieces’, and rational ambitions: ‘we want to keep our minds clear’. The outcome is that today traditional philologists may find it hard to communicate with Chomskyan tree-diagram theorists, and the sad story is that sometimes they do not want to. I will not claim that no one has ever made generative analyses of excerpts of historical languages but such efforts have not always been fascinating topics to philologists.

			My own ambition is an attempt to contribute to – not effect a reconciliation between – an adequate unification of the conceptual frameworks of descriptive work and theoretical work respectively. Basically, it is a personal ambition, because I am interested in formal syntax in parallel with a passion for the Gothic language, for Icelandic sagas, for Swedish poetry and for Danish biblical translations in the sixteenth century; combined with an urge to seek answers to basic philosophical questions, sometimes in the history of linguistics. This is reflected in the modus operandi of this book: I set off with a historical retrospective: where do my own ideas come from?; then I offer a formal theory of syntax that I have spent quite many years creating, developing and elaborating; and then I try to apply it to some language data from Danish and Swedish. The format of the book is based on my 1994 Swedish doctoral thesis, and the content is, to a certain – but limited – extent, a revised version of the thesis. This applies to Chapter 1 on three Danish grammarians. Chapter 2 on Chomskyan linguistics is written for this book, whereas the thesis’ chapters on style and translation, and on the theoretical notion of ‘word’ have been left out. Instead, Chapters 3 and 4 are entirely revised presentations of the so-called EFA(X) theory in the framework that I now call Formative Grammar. Most of the basic assumptions are the same as in 1994, but the theoretical rigour has been improved, the formalisms have been updated, checked and extended with new suggestions, and a number of solutions to theoretical and analytical problems are being discussed. Finally, some perspectives concerning the adequacy of the theoretical model in the field of cognitive linguistics have been outlined.

			Both my diverse interests and my way of doing things will possibly make it easy for my learned colleagues to find things in the following that they would have done otherwise. There may be theoretical inconsistencies, and the line of reasoning in the conceptual transition from formalisms to detailed accounts of the patterns of some data may have its weak points. My answer to this is that the content of this book is not an alleged ultimate and supreme set of ideas, purified to perfection and with total formal rigour. What is now known under the label Epi-Formal Analysis in Syntax (EFA(X)) is a theoretical project set up in order to try to solve some of the basic problems in the understanding of how expressions that constitute languages work, and it is now part of a research programme – henceforth called Formative Grammar (FoG) – that also aims at proposing alternative theoretical solutions to basic problems in semantics, pragmatics and phonology.

			When trying to make things look – or make them understood – in alternative ways, one basic thing is integrated in this kind of endeavour: either you suggest new definitions of traditional words or you come up with new ways of using words from the daily lives of people; or, in the last resort, you invent new terms. I do all of these things. One of my predecessors in the line of linguists, and someone with high theoretical ambitions, Louis Hjelmslev, also offered new terms; in his case a huge amount of innovations in linguistic nomenclature. In this perspective my own terminological modifications are modest, and I hope that my reader will tolerate them as a legitimate way of thinking about the subject matter of linguistics.

			It should be acknowledged that the format of this book is not the minimalistic (Chomsky:) Syntactic Structures style. Rather it is the (Chomsky:) Cartesian Linguistics style, incorporating quite a lot of notes expressing reservations or explanations. The background is the general characteristics of an academic piece of work: on the one hand, it presents a consistent line of reasoning, and, on the other, it demonstrates that not much has been ignored in the train of thought. Both of these things have been essential to the end product.

			Introduction to the topics of the book

			Linguistics in the late twentieth century: a personal view

			In the theoretical landscape of twentieth-century linguistics the most salient feature was the discrepancy between descriptive analyses and formal theories, and the next most salient feature was continuous controversies about how to identify and precisely delimit the scientific object of language.

			It is a well-known fact that the science of linguistics has a fairly short history – but so have many other sciences – and that, when the scientific approaches in linguistics were established in the nineteenth century, it was the descriptive historical perspectives that founded the theories and analytical methods. Partly as a response to this, some twentieth-century linguists suggested that languages should be regarded as systems, and, furthermore, that it would be plausible to elaborate formal theories to describe and explain the systematic nature of languages. Some of the prominent figures representing these efforts were Ferdinand de Saussure, who – so the story goes, cf. Chapter 3 – proposed the systematic synchronic view of language as one kind of social semiotic system among others, Louis Hjelmslev, who invented an abstract formal system for the description of the totality of language, and Noam Chomsky, who offered a formalistic theory of the grammar of the English language (called Generative Grammar) and of the innate Universal Grammar. By an irony of fate de Saussure’s semiotic proposal has been largely employed by people working outside the field of linguistics, for instance, in literary and cultural studies, and his basic point of view, that, if language is a system, then it is a system combining expression and meaning, has to some extent been ignored by formalistic approaches, which have in general concentrated on linguistic form. It is also an irony of fate that the linguist who tried to elaborate a theoretical model describing the system of language assumed by de Saussure, Louis Hjelmslev, became quite famous among fellow scholars and linguistic descendants, but never contributed, in a significant way, to the improvement of linguistic analysis. Presumably one of the reasons for this is the fact that the central parts of his work were written in Danish and in French, and that reading Hjelmslev can be a challenging task. The opposite fact is true about Noam Chomsky and his Generative Grammar. He is not famous in the traditional sense of the word; one could say that he is extremely well known, because everybody in linguistics knows his work – more or less profoundly – and his theoretical grammatical models have, justifiably, had an enormous influence on linguistic analysis. This is also an irony of fate, because, apart from those who are ‘members of the team’, quite many linguists are sceptical of the adequacy of the Chomskyan theories.

			So the situation in the late twentieth century1 was, on the one hand, that people carried on with the descriptive work of recording all expressions and meanings of languages, and on the other hand other people carried on with attempts to establish formalistic theories about how the internal systems of these languages work. Furthermore, linguistics was taken up from many other perspectives, because language use is one of the more important keys to knowledge about psychological, cultural and social phenomena. In this situation it is, in fact, an irony of fate that sometimes, on more or less official occasions, these people still find it difficult to communicate, although the topic of the conversation apparently is the same for all the interlocutors.2

			Maybe the problem is that it is not quite clear what the topic of the conversation is, and this has to do with the question: what is language?3 And if one wants to discuss linguistic matters, then a number of ideas are presupposed, and these ideas, in turn, presuppose a number of basic choices that may lead one in different directions.

			One possibility is to conceive of language ‘as it is’. In that case one tries to find linguistic phenomena and then characterize them, and maybe also characterize their interrelations. This could be called the naïve naturalistic4 approach, i.e. there are a number of linguistic categories because of the nature of language and the nature of the world – cf. the philosophical notion of ‘natural classes’. One only has to unveil and conceptualize these categories. Thus it makes no difference whether one scrutinizes isolated linguistic items in a historical, geographical or social context, or whether one investigates relations between elements in abstract combinations. The point of view is merely immanent; and it contains some work under the labels ‘phonetics and phonology’ and ‘syntax and morphology’, and as long as one agrees with other linguists upon what the relevant data are and what the unmistakably identifiable classes are, one may be working in any specialized field of immanent linguistics. 

			A path apparently followed by some people is to see language as something else, i.e. as something that is not linguistic expressions. Then linguistic patterns are not especially interesting, and a language is conceived of as symptoms of some fundamental entities that can only be found by understanding the meanings of the words of language use. Since people may disagree on what these fundamental entities are, meanings may differ substantially, and severe disputes may arise over which interpretations are the correct ones. I am inclined to call this the approach of mystification, and it is found in some kinds of literary interpretation and media and culture studies, sometimes seen from the perspective of the tradition of psychoanalysis (cf. Kristeva 1989).5 The paradox embodied here is, that one of the most frequent terms in the nomenclature of this approach is derivations of the word language, but only little linguistically significant is said, except for presentations of potential interpretations of words and texts.

			The last option is an attempt to connect linguistic phenomena with other phenomena from the realm of individual or common experiences. If one chooses that aspect of language, then one’s main interest is most likely to be the frame within which certain kinds of discourse are taking place. I suggest this approach is called the approach of human concern. What is significant for this approach is the fact that the internal linguistic patterns are not the focus, sometimes not even the relations between such patterns and individuals or groups, but what is the focus is the way in which the use of words is interpreted by individuals and groups under specific circumstances, and accordingly how it can be assumed that these words are used for various purposes in different kinds of psychological and social processes. During the second half of the twentieth century this approach has flourished under labels like ‘discourse analysis’, ‘language and gender’, ‘speech act theory’, etc., depending on whether the perspective is more or less political, whether it is the uncovering of universal conditions of discourse, or it is correlations between ways of talking and gender. The position of this third approach might be said to be one between the first and the second approach, but this is not quite fair because the accepted interpretations are often strictly limited, since they are almost always arrived at within the setting established by the persons and the situations one examines.

			One might say that there is one more dimension in linguistics, namely, the fields of ‘language acquisition’, ‘linguistic dysfunctions’, ‘language teaching’, ‘literacy studies’, etc. I agree that these are linguistic fields, which are, in the tradition covered by the label ‘psycholinguistics’, but in general such studies are carried out as larger multi-disciplinary projects involving linguistics, psychology, the psychology of perception, pedagogy, and other fields contributing to the knowledge about human language and psychology. The achievements may say something significant about languages or particular languages, but sometimes the results are relevant only for special parts of linguistic patterns.6

			The linguistics in this book

			Many years ago, in the 1970s, when I was a student at Odense University, I attended a course in what was called ‘psycholinguistics’. The course book was a monograph entitled Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. Admittedly, the book was a hard read, and at the first lecture there were only two students, but the next time there was only one student (me); and it stayed that way for the rest of the course. The teacher was the late Carl Erik Lindberg, a Swedish linguist with a profound knowledge of the subject matter of linguistics, and I am, as I told him on several occasions, deeply indebted to him. If it had not been for his enthusiasm, I would not have been in linguistics and this book would not have been written. But, obviously, as I attended the lectures, I did not have the option of not having read the pages required for each lecture because I was the only student and I was sometimes asked about my opinion on this and that. As a frame of reference, I had read Diderichsen’s ‘grammar’ and I was (not well but fairly) acquainted with Hjelmslev’s thoughts – and I had heard about Brøndal – but my time with Carl Erik Lindberg and the way he meticulously made clear the deeper implications of Aspects mark the foundation of my own thoughts on languages and the theoretical and analytic issues I have, since then, tried to address. The following is to be understood in this perspective.

			I would like to thank Professor Staffan Hellberg, Stockholm University, for having checked the grammatical analyses, and I also want to thank my learned colleague Dr. rer. nat. habil. Norbert Endres for having checked my formalisms and for inspiring discussions over the years.




		

			Technical Information

			In the following I use different characters for special kinds of text:

			1   Specific technical accounts of syntactic theory and analyses (i.e. formal definitions, symbols, formulae and annotations (including the analysed text)) are written in Courier black, extensively using ‘#’ to mark sections and paragraphs.

			2   General technical accounts, for instance arguments in formal logic, are written with the same typeface as the body text.

			3   Linguistic excerpts and examples in Chapters 3 and 4 are written in Courier black.

			4   Analyses are written below the examples in Courier 10 gray.

			Capital letters (letters in the upper case) are used for Concepts (e.g. ‘PETER TRAINED THE DOG’).

			1   Initial Capital Letters (letters in the upper case) are used for names and labels (e.g. ‘the Classical Danish Tradition in Grammatical Analysis’),

			2   small capital letters are used for technical terms (e.g. ‘constituent’, ‘topological signification’) when they are introduced or in contexts where they may be confused with non-technical terms.

			3   Abbreviations written in small capital letters are used for frequent technical terms (e.g. ‘cst’, for ‘constituent’).

			Italics is used for:

			1   Titles of published references (journals and books).

			2   Linguistic forms cited in the body text.

			Bold is used for emphasized forms in the linguistic examples (e.g. han fik repareret sin bil) and in instantiated parameters in a calculus.

			Asterisk ‘*’ is used for:



	1  

	The marking of artificial or unorthodox terms when they are introduced (e.g. *conjection).




	2

	The marking of ungrammatical forms.





			Punctuation is made according to standard conventions. Single quotation marks are used for:



	1  

	unpublished references;




	2

	quotations in English;




	3

	translations into English of quotations in other languages;




	4

	meanings of words or phrases (not in syntactic analyses);




	5

	paraphrases;




	6

	metaphorical, unorthodox or non-technical use of words and expressions;




	7

	technical terms (not in small capitals) when they may be confused with a non-technical meaning.





			Definitions of technical or more important terms in the body text are in general marked by the use of a colon after the term and a semicolon after the definition (e.g. government: ‘cst-external multiple morphological signification;’). Formulae may be separated in a similar way.

			In Appendix A there is a Glossary of technical terms, and the definitions and formalisms of the EFA(X) theory are presented in Appendix B.

		


		
			1

			The Birth of Linguistics

			When the Danes came

			Sproget er det redskab hvormed mennesket former tanke og følelse, stemning, stræben, vilje og handling, det redskab hvormed han paavirker og paavirkes, menneskesamfundets sidste og dybeste forudsætning. Men ogsaa menneskeindividets sidste uundværlige redningsplanke, hans indhold i ensomme stunder, hvor sindet brydes med tilværelsen, og konflikten udløses i digterens, tænkerens, grublerens monolog.

			Language is the instrument by means of which man shapes his thoughts, mood, feelings, endeavour, will and acts, the instrument by means of which he affects and is affected, the last and indispensable precondition of human society. But it is also the last and indispensable hope of the individual human being, his comfort in lonely hours, where his mind struggles with matters of existence, and when this conflict evokes the monologue of the poet, the thinker, the contemplator.1

			(Louis Hjelmslev, Omkring sprogteoriens grundlæggelse ([1943], 1966: 5)

			The Classical Danish Tradition in Grammatical Analysis

			Christiern Pedersen did not create modern Danish linguistics, neither did Jens Pedersen Høysgaard, nor did Rasmus Kristian Rask, but it is generally acknowledged that they are among the major contributors to the conceptual background of the scientific notion of language that was expressed by Jespersen, Brøndal, Hjelmslev and Diderichsen in the first half of the twentieth century, and which I shall call the Classical Danish Tradition in Grammatical Analysis.

			If one accepts the broad view that grammar, in a broad sense, includes the physical linguistic manifestations described in phonetics and orthography, then Christiern Pedersen (ca. 1480–1554) can be said to have had a certain influence on the expressional structure of Danish grammar, namely, that of the orthography of Danish after the Old Danish period, i.e. after 1500 (cf. Skautrup 1947: 176, et passim). He was the linguist of his time. His first book was printed in 1510 (a Latin–Danish dictionary: Vocabularium ad usum dacorum (cf. also Skautrup 1947: 148 et passim)). He was a clergyman at the time of the Danish Reformation. He was an author, a translator and a publisher, and for a period he was also a canon at the Cathedral of Lund in Scania, which was then a part of Denmark. His major achievement was his contributions to the translation of the biblical texts into Danish, and it has been argued that he also made, or largely contributed to, the 1550 edition (cf. Molde 1950; Skautrup 1950) of the Bible known as Christian III’s Bibel, after the Danish king who initiated its publication, but the claim is most likely not one that can be substantiated (cf. Götzsche 2007). Besides adapting the ecclesiastical conceptions of the Reformation into a more straightforward vernacular, Christiern Pedersen was able to make systematic proposals concerning the spelling of words in Danish, so that it became, to a higher degree, nationally unitary, systematic and consistent. As a result of language change, pronunciation and other spoken language features had changed substantially during the Old Danish period, and Christiern Pedersen’s suggestions were so ingenious that since then only limited systematic changes were made up until the end of the nineteenth century. This was achieved in a spirit of ‘determination, effort, hard work, and intellect’, characteristics which are also ascribed to Rasmus Rask, Vilhelm Thomsen and Holger Pedersen by Louis Hjelmslev, in his inaugural lecture on his appointment in 1937 to the Chair of Comparative Linguistics at the University of Copenhagen (cf. Hjelmslev 1959: 9), and which can be said to be those which characterize some of the most outstanding Danish contributions to linguistics.

			These personal traits would also characterize Jens Pedersen Høysgaard (1698–1773),2 who never received an appointment worthy of his linguistic skills. He worked as a caretaker at the University of Copenhagen and as a bell ringer at churches administered by the university (Trinitatis Kirke and Vor Frue Kirke). He took part in the ongoing debates about Danish orthography, but his most impressive contributions were in the fields of phonetics and grammar. He offered the first systematic account of the nature and the distribution of the Danish glottal stop (in Danish, stød), and these results and his description of the Danish grammatical system in the framework of a kind of ‘dependency’ grammar were mainly offered in his publications of 1747: Accentuered og Raisonered Grammatica, and 1752: Methodisk Forsøg til en Fuldstændig Dansk Syntax.3 Høysgaard’s achievements can hardly be overestimated, since the quality of grammatical description and explanation concerning the Danish language was (according to Skautrup 1953: 13–16) not surpassed until the twentieth century.

			Høysgaard’s work was in fact surpassed in the nineteenth century, not in the field of Danish language, but in the discipline of comparative linguistics. Rasmus Kristian Rask (1787–1832) can be regarded as the founder of the philological study of these Scandinavian languages by pointing to the genetic relationship between the languages with Old Icelandic as the representative of a prototypical origin (Rask 1818). He also studied quite a large number of foreign languages, both Indo-European and other languages. Rask, more or less in line with the Germans Franz Bopp and Jacob Grimm, founded the scientific discipline of comparative linguistics (cf. Götzsche 2007). To him, the current theoretical notions of genetic language relationship vs. typological similarities were not clear, but he contributed to the groundwork that led to later clarifications. His urge to systematize, which led him to a continual rearranging and regrouping of the grammatical and phonetic systems, has been an inspiration for succeeding generations of Danish linguists. It has been an inspiration in two ways: first, by entertaining an awareness of the need always to question the established scientific paradigms; second, by encouraging an awareness of the need always to clarify the analytical concepts, theories and methods, an effort which led Hjelmslev to characterize Rasmus Rask as one of the initiators of twentieth-century structuralism (cf. Diderichsen 1960: 135–45; M. Bjerrum 1959). Hjelmslev describes this ‘untraditional tradition’ of Danish linguistics as: ‘The study of the methods and results of their predecessors has never been an education in dependence to Danish scholars, but training in independence’ (Hjelmslev 1959: 12).

			Rask’s last contribution to linguistics was his proposal for a revision of Danish orthography (Rask 1826). His main principle was that the conventions of writing should reflect the pronunciation, but the changes that would follow from his recommendations were so radical that they were not approved in his own lifetime. Some of them were introduced in the last part of the nineteenth century, and the last one was adopted in 1948.

			Apart from scattered remarks below, I am not going to mention other ‘great Danes’, among them Karl Verner, Vilhelm Thomsen, Holger Pedersen and Kristian Mikkelsen (cf. Mikkelsen 1911).

			In the following I shall not tell the story of the life of Viggo Brøndal and his work – nor shall I tell that of the lives of Otto Jespersen, Louis Hjelmslev and Paul Diderichsen – and I do not summarize the history of the ‘Copenhagen School of Linguistics’ (Le Cercle Linguistique de Copenhague) in the first half of the twentieth century. To certain extent, further information about these individuals can be found in Bandle et al. (2005) and the series Acta Linguistica. The main purpose of my description is to account for the conceptual, theoretical and methodological ideas and principles characteristic of the most salient approaches in Danish grammatical analysis in this period – in accordance with the way these themes are accounted for in the central works of the grammarians – and this inevitably is bound up with the people who developed the ideas and principles: Brøndal, Hjelmslev and Diderichsen. My account is intended to demonstrate that they had some characteristics in common, i.e. the structuralist approach and the striving to go back to the foundations of theoretical reasoning, and that there were also things that distinguished them, i.e. the nature of the basic scientific assumptions in linguistics and the kinds of theoretical systems they created. But hopefully my account will also demonstrate that what unites their approaches is an endeavour to achieve clarity and logical consistency in dealing with fundamental linguistic problems.

			It is now widely acknowledged that linguistic problems are more than grammatical problems, and it is also widely acknowledged that grammatical analysis is more than finding morphological paradigms or diagramming sentences. Nevertheless, investigation of the expressions of language still lies at the heart of linguistic theory, and in this account the notion of grammatical analysis will cover any attempt to conceive of and explain the expressional phenomena of languages, both in general and in their instantiations. Thus, grammatical analysis means both conceiving theories about the more or less universal categories that linguistic expressions are divided into, and finding the particular units that represent the categories, and so Brøndal’s word classification, Hjelmslev’s Glossematics and Diderichsen’s sentence topology all come under the term ‘Classical Danish Tradition in Grammatical Analysis’.

			Jespersen on language

			Otto Jespersen is well known among contemporary linguists, first of all for his contributions to descriptions of the English language, but he also made acknowledged advances in our understanding of phonetics, in language education and in the philosophical basis of linguistics, and his work clearly belongs to the Classical Danish Tradition in Grammatical Analysis. His achievements have been accounted for in detail elsewhere, and I shall only touch on briefly what is relevant to the model of syntax that I propose in Chapters 3 and 4 of this book.

			It is noteworthy that in a standard reference work on syntax like Brown and Miller (1996), Jespersen is only mentioned on two occasions (on pp. 77 and 80 (the bibliography of the entry), 166 and 168 (the bibliography of the entry), in both places as a reference to his Analytic Syntax (1937). In this, he makes ‘An attempt … at devising a system of succinct and in part self-interpreting syntactic formulas’ (Jespersen 1937: 13). So, 20 years before Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures, Jespersen tried to offer a formal syntactic theory, which he thought ‘So far as I know, this is the first complete attempt at a systematic symbolization of the chief elements of sentence-structure’ (1937: 98).

			I shall not go into how Jespersen’s formal approach is evaluated today, only mention that the entry ‘Descriptive Grammar and Formal Grammar’ by F. Stuurman in Brown and Miller (1996: 75–80) takes up the issue of whether Jespersen’s system is more or less formal, and also Chomsky’s perception of Jespersen’s views, but it is noticeable that the other reference to Jespersen (1937) is found in the entry ‘Generative Grammar’ by the late James D. McCawley (1996: 164–9), and in that context as a remark on some details concerning auxiliary verbs.

			What Jespersen did in his formal syntax is that he made it ‘possible to denote all the most important interrelations of words and parts of words in connected speech … By means of letters, chiefly initials of ordinary grammatical terms, numerals, and a few more or less arbitrary signs’ (Jespersen 1937: 13).

			When compared with my approach in Chapters 3 and 4, one may find some similarities to this. For instance, Jespersen has symbols for ‘Subject’, ‘Object’ and ‘Predicative’ (1937: 16), but he also has symbols for things like ‘Agent-substantive’ and ‘Recipient’ (ibid.), and this broad conceptualization sits uneasily between syntax as structures of sentences and scenarios that sentences may depict; in a kind of role-semantic fashion. No doubt, Jespersen’s approach to formal syntax must be seen as a first – and, admittedly, diligently elaborated – attempt to purify a descriptive system to analyse syntax in the manner of sciences such as mathematics, logic and chemistry (which he discusses on p. 13) but, in my view, the basic problem with his approach is that he takes as his point of departure words and word meanings. By doing so, he seems to assume that traditional transferred goods from logic such as ‘subject’ and predicate (as ‘predicative’) combined with word class categories like ‘Verb’ and ‘preposition’ and with morphological paradigms like ‘Infinitive’ and ‘Gerund’ (1937: 16) – and furthermore furnished with some semantic roles – would make a coherent system. As is well known today, it is not quite as easy to put together symbols in a formalised system if they refer to phenomena that seem to belong to different ‘natural classes’ or conceptual domains, and even though Jespersen (1937) has been an inspiration to me in creating the theory below – for instance, concerning his ideas about ‘nexus’ and ‘rank’ which to a certain extent correspond to my ideas about how to analyse sentences and phrases – I have not been able to use his insights in formal syntax, except for a number of minor details (cf. Chapters 3 and 4).

			Brøndal’s theory of word classes

			Jespersen seems to have held Brøndal in high esteem since he mentions (Jespersen 1937: 98–101) the Brøndalian word class theory (Brøndal 1928) and Brøndal’s contemplations on morphology and syntax (Brøndal 1932) with much enthusiasm, but for Brøndal (1928), language is made out of words, and once this is accepted (a view that he finds quite uncontroversial), if out of chaos one wants to create order, then one must divide the set of objects under investigation into groups, depending on the nature of their properties. Thus the full title of his (1928) account of his theory of language is: Ordklasserne. Partes Orationis: Studier over de sproglige Kategorier (‘The Word Classes. Partes Orationis: Studies in the Linguistic Categories).

			His project was not only one of linguistics. He also refers (pp. vi–vii) to the nineteenth-century debate as to whether or not there are ‘psychological’ or ‘logical’ differences between the humans of ‘lower’ and ‘modern’ societies respectively, and he points to the potential of solving this controversy by investigating the linguistic categories of the languages of the peoples of the world. If there can be said to be universal language categories, then it can be inferred that human minds are basically identical (cf. also Brøndal 1928: 63). In this way, his work turns out to be a philosophical, a psychological, a sociological and anthropological as well as a linguistic project. He summarizes the purpose of his investigation as three problems concerning the number of word classes and their nature (1928: 2): (1) ‘is there a minimum number of word classes; and is there also a maximum?’; (2) ‘do word classes form systems, how and why?’; and (3) ‘is there a common logical base of all or some languages?’. He points to the fact that the European paradigm of word classes originates in Ancient Greece (except for the class of interjections that was invented by the Romans), and that this classificatory system has turned out to be unsatisfactory when applied to more ‘exotic’ languages. Then, consequently, he traces the conceptual and terminological development of the current theoretical paradigm (1928, pp. 3–55) in its historical context and origin to see if there can be found any theoretical import in the tradition.

			His answer is that there can be found both terms and notions that can be utilized to build a universal theory of words and their classes, and the basic theoretical concepts are explained on pp. 55–73. He knew, of course, that the classical categorizations, which had survived from Classical Greece until the nineteenth century, were driven by other motives than those of modern science, namely by normative and prescriptive ideals. Yet, he is convinced that the classificatory achievements of the traditions of antiquity and their followers do imply some kind of scientific perception of the problems, and in his elaboration of the classical concepts his point of departure is the linguistic doctrine of ‘semiological structuralism’ (cf. Götzsche, ‘Structuralism’, in Chapman and Routledge 2009: 219–25), a notion, whose theoretical meaning in the modern European tradition of the humanities is ascribed to Ferdinand de Saussure (cf. de Saussure 1916: 24: ‘système [linguistique]’; 25: ‘La langue, au contraire, est un tout en soi et un principe de classification’; 33: ‘sémiologie’; 97: ‘signe linguistique’, et passim):

			According to Brøndal:

			Hvis sproget er et system af Tegn, maa klasserne paa ethvert givet Sprogtrin danne et Hele, hvori hvert Led kun faar Eksistens og Værdi ved sit Forhold til alle de øvrige.

			If language is a system of signs, then the classes at any stage [of development] must create a [unified] whole in which every single part achieves existence and value only by means of its relation to all the other [parts].

			(1928: 55)

			Then he points to the fact that the criteria that have been used since antiquity, when people have been trying to make systematic arrangements of word classes, have been of a morphological, syntactic or logical nature. He summarizes the morphological attempts and rejects the syntactic approaches.4 Then he offers a detailed summary of the options for logical solutions, and he arrives at the conclusion that there seem to be a number of basic concepts that are maintained throughout the history of philosophy. Labelled as ‘categories’, they are considered central to formulating and solving philosophical problems, and Brøndal adopts these concepts as basic linguistic categories:

			1   Substans (cf. Egenavne)

			2   Kvantitet (cf. Talord)

			3   Kvalitet (cf. Adverbier)

			4   Relation (cf. Præpositioner).

			(Brøndal 1928: 65)

			Thus the four fundamental concepts in describing the word classes are (1) ‘Substans’ ‘substance’; (2) ‘Kvantitet’ ‘quantity’; (3) ‘Kvalitet’ ‘quality’; and (4) ‘Relation’ ‘relation’, and each of them is closely linked to one apparently basic word class (‘Egenavne’ ‘proper names’, ‘Talord’ ‘numerals’, ‘Adverbier’ ‘adverbs’ and ‘Præpositioner’ ‘prepositions’ respectively).

			It is important to admit, first, that the main source of these categories is the Aristotelian scheme of categories (which appears in different versions with different numbers of categories to a maximum of 10), second, that the ones chosen are: ‘hos ARISTOTELES … de, der nævnes först’ ‘by Aristotle … the ones that are mentioned first’ (p. 65), and, third, that the nature of the categories is not made quite clear by Brøndal.5 Thus, they can be conceived of as metaphysical notions, i.e. entities or properties functioning as conditions or as a fundamental background for the existence of the physical world (presumably the Aristotelian view), they can be conceived of as basic ontological entities, i.e. elements, the aggregation of which make up the other entities of the world, or they can be understood as epistemological categories, i.e. basic human concepts employed in knowing and understanding the world, which is the view held by Kant.6 So it follows that it is not evident what the starting-point for Brøndal really is, whether it is a number of more or less accurately expounded philosophical classifications used to characterize classes of words, or whether it is a more or less intuitive classification of four types of words functioning as the basic ones, underpinned by philosophical investigations into conceptual structures. This is not contradicted by Brøndal’s attempt to claim that the categories can be derived from the conceptual apparatus of traditional logic (for instance, by saying that ‘substance’ can only be the subject of a well-formed proposition, while the other three categories can only be predicates (p. 65)), because then we are left with the problem of the philosophical (ontological) status of logic. Nor is it contradicted by the claim that the categories are to ‘be stripped of any metaphysical and absolute character’ (p. 68), based on the argument that ‘language is a system of signs’ (p. 69), because it is not thereby justified that the categories reflect properties of this system of signs.

			But such difficulties are commonplace in scientific theories; and from this point onwards Brøndal develops a formalistic theory of word classes that both includes all the traditional word classes (and would include any word class one could imagine), and is able to account for all the words in the languages known by him, in one system.

			The first step in developing the formalistic system is the production of the expressions that signify the properties of word classes and the combinations of which are stipulated to be assigned to each specific word class. Through a series of contemplations, all of which are not quite transparent, and a piece of text, which is by no means lucid, he makes the connection between the basic categories mentioned and the formal concepts. Thus ‘substance’ is characterized as ‘Genstand for Relation’ ‘object of relation’ (p. 70) and is labelled as ‘Relat’ (‘das Bezogene’)’, i.e. an entity or a property implying the ability to establish relationships, while ‘quantity’ is characterized as ‘Genstand[e] for Beskrivelse’ ‘object of description’ (p. 72) and is labelled as ‘Descript’, i.e. an entity or a property implying the ability of being described. Out of this emerges a distinction between ‘Genstandsarter’ ‘kinds of objects’ (entities, properties or elements: ‘Relat’ and ‘Descript’) and ‘Funktionsarter’ (‘kinds of functions’ (relations and descriptions)), and:

			Det foreslaaes da at betragte disse fire Begreber og kun dem som fundamentale. De antages – efter den foregaaende Begrundelse – at være Sprogets faste Kategorier, de eneste nødvendige og tilstrækkelige til at definere et hvilketsomhelst Sprogs System af Ordklasser.

			It is proposed, then, to consider these four concepts, and only them, as fundamental. They are supposed to be – according to the previous argument – the fixed categories of language, the only necessary and sufficient ones [i.e. concepts] in order to define the system of word classes of any language.

			(Brøndal 1928: 72)

			The corresponding symbols are derived from the chosen terms:

			Det foreslaaes endvidere paa det relative Omraade at betegne Forbinder eller Relator ved r, Genstand eller Relat ved R, – og parallelt paa det descriptive Omraade Beskriverelement, Kvalitet eller Descriptor ved d, ‘Formkapacitet’, Kvantitet eller Descript ved D.

			It is further suggested in the relative field to label connective or relator with r, object or relating entity with R, – and in parallel in the descriptive field describing element, quality or descriptor with d, form-capacity, quantity or described entity with D.

			(Brøndal 1928: 72)

			By this, it is implied that any word class can be defined by being assigned one of these symbols, or a specific combination of two or more symbols, and if the result is empirically plausible, i.e. if it is an adequate description of all (or most) of the data, and if it furthermore builds an aesthetic pattern, then there is a strong inclination to believe that it is also a true description.

			So Brøndal sets out to demonstrate that word classes can reasonably be defined and characterized by this formalistic system. The first problem to solve is to answer the questions ‘which combinations are possible at all’ (p. 74, ‘1˚’), and ‘which combinations are possible at the same time’ (ibid., ‘2˚’), and Brøndal strongly rejects the suggestion that an empirical method should be adequate, because it would always be based on special facts, and these would create arbitrary limitations (p. 75). As a quite different approach, he suggests two principles called the ‘principle of continuity’ and ‘the principle of symmetry’ respectively (ibid.). The former implies that ‘differences and contrasts should always be neutralized by connecting links and transitions’ and the latter implies that ‘in any kind of totality (‘Helhed’), there will always be established some equilibrium’ (ibid.). At the basis of these principles his ‘combinatorial system’ comprises four levels: on the first level (p. 76, ‘I’), there are four classes that are assigned one symbol each and which are called ‘abstract classes’ (‘r, R, d, D’); at the second level (ibid., ‘II’), there are six classes that are called ‘concrete classes’, and each class is assigned two symbols (‘rR, Dd’ = the ‘homogeneous group’; ‘Rd, rd, RD, rD’ = the ‘heterogeneous group’); at the third level (ibid., ‘III’) we find four classes as combinations of three symbols (‘Drd, DRd, rDR, rdR’) that are called the ‘complex classes’; and at the fourth level (ibid., ‘IV’) only one class remains, namely, the combination of all the symbols (‘rRDd’), a combination which is called the ‘undifferentiated class’. This is regarded as the absolute maximum of word classes in any one language (in total, 15 classes), and if one calculates the possible combinations of word classes found in the languages of the world, then there is a maximum of 32,767 different languages (p. 77), but since the ‘principle of symmetry’ is applied, then some dependences or ‘solidarities’ between the occurrences of word classes are established and the actual number is assumed to be much smaller.

			Up until this point the procedure has not been much different from that of creating some kind of logical system according to clearly defined rules to manipulate the symbols, and in that sense it is quite speculative as a scientific theory. The verification7 of the theory will not be established until it has been demonstrated that it matches the facts, and Brøndal thus makes an evaluation of a number of words from different languages as interpreted by the theory. The four basic word classes are of no special interest, since they are more or less part of the defining apparatus, but it should be observed that, according to Brøndal, relatively few languages have genuine prepositions (p. 79), if they are defined as being only abstract conveyers of relation, and an example of a preposition that satisfies this definition is the French word de.8 It should also be noted that the class of proper names corresponds more or less to the classifications in traditional grammars (pp. 81–5), and that the class of numerals is indisputable (pp. 85–90) while it appears to be more difficult to find genuine adverbs (pp. 90–5). But it is interesting, actually, that Brøndal is able to define the four traditional Aristotelian word classes of nouns (‘Nominer’, p. 97), verbs (‘Verber’, p. 104), pronouns (‘Pronominer’, p. 109) and conjunctions (‘Conjunctioner’, p. 113) as two-symbol classes. Thus nouns are defined by the properties ‘Rd’, which means that the class is allowed to contain only words that denote an ‘object or substance’ and words ‘describing content or quality’. Intuitively, we find this to be true of nouns and adjectives in the Western European languages, and Brøndal mentions examples of nouns like Danish Sæk ‘bag’, which can be traced back to Phoenician saq, and found as a loanword as Finnish sekki, and in the adjectives Danish stor ‘big’ (Arabic kabir, Finnish iso). The word Sæk has to refer to something, and we know that the thing has some specific properties, and the word stor refers to a property, but we cannot imagine the property without something having the property. According to Brøndal, it is only the Indo-European, the Semitic and the Finno-Ugrian languages that can be said to have clearly definite sets of nouns, while the other languages of the world display classes of nouns that have a more complex or blurred semantics. The same principles are, by Brøndal, applied to the other three word classes with more or less the same result; only pronouns do not quite fit into the model because only demonstrative and indefinite pronouns are accepted as genuine members of this class. The two ‘homogeneous’ classes (‘rR, Dd’) are used to account for possessive pronouns (p. 124) and personal pronouns (p. 129) respectively, and after having illustrated the adequacy of his theory with samples like these, then Brøndal passes the symbolic elements on to the three-symbol classes.

			The wider aspect of the implementation of the theory is the interesting fact that Brøndal produces not only an account of all the traditional word classes and their sub-classes, e.g. the class of nouns that can be divided into substantives and adjectives as a consequence of the significance (marked by letters in bold) of the elements of the combination (thus ‘Rd’ (nouns), ‘Rd’ (substantives) and ‘Rd’ (adjectives), p. 97 seqq. and ‘Synopsis’). But he is also able to account for more subtle morphological categories (all symbolized by ‘Drd’): the gerund; the two supine forms of Latin (‘venio questum’ ‘I come to complain’, ‘facile dictu’ ‘easy to say’ (p. 107)); two of the Finnish infinitives (p. 137), (Finnish infinitive 1: basic form like ostaa ‘buy’, translative like sanoakseni ‘I having the intention/purpose of saying’, and Finnish infinitive 2: in the inessive case like sanoessani ‘I saying’). Or he is able to account for, for instance, complex numerals by the elements ‘rDR’ (p. 145). The procedure does not stop until he has exhausted all the logical and empirical options inherent in the languages known to him and he arrives at the final combinatorial option of ‘rRDd’, which he applies to the class of interjections (p. 155).

			The last part of the theory is a presentation of universal exemplars (‘Universalier’ ‘universals’, p. 164 seqq.) of each of the word classes. Brøndal’s basis for this is the way he handles three kinds of expressions that he has not yet defined: ‘articles’ (‘Artikler’), ‘genitive-particles’ (‘Genitivpartikler’) and ‘answering-words’ (‘Svarord’), (pp. 162–3). In his view, they are abstract forms of other word classes (p. 163) and through a number of deliberations, which are not all quite perspicuous, he comes to the point where he claims that all the words within a word class are ordered according to their degree of abstractness (p. 164), and that there may be a most abstract representative of any word class: a universal exemplar. Then the interesting thing for Brøndal is whether these phenomena are actually found in different languages and to what extent the distribution of them is a characteristic feature of particular languages.

			His answer to this enquiry is typical for him: only French (it may be mentioned that he was a professor of Romance Languages), and to a very limited extent English, have the universals of the ‘abstract’ (one symbol) and the ‘concrete’ (two symbols) classes, e.g. French ‘chose’ is the universal proper name (‘R’) and French ‘on’ is the universal noun (‘Rd’), (p. 165), while the Scandinavian and other Germanic languages are abundantly represented by three-symbol universals (pp. 168–75). The last question to be answered is, then, whether or not there are universal representatives of the sub-classes of the undifferentiated class of interjections – sub-classes which emerge on the basis of the emphasis on one or more of the aggregated elements – and the result is that such abstractions are actually found primarily in the Western European languages. It is an intrinsic characteristic of Brøndal’s line of reasoning that these findings confirm the hypothesis about a connection between the manifestation of the different word classes in actual languages, the existence of abstract universal exemplars of word classes in actual languages, and the ability to create abstractions as a mental property. Thus, the evidence mentioned:

			vil da kun findes, hvor Abstraktionsevnen paa det paagældende Felt har naaet sin höjeste Udvikling.

			will be found only where the faculty of abstraction in the actual [subject] field has reached its highest [level of] development.

			(Brøndal 1928: 180)

			This convergence of linguistic and anthropological generalizations is then discussed further in the third chapter of the book: ‘Konsekvenser’ ‘consequences’ (p. 181).

			In his last chapter, before the Conclusion, Brøndal deals with the link between word classes and linguistic variation, i.e. ‘Sprogtyper’ ‘language types’, ‘Nationalsprog’ ‘national languages’ and ‘Dialekter’ ‘dialects’, the last item also including the phenomenon of stylistic variation (p. 182). The primary purpose of his reflections on dialects and style is the underpinning of his general theory concerning an axis of abstractness, and the final and general question is:

			Hvilket Forhold er der mellem Sprogtyper og Ordklassesystemer og mellem disse og Mentalitetstyper?

			What kind of relationship is there between language types and word class-systems and between these and types of mentality?

			(Brøndal 1928: 207)

			It may come as no surprise that the answer is that only the Indo-European and Semitic Languages contain all of the advanced word classes, i.e. levels ‘I’, ‘II’ and ‘III’, with one, two and three symbol assignments respectively (and French seems to be the most advanced language of them all, cf. p. 215). These languages have obtained:

			den störste for Mennesker mulige Alsidighed eller Fuldstændighed

			the greatest versatility or completeness for human beings.

			(ibid.: 209)

			and
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