ARNOLD M. ZWICKY AND GEOFFREY K. PULLUM

PHONOLOGY IN SYNTAX:
THE SOMALI OPTIONAL AGREEMENT RULE*

0. BACKGROUND

The proposal that syntax s free of phonology, in the sense that no syniactic
rule in any language requires a statement making reference to phonological
properties, has been defended and attacked in numerous works duning the past
two decades. but the issue can scarcely be said to have been uncontroversially
settled.

Critics of the position (Hetzron 1972 and Rivero and Walker 1976, for
instance) have adduced putative counterexamples of many diflerent types.
from a bewildering variety of Janguages. Advocates of the position (Zwicky
1969. for instance) have argued that the involvement of phonology in syntax is
only apparent - that the claimed generalizations are spurious, that they involve
tendencies in performance rather than rules of grammar, that they are
explicable in terms of some cognitive domain other than language, or that they
are 10 be described in some component of grammar other than syntax (in 2
morphological component, in the lexicon, in a set of surface filters, or in 2
special component devoted to cliticization and readjustment). Zwicky (1982)
summanzes some of our current proposals on these matters.

Those who elect to defend the position that syntax is phonology-free may
proceed in either of two ways: first, empirically, by examining data that have
been alleged to constitute evidence of nonphonology-free syntax and showing
that either the daia or the analyses are wrong: and second, theoretically, by
exhibiting and motivating the structure of a theory of language which will not
permit reference o phonology in the syntactic component. Naturally, the two
approaches are complementary, and ultimately both have to be pursued. The
empirical analyses will be pointless quibbling over facts if no general concepts
are being illuminated. and the theoretical construction will be fruitless.
dreaming if it cannot be shown thata satisfying mesh with detailed arrays of
facts is obtainable. We wish to pursue both strategies simultancously. Clearly
such a task must be fragmented f itisto be tackled at all at the level of a journal
article. We plan a presentation of our overall point of view, with detailed
factual support. in a forthcoming book (Zwicky and Pullum forthcoming). But
we would like to offer here, having established the general theoretical context,
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a discussion of one particularly interesting set of facts that have been held 10
constitute a challenge to phonology-free syntas but. under our reanalysis, do
not.

The facts are from Somali. a Cushitje language of East Africa. They are
interesting because they illustrate (under our interpretation) a perhaps rathar
surprising diachronic development leading 1o a synchronic situation thai
nitially appears to call for not only phonological reference in Syntactic rules
but “transderivational’ reference {a condition On one construction type
referring to the existence in the language of some other construction type). The
facts were uncovered by Hetzron {1972 pp. 259-261}, where the apparenth
phonological nature of the needed generalization (but not the seemingly
transderivational aspect) was noted and siressed, In briel, what Heziron
claims 10 have discovered in Somali is the existence of 2 rule of grammar that
says roughly this:

Verbs in finite clauses agree with subject NP's in number and gender. except that if a sentence
exhibuis at the phonoiogical jevel 1he properties that are typical of sentences with feminine stogular
subjects, It undergoes apreement as if it did bave & feminine singular subject, regardless of what it
actually has

This would indeed be a strange agreement rule. It would not be formally
statable in any theory of grammar that we know of. Hetzron refers to the
phenomenon as ‘playful agreement’, because NP's that Jook as if they have
feminine gender actually seem to play at being feminine under certain
conditions. We shall show that the analysis of the relevani facts has
umplications for the theory of morphological features and the distinction
between the form of a grammar and the ex planation for its having that form, as
well as for the question of the relative autonomy of the phonological and
s¥ntactic components.

Before turning to the empirical issues in Somali, we digress briefly on the
theoretical support for the proposal that syntax is phonology-free. The general
assumptions within which this proposal is located are those of high
modularity (the theory prescribes that the grammar of any language consists
of a fairly large number of components), nonuniformity (the theory also
prescribes that the internal composition of these components differs con-
siderably from one Component 10 another, in the sense that the units
appropriate to one component will be different from those appropriale 1o the
other, as will the conditions on their cooccurrence and on their sequencing),
and limited interfacing (the theory also prescribes that the priociples
governing the structures in one component will have limited access to the units
and structures appropriate 1o the other). Granting high modularity, nonuni-
formity, and limited interfacing, many theories of grammar are still possible;
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indeed. these assumptions inform stratificational. tagmemic, and standard
transformational theories, as well as Bloch- or Harris-style structuralismanda
number of current nontransformational approaches. for instance Generalized
Phrase Structure Grammar. In fact, ali the theoretica! framewo rks just named
stipulate or entail that syntax is phonology-free, 50 that the position we are
defending here is, in general terms at least, one of very wide acceptance {though
it has rarely been argued on empirical grounds).

I would be reasonable to ask why a theoretical framework should embody
such assumptions as high modularity, nonuniformity, and limited interfacing,
and why thesc assumptions should be realized in such particular interfacing
hypotheses as the principle that syntax is free of phonology. This is not the
place to elaborate a metatheoretical defense of interfacing assumptions in
general, or of this particular interfacing assumption — even Zwicky and Pullum
(forthcoming) will not undertake a task of this size — but the central point 18
clear enough: our aimis to increase the substantive content of linguistic theory
by excluding, in principle, types of interaction that the record shows ar¢ never
encountered. We are convinced that interference by phonology in syntax is
pever genuinely encountered. To increase the plausibility of this conviction in
the eyes of other linguists, we nced 10 scrutinize with great care the most
suspicious-looking cases we can find. 1t is this that is our motivation in the
present discussion of Somali.

Now to summarize what is 10 come: We survey the relevant Somali facts in
sections ! and 2. Insection 3 we discuss Hetzron's presentation of the ‘playful
optional agreement rule, and in section 4 we elaborate on his speculations
about how it originated. In section 5 we offer our own remarks concerning the
correct interpretation of the situation in Somali, and in section & wedraw our
conclusion.

1. NuMBER AND GENDER IN SOMALI

The relevant facts are fairly complex; we shall begin by following Heztron's
exposition, which s illustrated by intransitive scntences of the form

(8Y) N-Det FP v
The N is the subject noun, Det its suffixed definite determiner, and V the verb.
FP is focus + pronoun, the verb-focus marker waa in combination with an
{optional) subject pronoun; the relevant combined forms are masculine

singular wou and feminine or plura! way. An example:

2) baabuur- kii wuulegay
truck the he lef1(3s59. masc.}
{masc.)

The truck left.
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The language has masculine and feminine gender, indicated in struc-
tures like (1) in four ways: the lexical classification of N, the form of Dei
(-kii ~ -gii ~ -hii for masculine, -tii ~ dii for feminine, the allomorphs being
phonologically determined). the form of FP (wuu or way ). and in the suffis on V
{in the past these are B-ay for the masculine singular, -t-ay for the feminine
singular, and -een for both genders in the plural}. A further (imperfecy)
indication of gender, which Hetzron alludes 10 but does not describe N any
detail 1s the tone patiern exhibited by N. A few pender pairs are diflerentiated
by tone alone, as Armstrong’s (1934 section on tone in Somali indicates:*

(3) a, %inan daughter

b, vinan son

c. gaalin young came! (fem.)

d. gaalin young camel (masc.)
(4) a. 7slaan old woman

b. mslaan old man

¢. %addoon slave (fem.)

d. 7addoon slave (masc.)

The contrast in (3) is between a tonal accent on the second syllable, realized
phonetically as two syllables with mid tone (the feminine patiern), versus a
tonal accent on the first syllable, realized phoneucally as a high'low
(masculine) paitern; the contrast in (4) is between one (feminine) 1onal accent
on the second syllable, realized phonetically (as belore) as two syllables with
mid tone, and a different {masculine) tonal accent on the second syllable,
realized phonetically as a mid-falling tone (Hyman 1981 treats this latier
difference as involving a tonal accent on the second mora of a long vowel
versus & tonal accent on the first mora of a long vowel). According to
Armstrong, the pattern of (3a), (3c), (4a), and {4c) is always feminine; the
pattern of (3b) and (3d) s mostly, but not exclusively, masculine; and the
patiern of (4b) and (4d) is always masculine (so that baabuwr in (2) above is
necessarily masculine on the basis of its phonological shape). Other generali-
zations apply to monosyllables with long vowels or diphthongs: those with
mid tone (1onal accent on the second mora} are pearly all feminine, those with
faling tone {tonal accent on the first mora) are all masculine (but monosyll-
ables with short vowels 2]l have the same tone, phonetically mid, regardless of

! The tone murkings have been altered 10 conform 10 the transcription system used by
Andrzejewsks (1964) and Hetzron (1972). A ample and more adequate description of Somali tone
bas recently been proposed by Hyman (198 1). The transcnption here follows Andrzejewsk; rather
theny Hetrron or Hyman The ranscription for vowels generathy follows Andrzcpewski, except thai
{(as 10 Hetzron and Hyman) distinctions between a apd ®.1andi. ¢ and ¢, u and «, 0 and & are not
windicated '
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their gender). The lexical classification of nouns into the two genders is thus to
some extent indicated by their phonological forms, and jof course} it is to some
extent indicated by their meanings (soddoh ‘mother-in-law’ being leminine, rag
‘the masculine sex, men’ being masculine). These refationships between tone
and gender are summarized in Table 1, which indicates in column ! the
location of the topal accent in Hyman's scheme and in column 2 the
transcription we are using here. Note that in Hyman's scheme feminine gender
is associated with a tonal accent on the final V of a noun, while masculine
gender is associated with a tonal accent on the penultimate V of a noun,

TABLE 1. Tonc-gender Association in Nouns

Tonal accent Transcription Geoder

a. C,VIVIC,VC, C,V(VIC,VC, always feminine

b. C,¥C,VC, C,VC, VG, mostly masculine

. CVIVIC,VVC, C,VIVIC, V¥ C, always feminine

d. C,¥VINIC,VVC, C,VINIC,VVC, always masculine

e. C,VVC, CoVVC, almost atways feminine
f Co\'f‘ vC, C,VV(C, always mascubine

g C, VG, C, VG, either

The system thus far is reasonably straightforward. The first complication
anses in gender agreement in the plural: Somali, like a number of related
languages, shows poLARITY with respect to the gender of determiners in the
plural, masculine nouns normally taking feminine determiners (-tii ~ -diiin (1)
above) and feminine nouns always taking masculine determiners (-kii ~ -gii
~ -hii). The plural version of ¢2) is therefore

{3) baabuurra- dii way tegeen
trucks the they left (3 pl)
{fem )

The trucks left.

(Polarity is not thoroughgoing, since one class of nouns shows no switch:
monosyllabic masculine nouns like nin 'man’, plural aiman, have masculine
determiners in the plural as well as the singular) Note that plurality is
indicated in four ways in {5) — by a suffix on N, by a Det disagreeing in gender
with N, by a plural FP, and by a plural suffix on V - while information as to
gender 1s available only from the lexical classification of N and the disagreeing
Det, the forms of FP and V being the same for masculines and feminines in the
plural.
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2. PLURALS AND SUB-PLURALS

A second complication arises in nouns with irregular plurals, To describe this
complication we must first outline the classes of noun plural formations in
Somali. Hetzron, folio wing Andrzejewski {1964, pp. 142-6). divides these into

PLURAL. All nouns which could reasonably be classed as regular fall into the
‘Plural’ group: these show a vanety of suffixes, distributed essentially
arbitranly - the vowel ¢? with various alterations in the noun stem (suflix-ya
in ubahyé Nowers®, from ubah; pemination of the final consonant in shabeeild
‘leopards’ from shabeel; deletion of the last stem vowe] in hargs ‘hides’, from
harag: no aleration in sariird ‘beds’, from sariir), the suffix ~oyin (in waddooyin
‘roads’, from widdo), the suffix -yaal (in maroodivial ‘elephants’, from
maroodi), and so on. Ope ‘Plural’ formation is pot arbitrarily distributed-
monosyllabic masculines (the exceptions 10 polanty already mentioned) have
plurals of the shape -aR, where R represents a copy of the stem-final
consonant: wapan ‘names’, from wan. Both forms in our initja) discussion of
Somal; belong 1o Andrzejewski's ‘plural’ group: babuurrs ‘trucks’ {babuurrs-
diiin(5))is an assimilated form of babuurrd, showing < plus gemination of the
stem-final consonant; and niman ‘men’ has the -aR sullix, with a copy of the
stem-final [m) of min (from pim-; both min and nimag show a regular
morphophonemic shift of {m] to ] in word-fina] position),

There are three types of sub-plural formations in Andrzejewski's scheme
those with special suffixes (the suffix -jin borrowed from Arabic, as in nijagriin
‘carpenters’, from nijasr; and the rare suffixes -(8)an accompanied by deletion
of the last siem vowel, as indaghsn ‘stones’, from qagah); those with different
stems in the singular and plural, following the pattern of the Arabic *broken
Plurals’ which are the source of this pattern in Somal; (thus, maraskiib ‘ships’,

3 Orrionar AGREEMENT

Weare now ready 1o present the second complication in the Somal; agreement
System as it is presented by Hetzron (following Abraham 1964): sub-plural
nouns may have the usual verba] agreement (a 3 pl. like tegeen in (5)) or (‘more

7 The tope mark " ip Andrzejewski's SYstem is a variant of ghe lone mark ; the distinction
indicaies tone sandhj differences thar do not concern us here. .
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preferably’, according to Hetzron 1972, p. 259)a verb in the feminine singular;
according to Andrzejewski (1964, pp. 28f) the choice between a plural and a
feminine singular verb form for sub-plurals is ‘optional. Heizron's examples
(5h) and (5i), repeated here as (6) and (7}, illustrate the options for a sub-plural
in -iin; his (5¢) and (5I), repeated here as (8) and (9), for a sub-plural with a
feminine tone pattern:

(6) nijaar-  kii wuutegay
carpenter the he  left (3 sg. masc.)
(masc.)

The carpenter left.

() nijaariin- tii* way tegtay/tegeen
carpentersthe they left{3 sg fem.;3 pl)
{fem.}

The carpenters left.
{8 dibi- gii wlutegay

ox thehe lefi(3sg. masc)
(masc.)

The ox left.

9) dibi- dii way tegtay tegeen
axenthe they left (3 sg. fem.je pl)
(fem.)

The oxen left.

Ordinary plurals do not have this option in agreement; contrast (5) with (10):

(10} *baabuurra-dii way tegtay
trucks the they left (3 sg. fem))
(fem.)

How is this type of optional agreement in Somali to be described in a
synchronic grammar of the language? How might it have come about
historically? These are, of course, two separate (though not unrelated)
questions.

Consider first the synchronic issue. A straightforward description would use
an inherent lkexical classification of nouns as [ + Subplural] - as taking one of
the special sub-plural formations or not. This feature would be analogous to

3 Hetzron (p. 261) has -till. presumably a musprint for -ti.
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a feature like [ + Irregular) for Enghish nouns, intended te distinguish nouns
with special plural formations (mouse mice, ox,0xen, leaf, leaves, sheep sheep)
from those in which the stem is unaltered and the plural suffix has the form /z
~s~322,. In cach case, the marked class - [ + Subplural] for Somal,
[ - Irregular] for English - would be further divided according to the particular
idiosyncrasies of the nouns in this class {some divisions representing
subrepularities). There may also be nouns capable of 1aking more than one
plural formation, the choice depending upon linguistic context {as in maple
leares versus the Toronte Maple Ledfs), distinguishing diflerent shades of
meaning (as in brethren vs. brothers), or constituting a stylistic option (hooves
or hoofs, both availabie to many Enghsh speakers). For Somaly, there are
ahernative plurals with different shades of meaning (Hetzron aies the tone-
shifung sub-piural dibi ‘oxen’ versus the ordinary plural dibivé ‘few oxen’) and
others standing as styhstic options (Hetzron cites, from Abraham (1964:36),
the ‘broken’ sub-plural banaadiix ‘rifles’ for the Arabic loanword buntux,
aiongside the ordinary Somab plural buntuxyé). In such cases we have what
amount to two shghtly diflerent lexical 1tems, with identical phonological
features but different morphological, syntactic or semantic features.

We are now confronted with several varieties of morphological features.
There are intrinsic, lexical features, like [Subplural], [Irregular], {Gender],
and [Declension], which are associated inherently with individual lexical
items. There are ‘free’ extrinsic features, like [ Piural] for English and Somali
pouns, features which are not (in general) associated with individual lexical
nems and are not predictable on the basis of syntactic environment. And there
are ‘determined’ extrinsic features, which arise from processes of government
and agreement: case in nouns, number in verbs, and the like. Somali optional
apreement involves all three sorts of features: when the subject noun of a finite
clause is [ + Subplural] (an intrinsic feature) and [ + Plural] (a free extrinsic
feature), the verb of that clause may either follow the usual principle of
+ Feminine
~ Plura)
features), Let us call the latter principle the Somali Optional Agreement Rule,
or SOAR forshort. SOAR stands in a disjunctive relationship to AGR, and for
cither agreement principle 10 be applicable both intnnsic features
([Subplural] for SOAR, [Feminine] for AGR) must be specified:

agreement (AGR) or show the features [ ] (determined extrinsic

+ Subplural
+ Plural

+ Feminine | -

— Piural

SOAR: Verbs in linite clauses having [ ] subject NP’s are

optienally marked l:
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AGR:  Verbs in finite clauses agree with subject NP's in number and
gender.

This relationship between the various types of features is not particular to
Somali or to subject-verb agreement; in general, agreement principles
governing the distribution of determined extrinsic features must be able to
refer to intrinsic features, free extrinsic features, or both, and such otherwise
different frameworks for the description of inllectional morphology as Rhodes
(1976}, Lapointe (1979), Lieber {1980), and Anderson (1982) all have me-
chanisms for this sort of reference. Agreement principles must have access to
certain types of (nonphonological) lexical features, and SOAR is in no way
special in this regard: the same is true of noun-determiner agreement in
German. noun-adjective agreement in French, object-verb agrecment in
Hungarian, and so on.

Hetzron (p. 261) maintains, however, that in Somali ‘the subject-to-verb
agreement must take place afier the surface shape of the subject noun has been
spelled out, after the choice of path for pluralization has been effectuated”. But
SOAR as we have described it above does not support the conclusion that
subject-verb agreement takes place only after the surface shape of nouns has
been spelled out; abstract features must be available, but no case has yet been
made that actual phonological shapes must be - that "the realization of the
agreement rule depends on the phonetic output of the pluralization® (Hetzron,
P 261). As we shall see in the next section, not only is an analysis referring 1o
phonological shape not necessary, it is also inadequate.

Before passing 1o this discussion, we remark that the treatment of agreement
we are proposing is in no way extraordinary. The main part of the analysis
involves features associated with phrasal rather than lexical categones, but
this is common to most formal treatments of agreement and government that
have been suggested, regardless of theoretical framework: Gazdar and Pullum
(1982) explore the formalism in Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, while
tracing it back to Zellig Harris; Vanek (1977) is perhaps the first extended
development of the idea in transformational grammar, though this work owes
much to Bierwisch (1967); and Babby (1980) uses the same idea within arather
different framework. There are Interesting theoretical issues having 1o do with
the extent to which the content of agreement and government rules is supplied
by universal principles. It might, for tnstance. be sufficient for SOAR and AGR
simply to state that VP's are marked for certain features in the presence
of other features: the restriction to fintte clauses, the fact that the
determining features are to be found on subject NP's, and the fact that the
determined features are realized morphologically on the verb might all follow
from universal principles. But these possibilities do not bear directly on the
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question at hand, which is the plausibility of rules Jike SOAR and AGR.

One further point, namely the interaction between SOAR and AGR
deserves brief comment. SOAR s ineffect an excepuion clause 10 AGR, and so
should take precedence over and block it Exacthv this Interaction is required
by Propert Inclusion Precedence (Koutsoudas. Sanders. and Noll 1974,

4 Hretzron's MIscoNsSTRUAL Account

The issue of actyal phoenological or phonetie shapes anses when we ask why
there should be such a principle as SOAR and how the language could have
come to have such a principle. Hetzron offers an Ingenious account, which
Wirns on a potential misconstrual of the subject noun phrase of sentences like
(7)and (9). All su b-plurals have 1one patterns associated with feminine nouns
{Andrzejewski, in fact, Broups them (pp. 32-3)in one declension with the most

{borrowed ‘broken plurals’ like banaadiix and the tone-shiflting type exem.
Plified by dibi) have no isolable suffix. Hetzron maintains that what allthe sub-
plural types share is

- the fact that they do not use a morph which is, in Somap Proper. unmistak abiy labelled a5 a
plural-marker. The shape they have could very well be analyzed as & femipine fngular, unjike, for
instance, basbouwrré with jis plural ending 4.

Heizron observes that in sentences like {5) the plurality of the subject is un-
equivocal, because of the ending <6 on baabuurre. The potential ambiguity of
the FP wiy, as 'she’ or ‘they’, is resolvable in favor of the latter, In (7)and (9,

Quite on the cootrary, even though wiy js UNDERSTOOD to be & pjura! pronoun imposed by
semantc agreement with the subject noun, as far as the surfzce confliguration is concerned, there is
first a noun which Loox s like a feminine singular{chanks 1o polanityinthe Dei1). then way 'she’ op
“hey’, and the verbal Rgrecment takes advantage of this surfsce ambiguity by making the verb a
femunine singular,

It is quite obvious that no Somal; wili defude himself 1n10 believing that the subjects of [(7) and
(%] are actual singulars. The speaker of the language wil! always know what he is saying The
chows of a feminine Singuiar verb Jooks like & conscious Playful abuse of Somal, morphology .
Through constant use, 1t bas become pan of grammar. (2601}

There are several ways of interpreting Hetzron's proposalihata ‘playful abuge*
has become grammatized. Exactly what Hewzron intends is not ciear, because

I3



PHONOLOGY IN SYNTAX 395

feminine singular. This account makes the prediction that nouns modified by
adjectives would not have the feminine singular agreement as an option, since
plurality in adjectives is clearly indicated morphologically; we have no direct
evidence on the question. But this account is dubious on the basis of facts
casily available in the literatyre on Somali. We note, first of all, that Hezron
waves away the Arabic borrowed plural ending-iin, which clearly indicates
plurality but nonetheless permits feminine singular agreement. For Hetzron,
this ending does not count as something that makes a noun 'look like’ a plural
He Lmits his description to morphs ‘in Somali proper’, implying that a
monolingual Somali speaker will not be able to recognize the morphological
segmeniation in nijaariin ‘carpenters’ (cf, nijaar ‘carpenter’). Such forms cannot
be regarded as unassimilated borrowings; they are phonologically impeccable
in Somali. A similar problem arises with the sub-pluralsin <a)an: there are not
many of them, but there is no reason to think they are unanalyzable.

The situation worsens when we look at the full set of ordinary plural types
histed by Andrzejewski. In addition to the suffixed types Hetzron cites, there
are two descnbed by Andrzejewski(p, 145) as ‘rare or ‘very rare’ (respectively,
-yaw, as in nimanyaw ‘groups of men’, from nimin: and -aal plus gemination
of the stem-final consonant, as in gallaal ‘scabbards’, from gal). Such suffixes
should be on a par with the sub-plural -(ajan with respect to analyzability.
Finally, there are some ‘broken plural’ borrowings that belong to the
ORDINARY plural group and not to the sub-plural group, despite the fact that
they equally "look like” feminine singulars; Andrzejewski (p. 146} cites three
such words, including jaraa %id ‘newspapers’, from jariidad. We conclude
thal PHONOLOGICAL, Or even morphological, resemblance to a feminine
singular is insufficient to explain why some plural subjects can optionally be
treated as feminine singulars for the purposes of verbal agreement. Certainlya
phonological account is inadequate: not every plural with a feminine singular
tone pattern belongs to the sub-plural group (jaraa "id, for instance, does
not), so that tone will not suffice to pick out the class of forms for which SOAR
is applicable; and ‘lacking an unmistakable plural marker {even if It
successfully picked out the appropriate class of forms. which it does notjis a
morphological, rather than phonological, property.

Heziron's misconstrual account fares better as a description of an historical
process that might have led to the addition of SOAR as partof the grammar of
Somali. The inception of the process would depend on there being sufliciently
many subject noun phrases which could be construed as plurai or as feminine
singular, these then serving as the basis of the analogical creation Hetzron
describes. The analogy would not have 10 be conscious or playful in character,
though such motives cannot be ruled out: there are simple examples of
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morphologcal analogies - extensions of subregular patierns, in fact - arising
both from conscious play on words (shat created as a past of the verb shir) and
without apparent conscious design (as in the development of brang and bruny
as pasts of the verb bring), The analogy extended 10 a morphologically defined
+ Subplural
+ Plural
exhibiting an ambiguity for perceptual purposes: jaraa”id is an ordinary
plural, despite its lack of a plural sullix, while nijaariin is a sub-plural. even
though 1t has an easily detachable plural suffix.

An additional, or alternative, force for the development of SOAR comes from
the agreement systemn of Qoranic Arabic, a language that has had profound
eflects on Somali. Qoranic Arabic (like many of the modern Arabic dialects)
uses the feminine singular as an unmarked person in agreement, permitting
ferminine singular verb (and adjective) forms as aliernatives to plural forms in
various circumstances. Thus, we find Reckendorf (1921, pp. 21-8) listing the
feminine singular as a possible agreeing category for predicates in many types
of sentences with subject-predicate order: for broken-plurai subjects denoting
persons (although the plural forms are ‘besser’), for broken-plural subjects
denoting male animals (the plural agreement here said to occur ‘selien’), and
for nonhuman collective subjects, among others. It is also (pp.24-6) a
possibility for some predicates in sentences with predicate-subject order. And
(pp. 58-9) Reckendorf gives a set of inmslances - basically, nonhuman
plurals — in which an adjective appears in the feminine singular rather than
showing the same number and gender as the head noun.*

Given the Arabic agreement, system, it is no surprise that Arabic loans into
Somali should permit optional feminine agreement in the plural, whether these
loans are aznalyzable into siem + suflix or not. Arabic influence does not
explain optional agreement for the tone-shifting masculines, of course. But
multiple historical forces may be at play here.

class of inslances,[ J subjects. rather than to the ¢lass of instances

5. REMARKS

Let us summarize this discussion of agreement in Somali. We have examined
Hetzron's claim that the language has a principle of agreement which applies
1o masculine plural subject noun phrases that are in some sense indistinguish-
able from [eminine singular noun phrases. Hetzron maintains that some
syntactic rule - the agreement principle, however it is 10 be formalized - s
phonologically conditioned, because it must refer to the lack of any

¢ Weare indebted lo Douglas Fullet for pointing out the Qoranic Arabic facts and for supplying
us with references '
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phonological mark distinguishing certain masculine plural noun phrases from
possible feminine singular noun phrases. Unfortunately, Hetzron states no
principles, so the nature of the cluimed involvement of phonology is obscure.
A reasonable interpretation of Hetzron's account refers to morphological
disunctiveness. But, we argue, cven this is inadequate; the most satisfactory
solution we know of is an agreement rule (SOAR) that refers entirely to
morphological features.

We then consider Hetzron's misconstrual (or ambiguity-of-interpretation)
account as an outline of the historical forces that might have led to the
development of SOAR. This we find plausible, though contact with the
Qoranic Arabic agreement system may provide an alternative {or reinforcing)
account. Phonological identity might well have played a role in the historical
development of SOAR, bur only through its involvement in the perceplual
analysis of sentences and not (so far as we can see) as a formal condition on
rules of grammars of any sort.

Throughout this discussion we have tried to keep separate the motivarions
for ruies of grammar and the forms of these rules ffollowing Grosy {1981} but
contra Hetzron (1972, p. 261), who observes that *the very motivation of the sg.
31 agreement, the treacherous shape of plural nouns, appears only after
phonology has been tntroduced). A perceptual consideration that in some
sense motivales the existence of a rule or condition does not necessarily predict
the form this rule or condition will take. We have seen that from the
perceptual point of view oplional agreement in Somali both overapplies (by
operating for some subjects with analyzable plural suffixes} and underapplies
(by not operating for some ‘broken piural subjects), though for the most part
optional agreement and the conditions for misconstrual of subjects fit very
closely. The situation here is quite like other cases in which some principle of
grammar is motivated perceptually, though not all the details of the
grammatical principle can be predicted from its perceptual bases - as in the
familiar example of the absence of the English complementizer thar at the head
of a complement clause. In most cases. thar is optional:

{11) We realized (that) penguins can’t fly.

There are, however, situations in which the appearance of that is obligatory,
among them subject clauses in genera);

{12} a. That penguins can't fly is really a shame.

b. *Penguins can't Ny is really a shame.

Bever (1970, pp. 313-7) and Grosu (1972, Section 2.1.1) attribute the
ungrammaticality of {12by to the perceptual difficulty resulting from its
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‘erroncous closure’. the initial string of words penguins can't fly constituting an
independent clause by itself We might go on to maintain that the grammatical
principle governing the occurrence of thar at the head of complement clauses
thoweveratis to be stated) s in fact nothing more than the perceptual principle
barring instances of erroneous closure. But. as in Somali, from the perceptual
point of view the principle of thar placement both overapplies and under-
apphes The principle requires that thar appear even in subject complements
whose internal structure clearly marks them as subordinate, asin (13)and (15)
rcontrast (14) and (16) respectively):

{13} a. That he ever drank a drop at all astonished us.

b. *He ever drank a drop at all astonished us.
{14) *He ever drank a drop a1 all.

{15 a. That Margaret would care 10 buy your stork is dubjous.
b. *Margaret would care to buy your stork is dubious.
(16) *Margaret would care to buy your stork,

And. on the other hand, it does nor require rhat for object complements whose
subjects could be erroneously interpreted as the objects of the main verb, as in

{17b) and {19b) (whuch begin as in (18) and (20);. respectively:

{17) a. We saw that kangaroos were not very bright,

b. We saw kangaroos were not very bright.
{18 We saw kangaroos.

{19) a. Norman believes that his students’ protestations have no basis.

b. Norman believes his students’ protestations have no basis.

(20) Norman believes his students' protestations.

We conclude that we are faced here with a rule of grammar that could
plausibly be claimed to be motivated by perceptual considerations, but whose
form does not transparently reflect those considerations. We do not exclude
the possibility that some phenomena are straightforwardly perceptual; we are
merely observing that the analyst must be prepared to distinguish, on
occasion, the form of a rule from its reasons for being.

The distinction between motivations for a rule and the form of the rule is, of
course, closely tied to the distinction between historical accounts of linguistic
structure and synchronic descriptions. In the case of Somali optional
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agreement, we have suggested that SOAR in the current language might have
arisen through a kind of analogy based on the poteniial double interpretation
of certain subject noun phrases. But we do not assume that, in general, an
historical change (like this one) will be in any sense recapitulated in a rule of the
grammar of some ensuing stage of the language. From the vantage point of this
later stage. many aspecis of the principles of grammar may seem arbitrary and
unmotivated, though when their antecedents are traced the developments can
be seen as quite reasonable. Arguing in this vein Kiparsky (1975, pp. 205-7)
{‘'keeping the distinction between structure and change’, as he himself says) has
given brief historical rationalizations for two synchronically unmotivated
features of modern English (the appearance of the verb be in the passive and
the exceptional properties of adjectives of the type asleep and alive). The
distinction is one that has been much discussed in phonology, of course, and
cfforts to keep structure and change distinct lie behind many of the criticisms
of ‘abstract’ phonelogical analyses. We merely reiterate here that the analyst
must be prepared to assert, on occasion, that certain principles are (synchreni-
cally) arbitrary, even when an historical rationalization is available.

Finally, having emphasized that form must sometimes be distinguished
from motivation, and structure from change, we turn to the distinction
between logical and psychological accounts of linguistic organization. We
maintain that, in the first instance, a grammatical description is an account of
the logic relating sound, meaning, and use in a particular language, and thata
grammaucal theory is (at least) a delineation of which systems of such
relationships might occur in languages, of which systems are ‘possible
grammars’ (as it is often put). An account of the mechanisras involved in the
production or comprehension of speech in context — a truly psychological
gccount, that is — might have quite a different shape from any such system,
though we should expect there to be significant points of contact.

We realize that the issues here are thorny, and we are not proposin g any theory
of the relationship between linguistic structure and cognitive functioning.
though we should point out, following Kiparsky (1968), that there is a
difference between ‘the psychological reality of the substance or content of a
rule and the psychological reality of its form’ {asitis put by Cena 1978, p. 8);
and, with Cutler {1979, p. 79), that there is both a strong sense of psychological
reality, in which ‘the ultimately correct psychological model of human
language processing will include stages corresponding to* some postulated
analysis or process; and a weak sense, which ‘implies only that language users
can draw on knowledge of their language which is accurately captured by the
linguistic generalisation in question'. Rather, we are content to warn against
the naive identification of linguistic analyses with descriptions of sentence
production or comprehension. We are concerned about the question because
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some discussions of the interactions between syntax and phonology have been
couched, explicitly or implicitly. in terms that identfy the stepsn a derivation
(derivations being artefacts of particular approaches 1o the description of the
logic pecukliar to linguistic systems) with steps in the production {or
comprehension) of utterances and attempt to draw concusions on the basis of
this identification. Hetzron (19724 18 one such discussion. Speaking of the
Somal: optional agreement, he maintains that ‘the case of buntux [with its two
plurals, broken banaadiiy and true Somali buntuny6, presumably distributed
by style and dialect] shows that even though the particular type of plural a
noun takes s indicated in the lexicon, there is some option left 10 the speakerin
some cases, and the agreement rules will refer to the particular plurahzation
process the speaker has decided to adopt’. The phrasings ‘some options left 1o
the speaker’ and 'the particular pluralization process the speaker has decided
to adopt’indicate that Hetzron treats the steps in a derivation as something a
speaker does. This psycholinguistic interpretation of derivations Ieads o no
confusion for the Somali case at hand (though some difficulty arises from
Hewzron's assumption that the two plurals of bontex are not distinct from one
another unti] they are actually spelied out phonologically in derivations; this
Bssumplion 15 in no way necessary, however, and in our earlier discussion of
alternative plurals we assumed that buntux and similar nouns were associated
in the lexicon with both the feature [+ Subplural] and the feature
[ — Subplural}). In other cases serious misapprehensions result, as when
Hetzron rejects the notion of surface structure constraints out of hand, because
obviously ‘past expenence in the use of the language will ieach the speakers 1o
avoid paths with no outlet’ (p. 258), rather than permitting them ‘as an
afierthought’ to ‘discard” unacceptable outputs.

6. ConcLusION

The conclusion we draw [rom our extended discussion of the interesting
descriptive problem Hetzron provides is that Somali offers no support to the
view his paper defended: that syntax and phonology are partially intermingled
domains. Merely letting the agreement rules of Somalt have access to
phonological properues of morphemes would not, in any case, suflice for the
statement Hetzron would like to make; as we have seen, no phonological
properties of the relevant strings can be used to predict the occurrence of
‘playful agreement’; Hetzron does not even sketch a grammar-fragment that
would achieve such prediction, and apparently this could not be done. An
adequatle account needs morphological featutes, and this does not need to
make reference to phonology. Hetzron's point about the *playful’ character of
the agreement possibilities with sub-plurals should really have been presented
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as a bypothesis about the historical development of Somali-a study of
psychophonetic factors in syntactic change. It is crucial, however, to see that

this is not the same as a hypothesis about the grammar of Somali. Speakers _

may be influenced by the sound of the sentences in their language when they go
along with a tendency that leads to 2 change in the grammar; but that does not
mean that syntactic rules in the grammar of a language can have phonological
conditions. We claim, in fact, thatin no language does any syntactic rule show
sensitivity to phonological pro perties.
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