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ABSTRACT
BROKEN PLURALS IN MODERN IRAQI ARABIC
By

Theresa MclLaughlin Al-Azzawl

The problem of broken plurals (i.e., internal or
interdigitated plurals, as opposed to the so-called
‘sound® plurals, realized as inflectional suffixes)
has never previously been solved satisfactorily for
Arablc, Mary M. Levy (The Plural of the Noun in Modern
Standard Arabic, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Univer-~
sity of Michigan, 1971), while predicting the correct
plural(s) for any given singular item via phonological
rules and devices to handle exceptions, does not offer
explanation for the peculiarities of the system (e.g.,
multiple plural assoclation).

In this work'the hypothesis posited by Talmy Givdn
("Some Historical Changes in the Noun Class System of
Bantu; Their Possible Causes and Wider Implications” in
Papers in African Linguistics, Chun Wu Kim and Herbert
Stahlke, eds,, Urbana, 1971) to account for the noun
class system of Bantu is used as a basis for the research
into the apparently chaotic pluralization system of Arabic,
The study 1s based on one subdialect of Arabic, namely
Moslem Baghdadi Iraqi, which is a Bedouin dialect.
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Theresa McLaughlin Al-Azzawl

This study finds that classes of Arabic nouns are
assoclated with particular broken plﬁrals on two bases,
A number of plural classes are associated with broken
plurals on the basis of culturally perceived semantic
characteristics. This phenomenon reflects an older
n-ary, non=anthropocentric, non-hierarchical system of
one-to-one semanto-morphological correspondence., A few
plural classes are associated with broken plurals on the
bagis of phonological shape, or canonical form. This
phenomenon reflects a partial rearrangement of the system
since the time of the hypothesized change to a binary,
anthropocentric, hierarchical structure, which gave rise
to the 'sound’ grammatical masculine/feminine dichotomy.

The theory on which the study is based 1s that of
stratificational grammar., One of the requirements of the
theory, that "units” on one level (or stratum) are re-
lated only to "units" on immediately contiguous level(s)
is found to be too stringent. A less rigid model is

adopted in order to account for the direct relationships

¥vhich seem to exist between the gnostemic and the morphemic

strata of Iraqi Arabic.
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So oft in theologic wars,
The disputants, I ween,
Rail on in utter ignorance
Of what each other mean
And prate about an Elephant

Not one of them has seen!

from the poem
The Blind Men and the Elephant
by John Godfrey Saxe
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 The Topic

Broken plurals have posed a problem for analysts
for centuries. The term °'broken plural® is used in most
books on Arabic grammar to designate an internal plural.
For example, the plural of fundug 'hotel' 1s fanaadias
~the plural of gumar °*moon' is gmaaraj the plural of ra‘'ad
‘thunder*® is ru'uud. Such plurals are in contrast with
the gso=-called 'sound® plurals, realized as inflectional
suffixes, For éxample, the plural of fattaan ‘tattle-~tale’
is fattaaniin; the plural of malika °*queen’ 1s malikaat.

A parallel situation exists in English where the
regular plural is realized as a auffix (frequently repre-
sented as -Z). There are instances of internal vowel
alternation, however, such as mouse, mice; man, men, etc,
It Just happens that this type of pluralization occurs
much more frequently in Arabic.

Traditional descriptions of Arabic contailn many
statements such as:

No definite rule can be given for the formation of

the plural, The plurals of nouns can only be

learned individually, a task which 1s not so for-
midable as would at first appear.l

Structural deseriptions do not offer much more insight,

1
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Again we find statements like "In general the plural of
each noun must be learned with the slngular.”2 And,
"There are some thirty possible patterns for broken
plurals, Only a few of them are predictable from the
singular...."3

A recent article by Talmy Givénu on the development
of the noun class system of the modern Bantu languages,
however, offers some interesting implications for the
pluralization system of the Semitic languages. The

following is Givdn's hypothesis:

a) The older classification of (proto) Bantu

was an n-ary, non-hlerarchical, non-anthropo-

centric multi-gender system of features;
there was no further elaboration of the feature

[animate] to yleld |human] . There was a one-
to-one correspondence between the semantic
end morphological noun classification. (p. 41)

This system may be illustrated graphically by means of

a feature-tree:

{ noun]

[anlmate] (inanimate] [abstract] [paired body parts] , ete.

Figure 1

Non-Hierarchical Semantic Feature Tree
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b) A re-analysis of the semantics underlying
the noun universe then took place. The source
of this re-analysis is not clear. This re-
analysis centered around the subject specificity
of verbgs or, in other words, what noun
perform what acts. Specifically, the position
of humans within this schema was re-analyzed;
the feature [human] was given an added spec-
ification of marking above and beyond animacy.
Thus a hierarchized, bi-nary, anthropocentric
system of semantic classification of nouns
emerged, in which the category/feature [ human)
was placed at the top of the hlerarchy of
semantic markedness. (pp. 41-2)

We may illustrate this system graphically as:

[ noun ]

[concrete ] (abstract)
[anlmate] (inanimate)
[ human ] (non-human)
Figure 2

Hierarchical Semantic Feature Tree

The features at the left are the marked of the pair,
while those at the right are the unmarked; with [human]
being the most marked.
c) Largely in order to accommodate this new
emantic classification the Bantu noun class

172 was then created -- de novo == and

human nouns from class 9/10 were slowly

moved into it. (p. 42)

In Arabic we see a parallel situation, The Arabic

so-called 'sound’ plurals (i.e., regular, unbroken, or
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affixed), -iin for the grammatically masculine nouns

and -aat for the grammatically feminine nouns, seem to
glve evidence of 1) a newer plural class created for the
purpose of accommodating a new semantic classification
and 2) the creation of a still more marked grammatical
category -- that of feminine (the masculine being un-

marked), Semantically both are marked.

[h 1’1] [human]
[feminine] [mascullne] (feminine] (masculine)

Semantic Gender Grammatical Gender
| Figure 3
Masculine/Feminine Dichotomy

Justification for considering the feminine to be the
marked of the two 1s found in the incorporation of bor-
rowed words which are already semantically “marked" as
non-native, Borrowed wqrds which have not been com-
Pletely assimilated (i.e., do not receive broken plurals
on the basis of semantic features and/or canonical form)
always receive the marked (or feminine) plural of the
ummarked ‘sound® plural category. That is, borrowed items
fall into the unmarked or productive *‘sound’ plural cat-
egory, but take the marked choice of the two plurals in

this category -~ the feminine,
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d) Since the old, multi-gender morphological
classification of Bantu nouns had ceased to
reflect the semantic facts, there was no
compelling reason left for nouns to remain in
any specific noun class -- except class 1/2,
That is the change over from one prefix-
agreement class to another would not have
disrupted the semantic classification of
the noun universe as it would have done
prior to the semantic re-analysis. The
moving of a noun stem from one agreement class
to the other, done by slip of tongue, memory
impediments, imperfect léarning of children acquiring
the language, would have presented no im-
pediment to the acquisition or maintenance
of the semantic system underlying the noun
universe, Thus, non-human Bantu nouns have
begun to slowly °‘migrate’ all over the noun
class system, giving rise to the present day
chaotic and largely language specific dis-~
tribution. (p.42)

If this analysis were hypothesized for the Semitic
languages as well, it would account for the apparently
chaotic situation of the current pluralization system.
Some singular items in Arabic have two or more plurals
in "free" variation5 -=- although one of these plurals
usually occurs much more frequently than the other(s).

It 1s Givén's contention that the morphology of
Plural formation in Semitic reveals an underlying multi-
gender system upon which the more recent morphological/
agreement genders seem to have been superimposed. Plur-
alization in the older system is not achieved by suffixa-
tion, which is more recent, but involves the interdigita-
tion of plural morphemes with the C006 consonantal system,
This older system of pluralization borders on derivation
but 1s associated with the inflectional phenomenon of
Pluralization,
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This dissertation investigates Givdn's hypothesis
and its potential as an explanation for the Iraqi plur-

alization system.

1.2 Previous Scholarship

The previous scholarship on Arabic broken plurals
is quite limited. There has been only one dissertation
using a modern linguistic theory, namely Levy (1971).
In her transformational-generative treatment of Modern
Standard Arabic plurals Levy divides the singular items
which take broken plurals into taxonomic classes on the
bases of the features ratlomlz masculine/feminine, and

of their phonological shape (i.e., canonical form). The

most frequently occurring plural for a given class is
predicted by a major plural rule, The less frequently
oceurring are predicted by minor rules, and exceptional
cases are predicted by exception features, The "elsewhere”
plurals (i.e., the sound plurals) are ordered after the
broken plural rules and apply to any item which has failed
to meet the structural description of broken plural rules
(elther inherently or via exception features). Levy
admits, however, that though her rules predict the correct
plural(s) for any given item, they do not explain the
Peculiarities of the system. She suggests that the theory
of markedness may ultimately offer this explanation.

A second recent transformational description is

found in Brame (1970). In his treatment of Arabic Phonology,
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he deals almost exclusively with verb morphology. He

provides many interesting observations on the phonological
aspects of Arabic, but does not deal with the overriding
concern of this theslis -- the relationship of semantics

to the noun morphology.

Other publications of interest, but which offer no
real explanation are: Erwin (1963) -- a structural
deseription; Fleisch (1961), KuryXowicz (1961), Lekiaschwili
(n.d.) and Murtonen (1964) -- traditional descriptilons,
the last three being diachronic. Despite their diachronic
viewpoint, however, these works offer no real insights
1nt6 the semantic history of the pluralization system, but
deal only with aspects of its fluctuations according to
canonical form.

There have been no works on Arabic within the
stratificational framework and no published work using
semantically (or gnostemically) defined morphological
classes,

The present study attempts to shed some light on
the present-day pluralization system of Iragi Arabic (and
perhaps indirectly on the system of Arabic pluralization
for the dialects in general). Specifically, it offers
some explanation for the apparent pecullarities of the
system (over and above predictions). At the same time
work in this area makes some contribution to the meta-
theory, inasmuch as a sfudy of this nature, whilch indicates

& rather direct relationship between semantics and
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morphology, has never been attempted within the stratifica-
tional framework., The direct relationship between morph-
ology and meaning wés hinted at in Lamb (1971a) where he
states that "morphotactic classes which are needed to
specify the occurrence of morphemes in derivational con-
structions are often semantically defined.... It suggests
that there must somehow be direct links from morphemes to

meaning ceee”

1.3 Modern Iragi Arabic
Modern Iraql Arabic is a term commonly used to refer

to the Muslim Baghdadl dialect of Iraql Arabic. Iraqi
Arablic belongs to the group of Arabic dialects called
Eastern Arabic, While members of this group share certain
characteristic features, the group as a whole is not homo-~
geneous,

The Muslim Baghdadi dialect is a nomadic or Bedouin
dialect, sometimes referred to as galat ('I sald') to
distinguish it from the Christian and Jewish dialects
of the same city, which are sedentary, and which use the
form galtu ('I said’) instead of the form given above,

As the city of Baghdad 1s divided, so is the rest of Iraq,
The galat/galtu dialect split of the country is not based
oh religlous affiliation, however, but rather on geography,
The cities to the north, like Mosul, are in the qaltu
dlalect group, while the citles to the south, like Basra,

a8 vell as the outlylng farm districts, share the nomadic
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features of the galat dialect group.
The term Modern Iraql Arabic as used herein refers,
as 1s usual, to the Muslim Baghdadl Iraqi dialect of
Arabic.

1 ol" Data

The source of data used in the research is threefold.

First, A Dictionary of Iraal Arabics:s Arablc-English
(Woodhead and Beenes 1967) was used to compile lists

of singulars and plurals and thelr meanings .8 Secondly,
the acceptability df these plurals was checked with two
Baghdadl Iraql informants =-- one of whom has been in the
United States for some time and one of whom has recently
returned from Baghdad. As a check on plurals in context,
Spoken Arabic of Baghdad:s An Anthology of Texts (MecCarthy
and Raffoulis 1969) was used.

The informants were also consulted as to their in-
tultions about semantic classifications,

Transliteration of the data was not necessary since
most dialectal studies are written in the Roman alphabet
in order to make the dialectal variations more evident,
It was only necessary to coordinate the various methods
of transcription., (See Section 2.4.2 for a chart of

Modern Iraqi Arabic consonantal and vocalic phonemes,)
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FOOTNOTES

Chapter I

John Van Ess (1938).
Wallace M, Erwin (1963).
Mary Catherine Bateson (1967).

Talmy Givén (1971). Of course, Givon's hypothesis is

but one of several interpretations possible. The out-

come of any research is always dependent upon the initial
hypothesigs/hypotheses one chooses to work with, (See
Malcolm Guthrie, “Variation in the Bange of Classes in the
Bantu Languages"” in La Classification Nominale dans les
Langues Négro-Africaines, pp. 341-53, Paris, Center Nation-
al de 1la Recherche Scientifique, 1967 for an alternate

hypothesis in which classes 1/2 are posited as being as
old as some of the non-anthropocentric classes,

No variation is absolutely "free", Context (i.e., social
situation, style, etc.) usually plays a crucial role in
determining which variants are to occur.

The triconsonantal pattern is the most common. However,
there are also bi- and quadriconsonantal patterns,

The feature [}atlonal] may be defined as "of or pertsining
to those creatures in the animalia hierarchy able to
reason, i.e., humans."

Regarding the question of the relationship of the
collective noun to its corresponding noun of unity, it

was declded that since this relationship was derivational,
collectives would not be considered in the deseription of
inflectional pluralization -- either sound or broken -
even though broken pluralization borders on being deriva-
tional in nature, For example, ‘

collective tuffaah apple(s) (in general)
noun of unity tuffaaha an apple
plural tuffaahaat apples (more than two)

¥while tuffaah in a certain sense may be considered to be
in a type of plural relationship with tuffaaha, this

——
relationship was excluded from discussion in the present
study, Also excluded was the dual,

10
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CHAPTER II

Preliminaries

2,1 Theoretical Approach to the Topic

2,1.1 Background
The theory to be used as a framework for the descrip-

tion 18 that of stratificational grammar. It was shown
by William J, Sullivan (1969) in his recent dissertation that
stratificational theory fulfilled all the practical and
philosophical criteria he set up as necessary prerequisites
for the consistency of a theory with the philosophy of
science, He states that the philosophy of sclence "demands
that the theory be oriented toward seeking in analysis
a description of the system underlying the raw data, and
that 1t should provide a mechanism for describing that
system."” Further, "since the system sought 1s the sget
of interrelationships of the items of the analysis, the
description must consist of a network of relations." (p. 75)
Stratificational theory surely fulfills this last
requirement since the major tenet of stratificational
theory 1s that language is a network of relationships.,
Units, if they can be said to exist within such a
framework, can only be fully defined via a definition of
the entire system of which they are a part. Within a
stratificational description, however, units exist only
outside of language proper (i.e., in meaning and sound),

11
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1 itself consists solely of the relationships

Language
relating sound to meaning and tautologically vice versa.
In order to discuss certain pertinent points in the network
of relationships it becomes convénient to speak of them
as "units” and sometimes to give them names, e.g., morphemes,
phonemesg, etc. It must be understood, however, that any
such reference to "units” in the description which follows is
solely in the sense of points in the network of relationships,
and that the terms morphemes, morphemic signs, etc. are
only mnemonic devices for referring to these points.,
They are purely for the convenience of the‘analyst in
describing and the reader in comprehending.,
It 1s humanly impossible to actually discuss the
entire system of relationships each time one refers to
a point in such a system. Thus such labels become a
practical necessity.,
In establishing stratificational grammar within
the spectrum of twentieth century linguistic theories,
one must lock to the two most important precursors to the

theory -- Louis Hjelmslev and Charles Hockett.2

In his Prolegomena to_a Theory of Language, Hjelmslev
introduced the notion of language as form, intervening
between the content continuum at one end and the expression
continuum at the other. These continuums he labeled
purport (i.e., content purport and expression purport),

The content- and expression-form are independent of, and
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stand in arbitrary relation to, the respective purports,
forming them into content- and expression-substance. For
{llustration, Hjelmslev used the example of a net (the
form), casting a shadow on an amorphous mass (the purport).
The pattern outlined by the shadow divides this mass in a
certain way creating the substance. A graphic display
night offer better explanation. (In the top half of
Figure 4 the rays are projecting upward and in the bottom

half downward. )
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Notice that the dichotomy is the same as that posited by
de Saussure (1959) in his two sides of the linguistic
sign.

The major difference between Hjelmslev and Lamb 1s
that the relationships Lamb posits are more primitive
than the ones Hjelmslev posits.

The second precursor, Hockett, laid the groundwork
for the notion of intervening levels or strata.3 That 1s,
language cannot be viewed as a simple dichotomy of form
into content and expression, since there exlsts overwhelming
justification for the existence of at least one stratum
relating morphemes to phonemes. Subsequent studles have
shown that similarly morphemes, in general, are not dix_'ectly
related to meaning, thus establishing form as having
several levels of structure (i.e., strata).

In his article, "Linguistic Elements and Thelr Relations”,
Hockett considered the following relatlionship between

morphemes and phonemes:
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{$ MORPHEMES
R
P{i pseudo-morphemes C —— pseudo-phonemes 7
R
PHONEMES //
Figure 5

Hockett's Model of the Relationship
of Morphemes to Phonemes

The pseudo-morphemes may be re-termed allomorphs and the
pseudo~-phonemes morphophonemes. The relationships are
those of representation (R) and composition (C). Although
1t 1s clear that a level exists between classical morphemes
and classical phonemes, Hockett gave this level no linguis-
tic status,

One familiar with stratificational theory can easily
see the development from this to the morphemic level in
the stratificational fremework. "Units" the size of the
traditional morpheme were re-termed lexons (1.e., the
components of lexemes). "Units" the size of traditional
allomorphs were re-termed morphemes (1.e., the tactical
units of the morphemic stratum), and wunits" the size of

the morphophoneme were re-termed morphons (1.€«. the

components of morphemes). The phoneme became the stratifica-

tlonal phoneme which was the same size level &s the traditional
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phoneme but at a higher level of abstraction (i.e., it was
not a biunique level). The relationships in stratificational
grammar are those of realization and composition. Since
a tactics defines a stratal system, or, in other words, a
stratal system cannot exist without a tactics, a tactics
was introduced to generate the well-formed combinations of
morphemes, The stratum so defined formed an intervening
level ‘petween the classical morpheme and the classlcal
phoneme, thus solving the anomaly emerging from Bloomfield

that

A morpheme is composed of phonemes.
and at the same time,

A morpheme has allomorphs.

The stratificational restatement of Hockett's model 1is

Rlven below,
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MM HOCKETY ‘s
TERMS
LEXONS
MORPHEMES
~—_ %
i Norphemes Pseuc[o‘ —~mo rf’kem es
C

PseuCL° - Pl\.ou.w,&s

R

&~ ﬂuv\e.mes PHON EM E>

TACTIC
PLANES

Figure 6

A Stratificational Restatement
of Hockett's Model
This was only the beginning, however. Since Hockett's
article appeared, linguists working within the stratifica-
tional framework have found ample evidence to warrant
the hypothesis of still further levels of structure, each
level being structured in a similar manner. The present

levels posited for language are listed below.
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Gnostemic

Sememic
Lexemic
LANGUAGE Morphemic

lPhonemic

Phonetic

Figure 7

GRAMMAR

PHONOLOGY

The Present Stratificational Model of Language

This shows a neat division between grammar and phonology

but one must not forget that the system 1s an interwoven

whole, The gnostemic and phonetic strata are presently

thought to be, 1f not outside language entirely, at least

at the periphery.

2,1.2 Axioms and Primitives

There are certain primitives out of which a stratifica-

tional deseription is constructed and certain axioms upon

which the theory is based.

The first of these axioms is

A.1 All human knowledge and thus all human act

including language may be described by means of a

few logical relationships.

structure his univefse by means of these r

that 18 innate in man.

It is the abllity to

jvities

elationships
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As Hielmslev (19611 p.127) has stated:

Linguistic theory 1s led by an inner necessity
to recognize not merely the linguistic system,
in its schema and in its usage, in 1ts totality
and in its individuality, but also man and human
society behind language, and all man'’s sphere of
knowledge through language.

These logical relationships are two of the primitives

of the linguistic system. They are "and" and "or.,"”

The second axiom is

A.2 Language, as a mode of communication, functions
in two directions. During encoding it functlons

in the diréction from meaning toward sound. During
decoding it functions in the opposite direction
(1.e., from sound to meaning). Therefore, a theory
should not impose a partiality, either intended or

implied, for either direction.

Stratificational grammar accepts this axiom by its introduc-
tion of the two primitives of directionality "upward"

and " downward,"

The third axiom 1is

A.3 Ordering is often crucial within the lingulstic

system,

There are many cases of crucial syntagmatic ordering.
In English the subject-verb-object word order 1s a good

*Xample, Stratificational grammar accepts this third
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axiom by introducing 1) the primitives "ordered® and
"unordered” and 2) the notion of stratal precedence,
i.e., the notion that the lower stratal tactics (the
ones nearer sound) take precedence over the higher stratal
tactics during encoding and the higher stratal tactlcs
take precedence over the lower during decoding.

An additional type of ordering extant in stratiflca-
I

tional theory, termed tactical ordering’, characterizes
variable ordering, not dependent on any ordering within
the linguistic system. This type of ordering rather

characterizes the realization of elements in the order
in which they occur, e.g., the order of the realization

of morphons composing any given morpheme.

Lamb (1972: pp.675-6) gives the example from Monachis

Gloss: to haul water bucket

a)  Morphonic: pa noo ?a' na pa noo ‘nu hE
Phonemic: panoo ?a'napanoo’noho
Gloss: gold specifically gold

) Morphonics ?7oono 7E 7oono 7?E 'su
Phonemic: ?foono?0 7oono?0'so

Given the following two realization formulae:

Rl E/VlK 1 vy
R2 u/oK J o

¥here K = any consonant or consonant cluster, we can account

for the apparent need for reversed ordering to handle examples
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g) and b) above with stratificational tactical ordering.
For example, in a) the morphons are realized in the order
in which they occur in the morpheme. In 'nu hE, first u
is realized as o, then E is realized as g ylelding ‘'noho.
In example b) (2E__'su) first E is realized as o, then

u 1ls realized as g ylelding ?0'so.

2,1.3 Types of Relationships
The Justification for establishing an intervening

level between two linguistic "units" such as that 1llus-
trated above between the classical morpheme and the ctlasslcal
phoneme lies with the fact that the relationship between
these "units" is not a simple relationship (i.e., it is
not one-to-one)., Relationships may be divided into two
types: simple (or one-to-one) and complex (i.e., many-to-
one or one-to-many).

The types of complex relationships existing within
the linguistic system may be shown to be composed of the
Primitives of the system of stratificational grammar (1.e.,
and, or, upward, downward, ordered, unordered). Following
1s a table of complex relationships and their primitive

components.,
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TABLE I

Primitive Components and Complex Helationships
in Stratificational Notation

COMPLEX RELATIONSHIP PRIMITIVE COMPONENTS STRATIFICATIONAL

NOTATION
Diversification or, downward, ordered VT‘T
or, downward, unordered W
Neutralization or, upward, ordered
Ll
Composite and, downward, ordered ﬁ

and, downward, unordered :

Portmanteau and, upward, ordered
and, upward, unordered ¥
Zero Simple or or, downward, X
ordered or unordered I
| &
Empty Simple or tactically specified f

and, u ward, ordered or unordered
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The following i1s an explanation, with examples, of

how to read the stratificational notation outlined in

Table Io
Qa ‘
1) a 18 realized as b or ¢, but b 1s
chosen in preference whenever possible,
b c

LN/SooJ/

For example, the stratificational morpheme M/sz/
(traditional allomorph) is chosen only in the environment
of comparative or superlative. FElsewhere (the unmarked M4 T/ %«d/
or rightmost branch) the stratificational morpheme M/gud/

s realized, a
2) :* ! a 1s realized as b or ¢ (or a is a class
% consisting of the members b <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>