Re-evaluating zer o: When nothing makes sense
Esben Segel

This paper deals with the notion of zero, a coneggely used in linguistic literature
but scarcely justified. A zero constitutes the eneg of some linguistic element when
nothing is actually there phonologically. Howevdr,is imperative that one be
cautious in postulating zeros in order to make grogeneralizations. Therefore, this
paper examines the notion of zero, presents negessad sufficient selection
criteria, and, ultimately, applies these to the ergiive/infinitive-contrast of spoken
Danish. It will be shown that these criteria wikktter capture the fundamentals of
this verbal distinction in spoken Danish.
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1. Introduction

The nothingness of nothing is plain; but we needriderstand that error isothing,
and that its nothingness is not saved, but mustdmeonstrated in order to prove the
somethingness — yea, the allness — of Truth. (BE8d¥%/1994: 346:6-13, her emphasis)

Throughout the years, philosophers, scientistshematicians, astronomers, etc. have strived
to grasp a better understanding of the notionathing It has indeed been the philosophical
conundrum of the idea of tmmthingnes®f nothingthat has fascinated everyone working on
nothing That is, what is aothingand how does it manifest itself? Questions likesthhave
not been left untouched by linguists who just aseptthinkers have struggled to make
something out of it. Most significantly, it has Inethe introduction of the notion of zero
morphemeswhich contrasted with the plaimthingnesof nothing as stated above, could
be described metaphorically as gwmmethingnessf nothing The use of the concept of zero
in linguistics can be traced back at least two slamd years, when the Indian grammarian
Panini first employed it in his account of Sanskrit.

Today, and at least for some considerable time, rtbtion of zero has been used
extensively, and it has thus gained a firm groumiihiguistic theory and description — in both
formalism as well as functionalism. However, iingperative that one be extremely alert in
proposing zeros. That is, postulating themethingnes®f a perceptible and discernible
nothing

The aim of this paper is as follows. | will inviggtte some of the general uses of the
concept of zero in linguistic literature and discwghen it can be justified to talk about the
presence of some linguistically meaningful elemerhe absence of corresponding phonetic
substance. My theoretical angle will be to focudtmnconditions proposed by William Haas
in his Zero in linguistics descriptiofrom 1957, in which he sets up certain constraiots
postulating zero. Then | will try to determine wihet it is reasonable to propose zero, as has
been done so often by various Danish grammars r{Alldolmes, and Lundskaer-Nielsen
2002), in the Danish imperative in those instangce®anish where the infinitive and the
imperative conflate. Hence, can this be accountedby the conditions proposed by Haas? |
will come to the conclusion that proposing zerdhe imperative is not only wrong at the
level of orthography but just as wrong at the phogical level. Instead, | will propose a zero



infinitive in order to capture certain importantngealizations which traditional grammars
seem to have overlooked.

The structure of this paper is as follows. | beginsection 2, with a concise history of
the use of zero in linguistics and with what |, éd®n Haas’ conditions, take to be misuses.
Furthermore, since zero has been used extremedngxely in linguistics, | can of course
only touch upon the surface. However, the onesidlsiout are indeed fairly common and
can thus quite easily be seen as the pivots oitbagly proposed zeros. Then, in section 3, |
will outline the conditions for postulating zerooposed by Haas and evaluate these by
considering McGregor’s (2003) reappraisal of théamoof zero, in which he suggests that
zero is in fact a misleading mathematical metapRorally, in section 4, | will discuss the
case of the Danish imperative and show why thisicebhe adequately described in terms of
the notion of zero. In doing this, | will show thate need to go beyond the level of
orthography to the level of Danish phonology in esrdo capture the differences and
similarities between the two. We thus need to ohice the notion o$tad— a particularly
interesting phenomenon in Danish with distinguighiaracter. This is due to the fact that
orthography does not give us exact clues as to wiey, and where thetgdmay occur, and
hence no clues as to when the imperative and ivienof a particular verb conflate.

2. A brief history of the use of the notion of zero

The notion of zero in present day’s linguisticsm®ere or less accepted as a valid
concept. The vast majority uses it in descriptiohvarious languages, but few, however,
justify using it. Thus, many, it seems, employ ¢carding to the very general definition,
which can be found in practically every linguiséincyclopaedia. Accordingly, we find the
following and, indeed, very common definition of@én Crystal (1999: 372, his emphasis):

An abstract unit with no physical realization ire tstream of speech; also calledudl
element. The term is commonly used for the absence of @h&me in contexts where
one would normally occur; [...] Azero morph is sometimes proposed to handle
singular/plural alternations in such nouns as shebpre no change is involved.

And were we to look in Matthews (1997), we woulddfia more or less identical definition,
which in fact uses the exact same exampleep to illustrate what is taken to be the
realization of the plural morpheme by a zero morph.

The fundamentals of this widespread definitionjolvhis common knowledge to any
linguist, | believe, can be traced back some tveusiand years, around 68€. and 30(.C,,
to the Indian grammarianaRini who was the first to employ this descriptivevite (Robins
1997: 152-163). In his description of the morphglag Sanskrit, he represented apparently
irregular forms as more regular at the more absteaels of representation and analysis by
postulating a morpheme represented by a zero mdfghthus proposed an underlying
grammatical representation of the noun, in whichldyerules of deletion, could account for
those instances where a particular form had nesponding phonetic realization.

One of the more famous applications of zero issSare’s analysis of the Greek
nominative case forms likphlox (/phloks/), flame which according to him was to be
analysed as containing a zero suffix in order tst laecount for cases where the root and the
stem appeared to be identical (Robins 1997: 168).rdbresentingohlox as /phlog-@-s/



(analogously tdippos(/hipp-0-s/)), any confusion was avoided. Thus the staththe root
were kept distinct from one another, even thougly there phonetically identical (Saussure
1983/2000: 185 [255-256]).

The heyday of zero, however, was the epoch of-Bmsimfieldian American
structuralism (McGregor 2003: 77). The concept wa®sked vigorously in such different
domains as phonology, morphology, and syntax.

Regarding the noun, Eugene A. Nida postulatedra @®rph in those cases where
there was no apparent plural suffix — in cases sisdheeptrout, elk, salmon andgrouse
Thus the absence of an overtly marked plural mavps described as a zero in order to
account for the conflation of the singular (no adusg and the plural (absence) (Nida
1967/1946: 46). Some linguists did in fact alsottrynvoke a zero singular suffix in English,
which was said to contrast with the regular pluafifix (Haas 1957: 38). However, if this
was the case, it would mean tis&ieepin the singular would have a morphemic zero and in
the plural an allomorphic zero. Hence, this linere@disoning should be avoided, or else the
description of language would become overly spadkWith zeros simply for the sake of
structural congruence and balance (Nida 1967/19d6tootnote).

Another example of use of zero in post-Bloomfiatdmorphology was the application
of zero in order to account for suppletive verlmhis such asent Bernard Bloch actually
proposed that the semantic difference betwgeandwent(as inl go vs.| wen) was to be
located in the difference between the presencezef@suffix inwentand the absence of any
such suffix ingo. Thus, all English verbs which in general weresidered to take no preterit
suffix were better analysed as taking a zero suffignce, what it all came down to was a
choice between zero present and zero absent (F&&s 34-35). As | will show below, this
indeed is a highly problematic application of tlemcept of zero.

Far from the post-Bloomfieldian American structigim, Grammaticalization Theory —
the theory that functional elements develop oukeaifcal elements and that this process is
gradual and by and large irreversible — has inddsd made extensive use of the notion of
zero (Lehmann 1995: 171-173). Linguists working@Gmammaticalization seem to apply zero
in a very familiar manner. That is, they appeainwoke zero when some concept in the
process from a lexical to a functional element $oe expression substance — its phonetic
realization. Consequently, zero is used as somegaign of phonetic reduction to nothing.
In that sense, it seems that zero is employed wdwmounting for the rather common
phenomenon in Grammaticalization Theory that indberse of development some physical
realization gets lost. Thus whehturns intoY which in due time develops intd Lehmann
states that thsignificansand significatumof a grammatical formative have become zero
(Lehmann 1997: 171)

The notion of zero is, however, not universallgeggted and some linguists actually
believe that it should be rejected completely (Metts 1974: 123-124). Instead it must be
accounted for differently. Thus Matthews statest(Naws 1974: 124, his emphases):

If the zero morph of comis a device for saying that a morpheme Past Ragits not
marked, a zero morph in menust be interpreted similarly as saying that Rligraot
marked. But that is the opposite of what we wamteshy. [...]In neither comeor men
can the presence of Past Participle or Plural theated by something that is not there.

Instead Matthews opts the explanation that thesad@re merely exceptions and that they
should not be accounted for by the notion of z&tatthews thus explains the relationship



betweencome (present tense) ancbme (past participle) analogously to that sdil and
sailed That is, the latter is mediated by an operatir« X + [d]), exemplifying that [d] is
the past participle marker, whereas the formereiscdbed by X — X), indicating that the
past participle in this case has no marker andtki®atelation is one of identity.

Now, so far we have seen some of the widely upptications of zero. We have seen
various different environments, in which zero haer invoked, with at least one thing in
common, namely that of postulating some abstracterdying form representing some
concept when there, in fact, is no correspondingnplic substance. However, seeing that it
is indeed impossible for me at this point to litlae different zeros that have been proposed
in the linguistic literature since the dawn of tingebrief look at a linguistic encyclopaedia
will show how extensively it has been used. Matthé¥997: 409) illustrates this perfectly by
containing concepts such as:

i. zero relative pronourthe mer@ | saw vs. the merfwho | sawy

ii. zero anaphora: relation in which a phoneticallyll element is seen as
linked by anaphora to an antecedent, as the It&ianni dice che viene
(lit. ‘Gianni says that comes’)

iii. zero derivation: process of word-formationwhich there is no change to
the form that undergoes it: efgshnoun — fishvers

This is only a random selection of the many différ@pplications of the concept of zero.

In the following | will concentrate on Haas (195@)which he gives an account of the
great abuse of zero in linguistics. Instead he @sep certain conditions under which it is
reasonable to invoke zero, and thus illustratesiths necessary to be extremely cautious in
proposing zero.

3. Re-evaluating zero

In some cases it does in fact seem appropriatestulate zero when a linguistic element has
no corresponding expression substance presenprizuneeds to be cautious in doing so,
because often, it seems, zero has been proposed ¥fhteuth be told, it had been more
correct to talk about plain nothing.

3.1.Haas’ criteria for proposing zero

[...] if the acoustic property of an element be zembat will then be left to it of the
properties characterizing a ‘linguistic elementfhbt its acoustic appearance, what is
there to indicate it presence? (Haas 1957: 33)

This question is indeed a central notion in Haatle. That is, he addresses the question of
motivating the presence of an element of speeithufns out to have no acoustic realization.
He by and large felt that the post-Bloomfieldian éiman structuralists had greatly abused
the concept of zero. According to Haas, they hatlieg it extensively in various different
domains, apparently without being aware that theéro features, established by
generalizations only, did not seem to be preseaseelements of speech (Haas 1957: 50).



Recall Bernard Bloch’s above-mentioned accourthefdifference betweego and the
suppletivewentin They go to churclvs. They went to churchThe semantic difference is
supposedly to be located in the contrast betweerthe one hand, the presence of zero in
wentand, on the other hand, the absence of zegw,invhich means that the two forms are
made synonymous. Thus, two obvious carriers of@aséc distinction are put out of action,
deprived of their semantic significance and digtrec value, ousted by the introduction of
two ghosts - presence of zero and absence of EEas(1957: 35). Cases such as these are
obviously not ideal for proposing zero since zeaorwt and should not be postulated in those
cases where postulating it would give rise to aremh between presence and absence of zero.
Haas thus states that if the presence of zergpigosed to contrast with its absence, then the
distinction is one of indiscernibles (Haas 1957). 36

This leads Haas to reject the paradigmatic coter that zero can be postulated if
some, apparently, nothing in the signifier of a pii@me occurs in paradigmatic contrast with
overt forms that contrast with it semantically —aasufficient criterion. It proves itself to be
inadequate according to Haas. That is, it correalliyws plausible zeros, such as the zero
participle incut which semantically stands in paradigmatic comtreigh —ing in cutting
However, illegitimate zeros, such as a zero suiifixwent must be excluded, since, if
accepted, a situation arises in which presenceeaf and absence of zero contrast, and as
stated above such a distinction is one of indisb&gnand should thus be prohibited.
Accordingly, semantic differences must be correlatéth phonological so that differences
between meanings can be located in differencesdagtviorms. Haas does, however, not
reject the paradigmatic criterion altogether. Tigthe acknowledges that it is indeed a
necessary condition for identifying zero.

In his quest for necessary as well as sufficieit¢ga for postulating zero, Haas tries to
determine the form of a zero. That is, what isfthen like, and how to detect it? By requiring
that all linguistic elements, zeros or non-zeradisfy the same two general conditions, he
can determine the so-called form. The conditioes(biaas 1957: 41):

i. A linguistic element must havefarm of its own, identifiable as ‘the same’
in different environments, and

ii. it must havedistinctive value i.e. contrast with others, in some of its
environments. (Two elements are said to ‘contraksubstitution of one
for the other in the same environment results fifedint messages.)

A zero must thus be identifiabtmly by its distinctive value as all other linguistic elements.
However, this, Haas states, necessarily impliesz is a secondary element. It proclaims
marginality, since it presupposes other elemenssindi from itself. Thus zero is only
supposed to contrast with overt elements, never agbustic zero. Consequently, zero can
have recognizable form only by having distinctiaue. To put it differently: while an overt
segmental element can have form as well as distneflue, even though it might be the
only realization of a particular morpheme — thustcasting with silence — zero cannot. It is
only by contrast to non-zero elements that it sidguished from plain nothing (Haas 1957:
41-42).

Even though zero must contrast with morphemes nigavactual phonological
realizations as well as not being in paradigmatot@ast with anything else with no
phonological form, it does not quite seem to dottled — so to speak. This is due to the fact
that these conditions appear to allow a zero sargguffix in contrast with a genuine plural



suffix in English (Haas 1957: 46). That is, the ttast betweercatt@ andcat+s is not
rejected by the conditions stated so far. Howewases such as this should preferably be
excluded because otherwise we would have to acaaspextremely large number of
unmotivated zeros. Thus, an additional criterionciviwould keep us from detecting zeros
almost everywhere in language was needed.

Haas thus proposes that the contrastive omissimst have a morphemic value which
is shared by morphs other than zero. This is theadled alternation-rule which states that
“[O]ne of the alternants of a given morpheme maygé®; but no morpheme has zero as its
only alternant” (Haas 1957: 37). This takes careasfes such as the zero singular suffix in
English since there is no overt singular markerng€eguently, Haas proposes that (i)
distinctive omission of overt formand (ii) overt alternants to this operatioare the
condistgions to be satisfied, if one wants to postuka genuine zero (Haas 1957: 49). In other
words”:

i. Zero must occur in paradigmatic contrast witterdvforms that contrast
with it semantically

ii. Zero can only ever be an allomorph of a morpeamcontrast with other
substantive allomorphs; it can never be the s@bkzaion of a morpheme

This, then, makes it obvious that these conditiaiis only be satisfied by a morph of a
particular morpheme. That is, a morph contrastiith @n overt morph occurring in common
environments, as well as synonymity with an overorph occurring in different
environments (Haas 1957: 49).

Haas himself states that these constraints limitdccasions of establishing zeros, but
that it is necessary due to an incorrect idea efithportance of mere alternations. Such
zeros, Haas explains, should rather be identifedlass-index zergsthus taking care of
classification of particular elements to certaiassles and not themselves being the objects of
analyses (Haas 1957: 51). That is, unlike the tfpeerd | have accounted for above, this
class-index zergannot be segmented as an element of speech.

Now, these criteria should accordingly be a usé&dol which should help us avoid
postulating zero when what is in fact presenpla@n nothing We should, furthermore, be
able to determine which of the many proposed zeanodinguistic literature are more
accurately described in terms nbthingness Consider, for instance, two of Greenberg’s
famous universals, numbers (35) and (38), respagticGreenberg 1966: 94-95):

(35) There is no language in which the plural doeg have some nonzero
allomorphs, whereas there are languages in wheelsitigular is expressed only
by zero. The dual and the trial are almost nevpressed only by zero.

(38) Where there is a case system, the only cagghvever has only zero allomorphs
is the one which includes among its meanings tHathe subject of the
intransitive verb.

Are these alleged zeros in fact zeros in termsaddcriteria, or are they better described as
being plain nothing® The criteria would undoubtedly invoke the lataiplanation since
these zeros, it seems, are said to be the soleatah of the morpheme in question.

A particularly interesting case of zero which seeimbe accepted by Haas criteria is
the case of the Welsh singular/plural-distincti®his is due to the fact that an allomorphic



zero seems to be present in both the singular #sawehe plural. Thus depending on the
inflection class, plural can be formed by addin§ises such asau, -iaid, -eodd and ed,

just to name a few. Yet, there is a group of higdg@ient plural nouns where the plural is
unmarked for number, unlike the singular which ree® a special singular suffix
(Haspelmath 2002: 117, 134-135, and 244). The muest then, in terms of the criteria
proposed by Haas, whether this means that pluthkise cases is marked by zero, or whether
singular in the typical scenario is marked by zeAgparently, it seems, both zeros are
admitted by the conditions, seeing that in the farnthe unmarked plural occur in
paradigmatic contrast with overt forms that coritwish it semantically, and, furthermore, it
is not the sole realization of the plural morphemi&ewise, in the latter case, the normal
singular also occurs in paradigmatic contrast, ak as not being the sole realization of the
singular morpheme due to the presence of a singuitiix in these high-frequent plural
nouns. Furthermore, we cannot say that the Welsle @@ a distinction of indiscernibles
between these two allomorphs, seeing that theyyasl\saem to appear separable from one
another and therefore never contrast. This lingeaksoning leads us to acknowledge the
presence of an allomorphic zero in both singulat jglaral. Consequently, unlike English in
which zero should preferably be avoided in bothgsiar as well as plural, we find that
Welsh contains an allomorphic zero singular andleomorphic zero plural at the same time.

3.2.Re-evaluating zero — McGregor on Haas: the stremgthis conditions

McGregor recognizes the applicability of Haas’ atinds in dismissing some of the wrongly
proposed zeros by the post-Bloomfieldian Americamucsuralists. However, he is not
completely satisfied with the second conditiontasakes the constraints on zero too strong.
McGregor (2003: 85) states:

Criterion (ii) weeds out many currently acceptedoge including many instances of
zero third person bound pronominals in languagestiith no substantive form ever
shows up, and only condition (i) is satisfied. [Kcaexcludes zeros of ellipsis. Thus |
cannot accept both conditions. Nevertheless, Haalgarly correct that condition (i) by
itself is insufficient.

As an alternative, he proposes that the “non-disitin of indiscernibles” constrathibe
applied. This, too, disqualify various zeros petedtby criterion (i), just as did criterion (ii).
However, this, as he shows, does not preclude wazero third person bound pronominals.
He illustrates this with examples froBooniyandiwhere “an overt alternant to the operation
of absence of the overt form need not necessaéla lxontrasting allomorph, but could
include some accompanying index” (McGregor 2003). 9hat is, we do not have to
recognize alternating allomorph contrasting witbego allomorph. A non-allomorphic index
can also do the job and thus indicate the preseheero elsewhere. Consider (McGregor
2003: 94):

(1) wardji
wardj/i
gOo-3BG.NOM/I
‘He/shelit went’



(2) barn-bindi
barng + bindi
return-8G.NOM + BINDI
‘He/shelit returned’

In (1), above,wardji can be segmented intward meaning ‘go’ and+l being a verbal
classifier. From this he concludes, by compaviragdji with barn-bindi in which+BINDI is a
verbal classifier, that the status of fireas a morpheme is uncertain (McGregor 2003: 92-
95). Thusj+ could be taken as an index of there being a irebarn-bindi (barn-@ + bindi)
since this apparent zero is invoked via the inderaitf the discerniblg+ in wardji. Hence, a
reinterpretation of Haas’ second criteria in whethmething tangible for the recognition of a
zero is of vital importance. This means that zezedhnot necessarily only be an allomorph
which existence depends solely on other substamtieenorphs. Its status as a secondary
element is therefore questionable, seeing thatit i fact be the sole realization of a
particular morpheme. Thus, the conditions propdsgdiaas have been refined and made
somewhat weaker in order not to lose significamtegalization& Accordingly, he proposes
that the notion otisefulnes®e important when postulating zero. Whether orinst useful
depends on the theory applied (McGregor 2003:%115)

However, McGregor is not all that pleased with ttxenzerowhich he believes to be a
wrongly applied mathematical analogy. That is, Zararithmetic was originally a positional
symbol indicating “no value”. Thus, whereas the Imeatatic zero has substance but no
meaning, the linguistic zero is, according to heemtirely misleading, seeing that it has
meaning but no substance — the exact oppositeeddshe proposes that the tezero be
replaced by the more appropriate tegap, equivalent to what is effectively an unfilled
element in a construction (McGregor 2003: 111-1F4ythermore, he suggests that the best
morphemic analogue to the mathematical zero is dymse of morphemes likit®, since
both of these have substance but no apparent ngednam not sure whether it is indeed
necessary to rename this concept due to discregmndih the mathematical analogy. Thus,
whether zero refers to something with separatdilmtéut with no value, as in mathematics,
or it refers to an apparent something with no phlionrealization, as in linguistics, does not
matter to me. Most importantly, we now have neassaad sufficient criteria for postulating
zero.

A misleading mathematical analogy or not, | anatieély content with it and will thus
in the following, regardless of terminological dispancies, retain the term (segmentako
when arguing why it is neither possible nor reabtm#o propose zero in the imperative of
some Danish verbs compared to the infinitive —dliogjuial Danish.

4. The Danish imperative and zero

In this section | will try to show whether or nati$ reasonable to postulate zero in those
cases of spoken Danish in which the imperative thadnfinitive conflate — in terms of the
criteria proposed so far (Haas 1957, McGregor 2008)ll first of all, in section 4.1, show
why it is necessary to go beyond the level of agthphy to the level of Danish phonology in
order to make adequate generalizations. Subseguémtll, in section 4.2, give an account
of the Danislstgd— an interesting but also extremely complicategin@menon, phonetically
as well as phonologically. Then, in section 4.4yill show how the Danish verbs can be



classified into six different classes in terms oégence or absence efgd Finally, in
sections 4.5 and 4.6, | will try to determine, lzhea the criteria just dealt with as well as the
general principles of the notion efgdin Danish, whether or not it is indeed reasonable
invoke the notion of zero as an explanatory device.

4.1.0rthography is not enough

In its entirety, the Danish verbal system is nait thifficult. It consists of three finite forms
(the present tensethe past tensg and theimperativg and three non-finite forms (the
infinitive, the present participle and thepast participlg (Allan, Holmes, and Lundskaer-
Nielsen 2002: 238). Orthographically, the infinitivending is ane; except in some 28 cases
where the stem itself ends in a voWéGrannum 2001:18-190). The imperative, on the othe
hand, has no ending what so ever, regardless dtéme ending in a vowel or a consonant.
This means that in the 28 cases of missing infialtie the infinitive and the imperative
conflate (e.g. “to walk”:.gawp VS. gawr). This has made some schematize the difference
between the two as follows in table 1 (Allan, Hosnend Lundskaer-Nielsen 2002: 244)

Infinitive Imperative
-zero (v.st.) -Zero
-e (c.st.)

Table 1

Their claim is that the Danish infinitive contaies allomorphic zero and the Danish
imperative a morphemic zéfo— bear in mind, table 1 is based solely on ortaply.
However, it does not capture some general tenderatut theconsonant stem verhs
colloquial spoken Danish. This means that sormasonant stem verbdo in fact, in
colloquial spoken Danish, conflate with the infivé®. This is due to the fact that the
infinitival -e is not always pronounced in colloquial talk. Thtleg generalization that in
colloquial talk the imperative and infinitive of nes like huske, hoppe, kysgeemember,
jump, kiss) and many mogo conflate, unlike verbs such apise, komme, elskeat, come,
love), is lost. Therefore, we need to go to theelef phonology and show that the latter do
not conflate since there isstadin the imperatives and not in the infinitives, lehihe former
conflate due to there not beingt@din neither the imperative nor the infinitive.

By invoking the notion ofstad as an explanatory device, | will show whether its
presence can be seen as some kind of indexatimarofin the imperative of those verbs in
which the infinitive and the imperative conflate.

4.2.The Danish stagd — what is it and how does it work?

Phonetically, thestadis an irregularity in the laryngealization whiclfegts the periodicity as
well as the amplitude (Grgnnum 2001: 73 & 172).sTiiodification of the vibrations of the
vocal chords only occurs in voiced sounds, whidbatively means that a syllable containing
a sted” either has a long vowel or a short one immedidiglpwed by a voiced consonant.
These conditions are what is callddbasis.

| can of course not go through all the conditioasstedin Danish, but some things

need to be clarified. First of all, ttetad distinguishes words such f@me:lan 'ma:?1a



man mafl] maler (noun: painter)maler (verb: paint(s), present tense)an (indefinite

pronoun),mand (noun: man). However, even though it may sepdataesemantics of two
lexemes as well as signalling morphological streftomplexity®, it is not a segment in the
same way as are'Jpt k” f s] and there are, according to Grennum, sisoes why this is
so (Grgnnum 2001: 174-175):

i. when astgdis present, its position in the syllable is préalxde
ii. there is never more than oswdper syllable

iii. stgddoes not occur in non-stressed syllables

iv. stgdis absent from the stem of certain inflectionsjwdions, and compounds
v. stagdis present in the stem of certain inflections dedvations
vi. the stgd is movable in the certain syllableicinres

Grgnnum (2001: 177) gives the following outlinable 2) ofstedin Danish lexemes,
grouped according to phonological structure — thediations are mine:

Oxytone lexemée’

I Il 11 v \%
-V Cpv0iCo -V - VCitvoi] - VC[+Voi]Cn1 -V.Cy
short vowel + short vowel in open short vowel +one short vowel + a phonologically long
phonetically syllable phonetically voiced| phonetically voiced vowel, with or
unvoiced consonant consonant + one or  without following
consonant(s) more following consonants
consonants
[k"ad] kat ia] ja [t°al] tal [hal?s] hals [se?] se
or _ .
[har)] hal [VII?S] VIS
no stgdbasisbut stad
no stgdbasis does get a long stadis not with the exceptions alwaysstagd
vowel andstadin predictable of words with /r/
some inflections plus {p t k f s}/

Paroxytone lexemes

schwa in last syllable

full vowel in last syllable

VI VII VIII
-VCoQ -VCoQC[+son] -VC()V [full] Co
last syllable open | last syllable closed by sonorant consongnt last syllable open or closed
[0:ban] &ben ['naebo] nabo
['hu:lo] hule ['vo:?bon] vaben ['vi:som] visum
(noun)
nostgd isolated stadis not predictable nstad
exceptions

Table 2
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This outline will form a basis for the investigatiof whether it is reasonable to postulate
zero in the Danish imperative, which we in tableiri,section 4.1, saw was the case.
However, compared to their representation of Damgsammar (Allan, Holmes, and
Lundskeer-Nielsen 2002), | go beyond the level di@graphy, to that of phonology, in order
to account for what is going on in spoken Daniswill thus invoke Grgnnum'’s outline of
stgdin Danish lexemes in order to systematize thesctdsDanish verbs according to their
phonological structure as well as the presencebserice ofstgdin the imperative and/or
infinitive.

4.3.The notional system

As | have already mentioned above in section 44 infinitival -, which orthographically
must be present, is often not pronounced in colidagtandard Danish. In order for the reader
of this paper to have no problem disambiguatingitifi@itive from the imperative, 1 will,
however, still represent thig.-Furthermore, | will only give a phonetic trangtion of the
various words when necessary, and | will additigpnsymbolize thestgdorthographically by
an apostrophe (’), as in the EngliEm, I've, you're, ghe’s, andPeter’s etc. Thus, in a
representation of a word such fasfglge [fo'f@l?jo] (chase), the infinitive will be written as
forfglg’e and the imperative a®orfglg’. It is therefore very important that the reader

remember that this infinitivale-is only present here for argumentative and presentl
purposes in order to keep the two apart.

4.4.The verb stem system

Traditional Danish grammars, such@anish: A Comprehensive Grammllan, Holmes,
and Lundskeer-Nielsen 2002), typically divide thenBh verbal system into different
conjugations — depending on various things, suchtypes of suffixes, regularity vs.
irregularity, vowel alternations in the stem, €kbis is, in all fairness, based on orthography.
| will below propose an additional, phonologicaksm that, however, does not exclude or
reject the traditional, conjugational system. Theigstem will better account for the
relationship between the infinitive and the impt and will thus help us determine
whether it is reasonable to postulate zero in thai€h imperative — not only at the level of
orthography, at which zero often has been invoketlalso at the level of phonology.

Based on Grgnnum’s outline stfizdin Danish lexemes (2001: 177), table 2, | propose
verb stem system which will account for the occoeee of stad in the infinitive and the
imperative respectively. Compared to traditionadtskes of the morphological correlation
between the infinitive and the imperative, in whithiee verb stem classes are proposed
(Allan, Holmes, and Lundskaer-Nielsen 2002: 381l) propose six such verb stem classes. |
define the first two as so-callecbwel stem classesnd the last four asonsonant stem
classes The six verb stem classes, which | will elaborftether on below, can be
schematized as follows:
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Oxytone/Paroxytone Infinitive Imperative
Vowel stem \Y Stad Stad
Vowel stem \Y nostad Stad
Consonant stepr{monosyllabic) i, v, v nostad Stad
Consonant stesr{monosyllabic) I, 1l nostad nostad
Consonant stegr(polysyllabic) I, v, v Stad Stad
Consonant stegr(polysyllabic) [, 1 nostaed nostad
Table 3

4.4.1.The vowel stem verbs
These two classes are indeed not very big. Altagetiney include no more than 37 verbs
(Grgnnum 2001: 188) and are to my knowledge all asgitabic.

The first one, which | callowel stem clas4, consists of 28 verbs of which the
infinitive and the imperative conflate. None of sketherefore contain the infinitivaé.-To
name a few, these are verb suchsas(see),gg (bark), tro’ (believe), andd (get). All of
them contairstgdin the infinitive as well as the imperative andtterefore conflate not only
at the orthographic/morphological level but alsale phonological level. As can be seen
from the outline above, all these verbs belon@xgtone lexemeg and do therefore contain
astad

The second classowel stem clasg, consists of only nine verbs. In this class the
infinitive and the imperative never conflate. TlEslso reflected in the orthography in which
the infinitive does contain ae even though, and unlikeowel stem class, 1t is preceded by
another vowel. To illustrate, considex:vs. ae (stroke/pat/caressjii’ vs. die (suck/nurse),
and sku vs. skue (see/look). There is thus r&igdin the infinitive of these nine verbs,
whereas it is present in the imperative.

Thus, what we have seen about the presence anabeéstadin the infinitive and the
imperative ofvowel stem verbdoes not seem to tally completely with the singlevel stem
class proposed by Allan, Holmes, and Lundskeer-Nielsahat is, in some verbs wowel
stem verbshe infinitive and the imperative do not actualnflate, not only phonologically
but also orthographically. This is why | propose ttecessity of two such classes.

Now, turning our attention to the classexofisonant stem verpae will try to decide
whether the picture resembles that of tbevel stem verbsr not.

4.4.2.The consonant stem verbs
As stated earlier, | believe that fooonsonant stem classase enough to account for the
relationship between the infinitive and the impeetThese will, as the following will show,
make it possible for me to generalize and statet Whelieve to be the truth about the alleged
zero in the Danish imperative. That is, elucidatiogvhat extent it is reasonable to invoke
zero in the Danish imperative, as has been domdteo by various different grammarians.
The first two consonant stem classese monosyllabic, and in order to determine
whether astgd is present in the infinitive and/or the imperatiwe should thus make
reference to th©xytonelexemesn the outline presented by Grgnnum (table 2). lasetwo
consonant stem classage polysyllabic in nature, however, this doesmeatessarily mean, as
Grgnnum (2001: 190) indicates, that the presencabeence oftadis to be found in the
Paroxytone lexemedlore on this later, when accounting tmmsonant stem clagsand 4.
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Consonant stem cladsis to my knowledge by far the largest of all #ve verb stem
classes. It covers lexemes frdbxytone lexemeBl, 1V, and V. Just to name some of the
verbs which belong to thisonsonant stem classonsiderka’ld vs. kalde (l11: call) kom’ vs.
komme(lll: come), el'sk vs. elske(IV: love) teen’k vs. teenke(1V: think), spi's vs. spise(V:
eat),ta’l vs. tale (V: speak). As can be seen from the examplesdiven, thestadonly
occurs in the imperative and not in the infinitiviene size of this class is thus illustrated by
the fact that thionsonant stem clasontains lexemes differing wildly between diffetren
types ofstadbasesuch as: short vowel + phonetically voiced consoidl)?°, short vowel +
phonetically voiced consonant followed by an addiél consonant (IV), and phonologically
long vowel with or without successive consonantk (V

Consonant stem clasksis indeed not that large, but it is, howevethea interesting.
This is because it is the only one of its kind inieh the imperative doa®ot contain astad
The verbs of thizonsonant stem clagglong either t@xytone lexemels and do therefore
not have astgdbasisor toOxytone lexemdd, in which case it seems that only short vowels
followed by a non-sonorant consonant are withstatlin the imperative', considerbygvs.

bygge['byg@)] (lII: build), hopvs.hoppe['hob(a)] (lll: jump), huskvs. huske['husg)] (llI:
remember)kysvs. kyssg'kasp)] (I: kiss), skubvs. skubbe['sgabé)] (Ill: push)tak vs.takke

['tag(@)] (III: thank), tis vs. tisse['tis()] (I: pee), andrisk vs. viske['vesgp)] (Ill: whisper) —
just to name a few.

Consonant stem clags which | define as polysyllabic, consists of ttypes of verbal
forms. Firstly, prefixed monosyllabic stems, andwelly, genuinely polysyllabic stems.
Thus, the former are the verbs frooonsonant stem clasis but in this case prefixed.
Consider:bespi'svs. bespi'se(feed),forfal’'g vs. forfal’'ge (chase/pursuejora’g vs. forag’ge
(increase)fremel’skvs. fremel’ske(grow/encourage), and many more. What all thesbsver
have in common is the fact that tesdis not lost in the infinitive which was the case i
consonant stem clads This shows, Grgnnum argues, that the releviaigiah is in front of
the infinitival -, and not between prefix and root. Thus, ibéspi’sre and not betspi’'se
because otherwise thstgd would have been lost (Grgnnum 2001: 190-191 & 194e
second type of verbs in this class is genuinelygdiabic stems, such asrbejd vs.
arbejde (work), eksemplificé’r vs. eksemplificé’re (exemplify), kassé'r vs. kassé're
(discard/reject). In this case, too, si@dis not lost in the infinitive, which, then, indeel
the general picture @onsonant stem class

Lastly, consonant stem claglscould in fact be aggregated widbnsonant stem clags
seeing that they behave similarly in terms of hgvinstgdbasisActually, this last class is in
reality prefixed verbs frontconsonant clasg, but | have chosen to keep them apart so the
differences between the two polysyllabic classesraore obvious. lllustrating verbs from
this class, consideafhugyvs. afhugge(cut/chop off),befeestvs. befeestdfortify). | have not
come across any verbs belonging to this class wdmieltpolysyllabic even without the prefix.
Ultimately, this illustrates thatonsonant stem clagsis rather small.

This does, then, give us the nice overview oflilieon between the infinitive and the
imperative, which | presented in table 3 above.r8grring to the presence or absence of
stad this table thus accounts for the fact that thenpnciation of the infinitive and the
imperative of many verbs in spoken Danish conflatéisereby disregarding the orthographic
infinitival -e as an appropriate indexation of the verbal difiees in spoken Daniskven
though it is evident thastad in terms of verb stem classes occurs more oftethén
imperative than in the infinitive, and that the eese holds for the absencesb#d it is still

13



the case that in four out of the six proposed elsigse infinitive and the imperative conflate
in the case of presence or absencstgfl Only in vowel stem clas andconsonanstem
classl are the two kept distinct from one another. @hestion is then how we are supposed
to deal with such facts when it comes to the notibrero.

4.5.Zero imperative or not zero imperative? That is guestion

In this section | will account for the notion ofredan relation to the Danish imperative. | will
briefly start by illustrating why it is wrong towoke the concept of zero in the imperative at
the level of orthography. Thereafter, based on viaat been summarized in table 3, | will
show why it is not reasonable to postulate zerthiénimperative of spoken Danish.

4.5.1.The (dismissal of the) orthographic zero imperative

Allan, Holmes, and Lundskeer-Nielsen (2002: 244 &8)3@ssume the presence of a zero in
the imperative of all Danish verbs — and also @ zeithe infinitive of all vowel stem verbs,
thus disregarding myowel stem clas®. In terms of the criteria proposed by Haas, this
orthographic zero imperative can easily be disndighee to the fact that there is no alternant
allomorph at all to this alleged zero, and onehefdriteria, as must be kept in mind, is indeed
that zero can never be the sole realization of rticpédar morpheme — it requires other
substantive allomorphs. Furthermore, this orthdgi@zero imperative does not meet the
requirements of McGregor’s refined Haasian criteiiher. He proposes that zero need not
necessarily have alternant allomorphs, but insssade sort of indexation. This effectively
means that it can in fact be the sole realizatioa morpheme. However, in the case of the
orthographic Danish imperative there is no inderativhatsoever, as was the case in
Gooniyandi Hence, the imperative and the stem is thus odetssame thing and it is thus
more appropriate to speak of plain nothing thamewb in this particular case which, it seems,
is what Allan, Holmes, and Lundskeaer-Nielsen meaitlustrating yet again the general
misconception of the notion of zero.

4.5.2.The phonological zero imperative

As is evident from table 3, and this is indeed sufgul by Grgnnum (2001), the concept of
stgdis unquestionably a general trait of the impemtiVhat is, the majority of verbs have
stadin their imperative form, and the ones lackingat simply be accounted for due to their
phonological structure which either has siwdbasisor is unpredictable in terms of the
occurrence obtgd(Oxytone lexeme3). Thus, in these cases, | do not find it appeterto
talk of thestgdas if it has been left out since this implies #a¢akers have a choice between
stgdand nosted This is not the way it works, because if, duektmnological structure, a
lexeme has netgdbasisthen speakers cannot decide to insert one anys@myp speak.
Consequently, the imperative is more adequatelgritesi as being the stem, a fact which is
supported by Grgnnum (2001: 188-190). This effetyivneans that the differences between
verbs containingtgdand those containing retgdin the imperative should not be accounted
for in terms of the notion of zero. What we findaher that the presence or absencet@d

in the imperative is simply due to the phonologsalicture of the lexeme in question.

Haas’ criteria would indeed also reject any attetogoostulate zero in the imperative
due to the lack alternant allomorphs. That is,ahsence o$tgdis not due to a choice made
by the speaker — it is a general consequence oplteaological structure of the various
lexemes. He would thus not, | imagine, assign tloepmemic value of “imperative” to the
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stgdand thereby argue for a zero imperative in theadxs of anysted The criteria proposed
by Haas would therefore, as | have accounted flucidate the plain nothing of the
imperative by reference to the fact that the impesds the stem, and that there without a
doubt exists no substantive allomorph that wouttcate otherwise.

Thus, by reference to Grgnnum'’s outline of thespnee or absence stigdin Danish
lexemes according to their phonological structutablé 2) as well as to my own
schematization of the Danish verb stem classe$e(t@bh | have shown that the concept of
segmental zero does not adequately account thesib@mperative. What is really there is
plain nothing, regardless of whetherstsd is present or not. Consequently, equating the
imperative with the stem accounts for the constamtomorphicity of the imperative due to
there being no inflectional segment indicating thegperative mood. Rejecting the zero
imperative in Danish may thus be a surprising aasioh for some but clearly the best way to
account for the Danish imperative.

Since the imperative and the stem seem to be pdettee same, it, then, begs the
guestion whether a zero infinitive is actually datéeand more accurate way to account for
the many instances of conflation between infindgivend stems in spoken Danish? An
interesting question, and one | have never encoechtbefore — possibly because the
orthographic infinitival e does not allow this generalization. That is, thespnce of thise-
covers up the fact that in reality many infinitivesnflate with the stem. Thus, in the
following, | will attempt to decide whether it isasonable to postulate zero in the infinitive. |
will start by arguing that if this line of argumatibn, and thus this kind of zero, is to be
accepted by the Haas’ as well as McGregor criténen certain things must be kept in mind
or else zero in the infinitive will be dismissedrin the very beginning. | will look at the level
of orthography, and then, in dealing with the pHogizal level, | will readjust table 3 so that
it will show to what extent this line of reasoniisgoreferable.

4.6.Zero infinitive

At this point it is necessary to keep in mind ttiet stem and the imperative are one and the
same, and therefore, quite daringly and indeedrowetsially, | propose that the imperative,
as an inflectional category, is non-existing. Tisatin Danish there is no substantive morph
indicating the presence of the imperative inflecdlly. Thus, being a morphologically empty
category in terms of having no substantive morph#trasting with others semantically, |
suggest that it is inflectionally absent. | am, leoer, not rejecting the concept of imperative
in Danish grammar; | am simply arguing for a cotila of the imperative and the stem. In
other words, the imperative only has distinctiveuegssyntactically and pragmatically, but not
inflectionally, thereby being non-existing as afldational category.

If we do not accept this rejection of the impematas an inflectional category, then
postulating zero in the infinitive is out of theemtion, since the zero would then contrast
with the nothing of the imperative in many caseswe& have seen in table 3. This kind of
distinction of indiscernibles is, according to Haaset preferable, as | have accounted for
above, section 3. However, by disregarding it am#aectional category and making it equal
to that of the stem, we have the possibility ofagisegeneralizing between the infinitive and
the stem by invoking zero as an explanatory dewatethe phonological level —
generalizations which are not possible to makéeteavel of orthography.
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4.6.1.The orthographic zero infinitive

Accepting the non-existing inflectional imperatives an adequate description of the
relationship between the stem and the imperatidetlauns making the inflectional differences
opaque, makes it possible to generalize greatlwdxat the infinitive and the stem. At the
level of orthography, as | have accounted for abowy 28 verbs conflate with the stem and
these can therefore be described as having a afnitive — those which | have classed as
vowel stem clas$. Furthermore, this zero infinitive morph is ribé sole realization of the
infinitive morpheme, seeing that the standard atlgeh is the familiar infinitival e. Thus, it

is sanctioned by both of Haas’ criteria, because ot the only realization of the morpheme
and it occurs in paradigmatic contrast with overtifs that contrast with it semantically.

4.6.2.The phonological zero infinitive

Now, it is imperative that the reader be aware thatphonological zero infinitive does not
rest in either the presence or the absencaaf That is, this zero may contairsted but it
may just as well be without it. What matters isttharo represents the lack of separate
phonological location, so we are able to decidectvhierb stem classes can be adequately
described as containing a zero infinitive.

Only in two of the six verb stem classes do tHeitive and the stem not conflate.
These areyowel stem clasd andconsonant stem clads and in both of these is it the lack of
stgdin the infinitive compared to the presencestddin the stem that must be taken to be the
so-called separate phonological location. The gifiees and similarities in terms of presence
or absence dtgdbetween the infinitive and the stem can thus lpensarized as follows:

Oxytone/Paroxytone Stem Infinitive Indexation
Vowel stem V stad stad no change
Vowel stem V stad no stad change
Consonant stepr(monosyllabic) | 11, IV, V sted no stad change
Consonant stegr{monosyllabic) | 1, Il no sted no stgd no change
Consonant stegr(polysyllabic) I, v, v stad stad no change
Consonant step(polysyllabic) [, 1 no stgd no stgd no change
Table 4

This “change” invowel stem clasg andconsonant stem cladspoints to the presence of the
zero infinitive. In other words, “change” is the esv alternant which indicates that “no
change” in the other four verb stem classes cazolrectly construed as a sign of zero in the
infinitive. However, it is not an allomorph, as KHaargues must be the case (Haas 1957: 49) —
it is but an indicator. But, McGregor, as | havewh, argues in the case of tB@oniyandi
third person bound pronominals that the soluties in the prerequisite that there be some
overt indexation of the alternation — but not nseg$y alternating allomorphs. Thus, even
thoughvowel stem clas$ andconsonant stem clas® contain astgdin the infinitive and
consonant stem clags& 4 do not contain atgd they are all best described as being a zero
infinitive — regardless of this is expressed sigdor not. That is, the pivotal requirement is
whether presence or absencestdin the infinitive of any of the verb stem classesa sign

of change in the expression substance, and hengedaator of a zero infinitive when no
change occurs.
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This shows that by invoking the notion of zerotle description of the relationship
between the stem and the infinitive in spoken O@nisis possible to capture some great
generalizations which would be lost if we did nosfulate zero at the phonological level.
That is, standard descriptions of Danish morpholdgyot capture these facts, and there are
two reasons why this is so. Firstly, they work la¢ tevel of orthography at which the
stem/imperative and the infinitive never conflag@cept for those 28 verbs. And secondly,
they do not invoke the concept of zero correcthstéad, as | have done, by equating the
imperative with the stem, rather than postulatirgegmental zero as the only morph of the
morpheme “imperative”, | have been able to descébequately when the stem and the
infinitive conflate, as well as when they do nag the notion of zero.

Summing up, what matters when invoking zero ineacdption of the relationship
between the stem and the infinitive is not that neeessarily has to find realizations of overt
allomorphs. What matters is that one can find sordex indicating that somewhere in the
paradigm the relationship is best described byytatihg zero and this is exactly what | have
shown is the case in the Danish infinitive. Thathg acknowledging “change” as being
something with separate phonological locations ipossible to ascribe zero to “no change”,
and thus capture a generalization which traditionarphological descriptions of Danish
grammar seem to overlook.

5. Conclusion

My conclusion is a warning that the concept of zemogap as suggested by McGregor, has
been invoked wrongly in descriptions of the relasioip between the stem, the imperative,
and the infinitive in Danish. That is, postulatitigat the imperative can be adequately
described in terms of zero is not only wrong atléhel of orthography but also at the level
of phonology — no index has been found, as is requyy McGregor’s criteria.

However, in order to capture the fact that in ggolDanish the infinitive and the
stem/imperative conflate in certain verb stem @asd$ have proposed an equation of the
imperative with the stem so that the imperativeifely has no inflectional value. That is,
choosing the imperative of any verb is simply chiogghe bare stem. Accepting this sign of
equation between the two — something which is atsepted in Grgnnum (2001) — makes it
possible, instead, to invoke the concept of zethéndescription the relationship between the
stem/imperative on the one hand and the infinitimehe other. Thus, postulating zero at the
phonological level between these two, as | hauestilated, is, it seems, the best way to
adequately capture the generalization that therlaitt colloquial talk, sometimes conflates
with the former and sometimes not.

Consequently, the surprising conclusion is thatdbncept of segmental zero is not an
adequate explanatory device in the descriptiorhefQanish imperative, neither at the level
of orthography nor at the level of phonology. Hoeeu have demonstrated that it is indeed
an adequate (and required) tool in the descripifdhe relationship between the stem and the
infinitive in colloquial talk, and that without ithese facts will be hard to account for.

Finally, it seems, there is no consensus amoirggiists as to what the concept of zero
is, and how to invoke it in an adequate and uniforanner. That is, as | illustrated in section
2 and 3, its applications differ wildly. Commonteria for postulating zero are thus required,
or else we run the risk of having too many différeeros — a mere trash can category, where
the different zeros, ultimately, are not even atiedyly related. Such a situation should
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preferably be avoided as the notion of zero will,doubt, lose its distinctive and descriptive
value altogether. At this point, it seems that Megar’s refined Haasian criteria are helpful
in detecting those problematic zeros which sho@dbcounted for differently even though
thereis nothingin the expression substance — that is,nbi#hingthat is. However, whether
they in the long run stand up to the test and tiexer allow descriptively problematic zeros
is indeed an interesting question. If they do tioe, criteria must be modified in order to be
able to account for the newly arisen situation.

Notes

! In this paper | will not question the status af thorpheme as a linguistic unit. | will insteadusse
that it is indeed a liable concept. For a moreitbgtaaccount of its status, see Bauer (1999).

2 Furthermore, Givén proposes a cyclic wave of tilewing kind (Givon 1979: 208-209Piscourse

> syntax > morphology > morphophonemics > zeérere, too, it seems that zero simply refers & th
loss of physical realization.

% This is a re-formulation of Haas’ two conditiomsiehas been taken from McGregor (2003: 84).

* Zero segmental element (McGregor 2003: 82).

® Such asdail (leaves) vsdailen (leaf), mefus(strawberries) vsmefusen(strawberry), andywys
(corn) vs.tywysen(ear of corn) (Haspelmath 2002: 244)

® However, he recognizes that the “non-distinctiérindiscernibles” constraint unfortunately admits
some dubious instances of zero — i.e. zero singuiffix for English nouns (McGregor 2003: 87).

" These refined conditions would still avoid invofizero in Greenberg’s universals. Even though
zero can now appear as the sole realization ofrpmeme it still needs some kind of index indicating
it presence, and that does not seem to be thercaséversals 35 and 38.

& Mithun invokes a pragmatically based discourseoaet of zero in bound pronominals (Mithun
1986) and Du Bois a functional/economical explamatf zero in the absolutive case in Sacapultec in
which speakers avoid what he calls “double positive avoidance of the presence of an overt
argument a in the free position as well as an omerss-referring pronominal in the verb (Du Bois
1987: 215). From a theoretical perspective, thése seem to be useful zeros in that they explain
some language-internal tendencies as well as soyes-tinguistic tendencies.

® Such ast is raining or It is Peter who loves Sutgglefting).

2 Some verbs get an infinitivak-even though they consist of a vowel stem — suctieso suck).

* Abbreviations: v.st. = vowel stem and c.st. = cowat stem.

12 Thus, a distinction of indiscernibles which shobiavoided, as stated by Haas (1957: 36).

13 Furthermore, in someowel stem verbthe imperative and the infinitive do not conflate.

| will phonetically represent thetadas [7].
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> This does, however, not necessarily mean thatllabfy with stadbasisactually has asted
Something may disqualify its presence (Grgnnum 20@%).

' Thus accounting for whyfls], but f al?s] not, is morphologically complex (Grgnnum 2001: 173)

" With very few and indeed very general exceptions.

18 Oxytone: stress on last syllable. Paroxytonesstom penultimate syllable

19 One vowel stem class ("to walkjdwe = gane) and two consonant stem classes — one ordinary
(“to help™: hjeelpwe = hjeelpeyr) and one with doubling of final consonant in théritive before the
infinitival -e (“to come”:komyp 2 kommee).

2 In Gregnnum’s outline it is illustrated that it i@t predictable whether the lexemesQOmytone
lexemeslll do or do not contairstgd Thus, verbs of this class containiaggdin the imperative
belong toconsonant stem clads if nostadin the imperative they belong tmnsonant stem clags

21\ not, these verbs, it seems, belongdosonant stem clads

References

ALLAN, Robin, HOLMES, Philip, and WUNDSKARNIELSEN, Tom. 2002Danish: A Comprehensive
Grammar.London: Routledge.

BAUER, Laurie. 1999. Is the morpheme de&d?a Linguistica Hafniensi&1, pp. 7-25.
CRYSTAL, David. 1999The Penguin Dictionary of Langua¢2™ ed). London: Penguin Group.
Du Bols, J. 1987. Absolutive zero: Paradigm adaptivitpactapultec Mayd.ingua 71, pp. 203-222.

EDDY, Mary Baker. 1875/1994cience and health: with key to the scriptuisston. Mass.: The
First Church of Christ, Scientist.

GIVON, Talmy. 19790n Understanding GrammalNew York: Academic Press.

GREENBERG Joseph H. 1966. Sommiversals of Grammar with Particular ReferenceheoOrder of
Meaningful Elements. In REENBERG JOSEPHH. (ed.),Universals of Language 2ed) MA: MIT
Press, 73-113.

GR@NNUM, Nina. 2001Fonetik og Fonologi: Almen og Danskiborg: Akademisk Forlag.

HAAS, W. 1957. Zero in linguistics descriptidBtudies in linguistic analysi©xford: Blackwell, pp.
33-53.

HASPELMATH, Martin. 2002 Understanding Morphologyondon: Arnold.

LEHMANN, Christian. 1995Thoughts on GrammaticalizatioMiinchen: Lincom Europa.

19



MATTHEWS, Peter H. 1974Morphology: an introduction to the theory of wortlesture Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

MATTHEWS, Peter H. 1997The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Linguisti&xford: Oxford University
Press.

MCGREGOR William B. 2003. The nothing that is, the zerattisn’t. Studia Linguisticeb7, pp. 75-
119.

MITHUN, Marianne. 1986. When zero isn’t theBerkeley Linguistic Societhy2, 195-211.

NIDA, Eugene A. 1967/1948Morphology: The Descriptive Analysis of Wardsnn Arbor: The
University of Michigan Press.

SUASSURE F. de. 1983/200@ourse in General Linguistic3ranslated by Roy Harris. Duckworth.
RoBINS, R.H. 1997 A Short History of Linguistic§~ourth Edition). London: Longman.

Esben Segel

Willemoesgade 22, 3. tv.

DK-8200 Arhus N

Denmark

esbensegel@gmail.com

In SKASE Journal of Theoretical Linguistijcsline]. 2008, vol. 5, no. 2 [cit. 2008-12-18]vailable
on web page kttp://www.skase.sk/Volumes/JTL12/pdf doc/1pdfSSN 1339-782X.

20



