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Du statut de l'opposition Langue vs. Parole en sciences cognitives, 
et de ses conséquences pour la communication entre modules cognitifs 
 

(1) purpose 
 a. Saussurian dualities ground the analytic tradition in linguistics where distinct and 

autonomous (computational) systems work in parallel or sequence. 
 1. Of course they communicate, though, and this is why there are interfaces. 
 2. ==> how exactly does the communication between such systems work? 
 b. suggest that 
 1. the saussurian analytic approach also underlies the modular view of how the 

cognitive system works 
 2. and is opposed to the "all-in-one" colourless connectionist view. 
 c. inquire on how intermodular communication could work between distinct language-

internal systems:  
One-Channel Translation 
[Scheer 2012] 

 d. evaluate the consequences of One-Channel Translation on the particular footprint that 
morpho-syntax (may) leave in phonology at the beginning of the word. 

 e. module-external evidence for the workings of a module 
 1. from another module: intermodular argumenation 

a property of one module referees competing theories in another module. 
 2. from cognitive science: 

properties of all modules need to comply with modular theory. 
 

1. Saussure: construction et déconstruction 
1.1. Le Saussure du cours 
Macro-linguistique (entre modules): analyse par déconstruction (distinguer) 
 
(2) dualités saussuriennes 
 a. Langue   vs.  Parole 

fait de tous   fait individuel 
génétiquement codée  acquise 
homogène   hétéroclite 

 b. linguistique interne vs. linguistique externe 
linguistique de la Langue vs. linguistique de la Parole 
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(2) dualités saussuriennes 
 c. singularité de la linguistique (p.23f) 

elle doit d'abord construire son objet, qui est caché sous un enchevêtrement de 
paramètres interdépendants: 
synchronie  diachronie 
son (Signifiant) idée (Signifié) 
social   individuel 
langue   langage 
Langue  Parole 

 
(3) démarche analytique 
 a. au milieu de tout ça, l'objet de la linguistique existe  
 b. il a un fonctionnement autonome, i.e. affranchi de toute influence extérieure 
 c. et il peut être atteint en déconstruisant l'enchevêtrement multiple 

==> la Langue 
 
(4) méthodologie 
 a. la Langue n'est pas observable directement:  

elle n'envoie pas d'ondes mesurables, n'est pas visible dans une tomographie, ne se 
trahit pas dans des potentiels évoqués etc. 

 b. la seule chose réelle, mesurable, "objective" est la Parole 
==> Platon, allégorie de la caverne 

 c. mais Saussure refuse de passer par la Parole pour étudier la Langue: 
il affirme que non seulement la Langue existe et peut être construite, mais encore 
qu'on ne la saisira jamais si on l'étudie par le biais d'autre chose comme p.ex. la 
Parole: 
 
"La Langue, distincte de la Parole, est un objet qu'on peut étudier séparément. […] 
Non seulement la science de la Langue peut se passer des autres éléments du langage,
mais elle n'est possible que si ces autres éléments n'y sont pas mêlés » (Saussure
1916 : 31). 

 

1.2. Le Saussure du mémoire:  
Micro-linguistique (à l'intérieur d'un module): analyse par construction (unifier) 
 
(5) différents a, unifiés dans le coefficient sonantique 
 a. premier coup d'approche: Saussure (1877) 
 b. révision dans le mémoire (Saussure 1879) 
 c. l'unification des différents a IE posés par l'état de l'art comparatiste est la porte 

d'entrée, et la clef de voûte, du mémoire, dont les résultats principaux sont 
 1. un morphème IE n'a qu'une seule position vocalique 
 2. il n'y a pas de quantité vocalique en IE: celle-ci est contextuelle 
 3. le timbre de la voyelle n'est pas constitutif du morphème: il est défini par un 

mécanisme indépendant, l'apophonie. 
 d. une conséquence nécessaire de cela est l'existence, en IE, de deux phonèmes 

inconnus, de nature consonantique, que Saussure appelle coefficients sonantiques (A, 
O) et dont il ne spécifie pas davantage la nature. 
C'est la découverte des laryngales. 
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(5) différents a, unifiés dans le coefficient sonantique 
 e. la méthode de Saussure n'est pas la comparaison de langues filles, mais un 

raisonnement sur le fonctionnement du système mère IE: naissance de ce qu'on 
appelle aujourd'hui la reconstruction interne. 

 f. ici Saussure unifie, i.e. montre que des objets dissemblables sont en fait des reflets 
d'un même item. 
==> c'est une généralisation, i.e. le propre de l'analyse linguistique. 

 

1.3. Saussure et la traduction ? 
 
(6) traduction 
 a. Langue et Parole ne sont pas la même chose, mais pourtant  

1. l'un actualise l'autre, et  
2. la Parole et le moteur du changement diachronique de la Langue. 

 b. comment les deux systèmes communiquent-ils chez Saussure ? 
==> je ne suis pas sûr que les écrits renseignent sur la question. 

 c. la Langue étant au centre du système linguistique, et la Parole à sa périphérie, on peut 
être fondé de poser la question, en termes modernes, de la façon suivante:  

 1. minimalisme chomskien: narrow syntax et ses rapports avec les "systèmes 
interprétatifs", i.e. PF, LF. 

 2. d'une manière plus générale, les relations de la Langue avec 
- la pragmatique 
- le traitement conceptuel 
- d'autres fonctions cognitives, non-basses: le social, le culturel. 

 d. en anticipant: 
1. quel est le vocabulaire spécifique de domaine de la Langue?  
2. quel est le vocabulaire spécifique de domaine de la Parole?  

 

2. Modularity 
2.1. The modular view of the mind 
 
(7) the mind is made of specialized computational systems 

 
introduction to cognitive science for linguists: 
- Isac & Reiss (2008) 
- Boeckx (2010) 
- Scheer (2011:§586) 
a. Franz-Josef Gall (1758-1828), phrenology 

 b. implicit in the Turing - von Neumann model that underlies the so-called cognitive 
revolution of the 50s-60s (Gardner 1985) 

 c. Chomsky & Halle's (1968) description of the phonological rule system: 
 
"The rules of the grammar operate in a mechanical fashion; one may think of them as instructions that 
might be given to a mindless robot, incapable of exercising any judgment or imagination in their 
application. Any ambiguity or inexplicitness in the statement of rules must in principle be eliminated, 
since the receiver of the instructions is assumed to be incapable of using intelligence to fill in gaps or 
to correct errors." Chomsky & Halle (1968:60) 

d. modern and explicit incarnation: Fodor (1983) and following 
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(8) competing model of the mind: connectionism 
 a. Rumelhart et al. (1986) and following 
 b. issues: 
 – parallel, instead of serial computation 
 – colourless (content-free) computation: computation is all-purpose, rather than 

(domain) specific 
 – consequence: computation is non-symbolic 
 – non-distinction between storage and computation: rule-list fallacy 
 – reductionsim (eliminativism): there is no mind, the brain is the only relevant entity

c. in linguistics: "Cognitive" Linguistics, Langacker (1987) and following, see e.g. 
Taylor (2002) for an overview. 

 d. overview literature: 
Pinker & Mehler (eds.) (1988), Dinsmore (1992), Pylyshyn (1999), Rumelhart
(1989), Stillings et al. (1995:63ff), Thagard (2005:111ff) 

 
(9) core properties of cognitive modules according to Segal (1996:145) 
 a. domain specificity 
 b. informational encapsulation 
 c. obligatory filtering 
 d. fast speed 
 e. shallow outputs 
 f. limited inaccessibility 
 g. characteristic ontogeny 
 h. dedicated neural architecture 
 i. characteristic patterns of breakdown 
 
(10) how do we identify modules? 
 a. domain specificity 
 b. informational encapsulation 
 c. based on pathologies: double dissociation 
 
(11) how much of the mind is modular? 
 a. Fodor (1983, 2000 etc.):  

1. the mind has a non-modular core 
2. this core is made of central systems: teleological etc. 
3. these are impenetrable for human intelligence: don't even try 
"the more global […] a cognitive process is, the less anybody understands it" (Fodor 
1983:107) 

 b. lower vs. higher cognitive functions 
(only) lower cognitive functions are modular in kind: perceptual systems and 
language. 

 c. this line of thought is goes back to Descartes: I know that I have a mind (soul) that is 
distinct from my body, but I will never be able to know how it works and what it is 
made of. 
Also Chomsky 
[e.g. Chomsky 1984:6f, 23f, Chomsky 1995b:2f, chapter 4 of Chomsky 1975 is called 
"Problems and mysteries in the study of human language"] 
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(11) how much of the mind is modular? 
 d. opposite take: massive modularity 

1. the mind is modular through and through 
2. Sperber (1994, 2001) 
3. evolutionary psychology: Pinker (1997), Plotkin (1998) 
4. in linguistics: Smith & Tsimpli (1995:164ff, 1999) 

 e. an outgrowth of the idea that modularity is not restricted to perceptual systems (or 
lower functions) is its application to higher functions, and namely to social 
interaction and culture: 
Cosmides & Tooby (1992a,b), Hirschfeld & Gelman (eds.) (1994) and following. 

 f. overviews 
Stainton (ed.) (2006:3ff), Samuels et al. (1999) 

 
(12) a related topic: is the mind (are modules) the result of Darwinian adaptation? 
 a. NO: Hauser et al. et al. (2002), Hornstein (2009) etc. 
 b. YES: Pinker & Jackendoff (2005a,b), evolutionary psychology (Barkow et al. 1992)

(13) domain specificity requires translation 
 a. a direct consequence of the fact that different modules speak different languages (of 

the mind) is their inability to understand each other. Modules can only parse objects 
that belong to their own language, i.e. which are part of the domain-specific 
vocabulary that they are designed to process. 

 b. "'Mixed' representation[s] should be impossible. Rather, phonological, syntactic and conceptual 
representations should be strictly segregated, but coordinated through correspondence rules that 
constitute the interfaces." Jackendoff (1997:87ff) 

2.2. Modularity in language 
 
(14) the standard model: inverted T 
 a. three independent and domain-specific computational systems: 

1. (morpho-)syntax = the concatenative system, whose output is interpreted by 
2. phonology (PF) = assigns a pronunciation 
3. semantics (LF) = assigns a meaning 
Chomsky (1965:15ff) 

 
morpho-syntax         

 

PF LF
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(15) phonology vs. the rest 
 a. if we go by domain specificity, 

the major ontological gap in language is between phonology and the rest. 
Vocabulary used in 

 syntax, morphology, semantics: 
 
number 
person 
gender 
animacy 
quantification 
aspect 

 phonology: 
 

labiality 
friction 
voicing 
occlusion 

 
b. Jackendoff's (1987, 1992, 1997) Representational Modularity  

(called Structure-Constrained Modularity today, Jackendoff 2002:218ff) 
 
"The overall idea is that the mind/brain encodes information in some finite number of distinct 
representational formats or 'languages of the mind.' Each of these 'languages' is a formal system with its 
own proprietary set of primitives and principles of combination, so that it defines an infinite set of 
expressions along familiar generative lines. For each of these formats, there is a module of mind/brain 
responsible for it. For example, phonological structure and syntactic structure are distinct 
representational formats, with distinct and only partly commensurate primitives and principles of 
combination. Representational Modularity therefore posits that the architecture of the mind/brain 
devotes separate modules to these two encodings. Each of these modules is domain specific. 
[…] The generative grammar for each 'language of the mind,' then, is a formal description of the 
repertoire of structures available to the corresponding representational module." Jackendoff (1997:41) 

c. Chomsky (2000) 
"The phonological component is generally assumed to be isolated in even stronger respects: there are 
true phonological features that are visible only to the phonological component and form a separate 
subsystem of FL [the Faculty of Language], with its own special properties." Chomsky (2000:118, 
emphasis in original) 

d. Late Insertion = segregation of phonological vocabulary 
while up to Government & Binding (80s), morpho-syntactic computation was done on 
the basis of complete lexical information that included syntactic, morphological and 
semantic features as much as phonological material (sealed suitcases), Late Insertion 
is the idea that phonological material is absent from morpho-syntactic computation 

 

2.3. Zoom in: communication between morpho-syntax and phonology  
 
(16) derivational and representational communication 
 a. since Chomsky et al. (1956:75) where cyclic derivation is introduced, both are 

operative in generative grammar. 
 b. representational: translation 

a morpho-syntactic object is translated into a phonological object 
example for the translation of morphemes: in French, the morpho-syntactic object 
- <number = plural> 
- <person = 1> 
- <verb class = X> 
is translated into phonological vocabulary and appears in the linear string as 
-ons  (nous aim-ons etc.) 
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(16) derivational and representational communication 
 c. translation is an interface property that is SHARED by 

1. morphemic information such as -ons 
2. non-morphemic information such as # 

 d. derivational: cyclic derivation, today called phase theory 
==> nothing is translated, but the output is impacted 
[[[A] B] C] is interpreted successively from inside out: 
1st round: [A] is interpreted (by PF and LF) 
2nd round: [AB] is interpreted (by PF and LF) 
3rd round: [ABC] is interpreted (by PF and LF) 
 
==> hence [[[A] B] C] and, say, [[A] BC] produce different results 
 
"[ ]" is called a phase and the distribution of phases over syntactic structure is a 
currently debated question. 

 e. we will only look at representational communication 
 – domain specificity marshals representational communication 
 – encapsulation is relevant for derivational communication (and phase theory has 

modified the picture quite a bit, but this is a different story…) 
 

3. Translation 
3.1. History of translation and its violation in generative phonology 
 
(17) definition 

domain specificity and hence modularity is violated when phonology makes reference to 
untranslated morpho-syntactic information 

 
(18) SPE 

[The Sound Pattern of English, Chomsky & Halle 1968] 
 a. boundary information 

there is a translation procedure: non-morphemic morpho-syntactic information is 
translated into so-called boundaries # 
- <root = krást> 
- <number = plural> 
- <person = 3> 
- <verb class = X> 
==> result of translation: krad # ou 
 
compare for example class 1 vs. class 2 affixes in English: 
párent   = bare root, penultimate stress 
parént-al  = root + class 1 affix, penultimate stress 
párent # hood = root + class 2 affix, root stress (stress assignment blocked) 

 b. but there is also reference to untranslated information: 
labelled brackets 
[[electric]Adj ity]Noun 
- brackets are aliens: non-parsable by the phonology 
- labels (Adj. etc.) are untranslated information 
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(19) 80s: Prosodic Phonology 
Selkirk (1981 [1978], 1984), Nespor & Vogel (1986) 

 a. emerged from the conflict with the so-called Direct Syntax approach that proposes to 
make direct reference to untranslated morpho-syntactic information, hence to 
==> abandon translation altogether 
Kaisse (1983, 1985, 1990), Chen (1990), Odden (1987, 1990), Pyle (1972), 
Rotenberg (1978), Clements (1978) 
==> the conflict was decided in favour of Prosodic Phonology in the mid-80s. 

 b. domain specificity is called Indirect Reference 
[but strangely enough, no reference is made to modular theory] 
==> the architecture is perfectly modular:  

 1. phonological computation makes reference only to translated information 
 2. translation is done in modular no-man's land (neither morpho-syntax nor 

phonology) 
 3. translation is computational: mapping rules are RULES, i.e. carry out a 

computation in its own right. 
 
(20) general architecture of Prosodic Phonology 
 Morpho-Syntax 

 

mapping rules 
 Interface: 

Translator's Office 

Phonology 
 

prosodic constituency 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x

phonological rules that are 
sensitive to morpho-
syntactic information make 
reference to the buffer 
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(21) Optimality Theory (OT): massive violation 
since the 90s 
[Scheer 2011:§523] 

 a. constraint-based mapping with ALIGN: translation is done IN the phonology, and this 
is a permanent violation of domain specificity. 

 b. so-called interface constraints: a modern version of Direct Syntax 
 c. sometimes modularity as such, in language and elsewhere in the mind, is declared 

wrong: Burzio (2007) 
 d. OT has roots in connectionism, and hence a scrambling trope: one of its founders, 

Paul Smolensky, was also at the forefront of the development of PDP: 
e.g. Smolensky (1987) 

 
(22) current minimalist syntax has created a monster: PF 

[Chomsky 2000 and following] 
 a. empty (narrow) syntax, pump up PF: clean syntax, dirty phonology? 
 b. PF used to be coextensive with "phonology", or "phonological computation" 
 c. it has now become an agora for all kinds of operations that have got nothing to do 

with phonological computation. 
==> one of them is a strong modularity offender: PF Movement 
[Embick & Noyer 2001 and following] 
PF Movement moves items along the syntactic tree, but the movement is triggered by 
phonological properties. 

 d. see Scheer (2011:§726) 
 

3.2. Core properties of translation 
 
(23) partial homology 

Jackendoff (2002) 
 a. translation is selective: only a subset of the properties of the sending module is made 

available to the receiving module. 
 
"Correspondence rules perform complex negotiations between two partly incompatible spaces of 
distinctions, in which only certain parts of each are 'visible' to the other." Jackendoff (1997:221) 
 
"The overall architecture of grammar consists of a collection of generative components G1, …, Gn that 
create/ license structures S1, …, Sn, plus a set of interfaces Ijk that constrain the relation between 
structures of type Sj and structures of type Sk. […] Typically, an interface Ijk does not 'see' all of either 
Sj or Sk; it attends only to certain aspects of them." Jackendoff (2002:123) 
 

b. the amount of structure that is visible for interface processors in a given module may 
be small or big, and this is unpredictable: the translational channel between two 
modules may have a more or less narrow "information bottleneck" (Jackendoff's 
2002:229 term). 

 c. well supported in language: 
morpho-syntax and melody are incommunicado in both ways 
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(24) translation is arbitrary 
Jackendoff (2002) 

 a. which pieces of the structure of the sending module are translated cannot be 
predicted. 

 b. well supported in language: 
the mapping puzzle (Scheer 2011): all efforts at finding cross-linguistic patterns of 
translation have been by and large vain. That is, phonologists could not come up with natural 
classes of boundaries. 

(25) modules receive variable inputs, but produce a uniform output 
 a. many-to-one 

modules may draw on information that comes from a range of other modules 
 1. example: in perception, phonology is fed at least by acoustic-phonetic and visual 

information. 
==> McGurk effect (McGurk & MacDonald 1976, Ingleby & Azra 2003) 

 2. The circuitry of visual stimuli that reach grammatical processing appears to be 
different from auditory stimuli, but processed by the auditory cortex (Calvert & 
Cambell 2003). 

 3. interestingly, the McGurk input into the phonological module appears to be the 
complementary set of what morpho-syntax can provide: melodic primes. 

 b. one-to-many 
the output of a given module may be used as the input to a range of other modules 

 audition 
provides information for a number of very different modules: sound is processed by 
- all-purpose audition (e.g. the perception of sound that is produced by animals) 
- voice recognition (the identification of humans according to their voice) 
- auditory affect perception (emotion detector) 
- perception of linguistically relevant phonetic material 

 c. consequence 
variable input vocabularies that are all mutually unintelligible must be translated into 
the proprietary vocabulary of the receiving module. 

 

3.3. Computational translation (in general) 
 
(26) computational translation 
 a. translation has always been conceived of as computational  

- readjustment rules (SPE) 
- mapping rules (Prosodic Phonology) 
- correspondence rules (Jackendoff) 
all are a computation in its own right, i.e. distinct from either the sending or the 
receiving module. 

 b. Big Brother 
translation by computation requires the Translator to have access to both the 
vocabulary of the sending and the vocabulary of the receiving module. 
==> violation of domain specificity 

 c. Jackendoff (2002:229) tries to discuss away this contradiction with the help of the 
word "bi-domain specificity": interface modules are domain-specific like all others, 
but they are super-modules and therefore can be specific to two domains. 
==> contradiction in terms 
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(27) which status do computational devices have that do translation? 
 a. ==> they can only be modules, since there is nothing in modular theory that carries 

out computation apart from modules. 
==> but they cannot be modules because they violate domain specificity. 

 b. in Jackendoff's model (where modules are called processors): 
1. inferential processors (Fodor's central systems) 
2. integrative processors (Fodor's modules) 
3. interface processors 
integrative processors are related by interface processors. 

 
(28) reduction of variable inputs to a uniform output 
 a. no trouble for computational translation: on their input side, modules have a Big 

Brother for each different vocabulary that they are fed with. 
 b. example [audition, vision] → phonology 
 

audition 
vocabulary: 

x

Big Brother 
x → z

phonology 
vocabulary: 

zvision 
vocabulary: 

y

Big Brother 
y→ z

(29) modular structure of language according to Jackendoff 
(reproduction of chart from Jackendoff 2002:199) 
 
Interface 
processor

from 
audition  

Phonological 
integrative  
processor 

Syntactic 
integrative 
processor 

Conceptual 
integrative 
processor  

Phonological
Structures 

Syntactic 
Structures 

Conceptual 
Structures  

LINGUISTIC WORKING MEMORY   

Interface 
processors 

to 
perception 
and action

PS-SS 
interface 

processor(s)  

SS-CS 
interface 

processor(s)  
Interface 
processor 

to 
vocalizati

on 
 

PS-CS 
interface 

processor(s)  
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3.4. Computational translation (in language) 
 
(30) translation in generative interface thinking 

Two Channel 
 

Morpho-Syntax           

Lexicon              

entries: 
<m-synt, phon, sem> 

 
Translator's Office 

(computational system) 
mapping 

 

Phonology           

#

CVC  CVCV  CV     
morph. 1 morph. 2 morph. 3

(31) mixed lexical and computational translation 
 a. lexical translation 

morphemic information is transformed into phonological material through a lexicon: 
- <number = plural> 
- <person = 3> 
- <verb class = X> 
==> morpheme injected into phonology: -ou 

 b. computational translation 
non-morphemic (boundary) information is transformed into phonological objects by a 
computational process: 
párent   = bare root, penultimate stress 
parént-al  = root + class 1 affix, penultimate stress 
párent # hood = root + class 2 affix, root stress (stress assignment blocked) 

 
(32) linearisation 
 a. is a complicated and debated problem 

e.g. Kayne's (1994) Linear Correspondence Axiom (LCA), Richards (2004, 2007), 
Bobaljik (2002), Embick & Noyer (2001, 2007) and Embick (2007). 

 b. somebody must decide the linear order in which objects that represent morphemic 
and non-morphemic information are pieced together. 
==> what is for sure is that the input to phonological computation is a linearly orderd 
string: linearisation is done prior to phonology. 
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3.5. One-Channel Translation (i.e. only lexical) 
 
(33) Michal Starke's idea 

(but no quotable text available) 
 
(34) translation bears the signs of lexical activity 
 a. arbitrary relations of an input and an output 
 b. refusal to obey cross-linguistic lawful behaviour 

 
(35) other arguments for lexical translation 
 a. Big Brothers violate domain specificity 
 b. economy / Occam's Razor: lexical translation uses the resources of modular theory 

that are needed anyway. 
Modularity knows only 
1. modules 
2. lexica 
3. eventually central systems 

 
(36) reduction of variable inputs to a uniform output 
 a. instead of having a number of Big Brothers, modules have a proprietary Lexicon on 

their input side. 
 b. this Lexicon has variable inputs (i.e. written in the distinct vocabublaries of the 

different inputs), but a uniform output, i.e. only into the phonological vocabulary. 
 c. in this perspective, lexical entries are pairs of arbitrarily associated items which 

belong to two different domains. 
 

(37) intermodular communication through lexical access 
 

lexicon of 
module D  module 

A
A D
A D
A D
B Dphonologi-

cal lexicon  

module 
B

B D

module 
D

a p p Dacoustic-
phonetic

a p p D
a p
a p
v p

phono-
logy 

 
v p p E
v p p Evision 

McGurk
p E
C E

module 
Emodule 

C
C E

lexicon of 
module E  
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(38) well-known problem of translation by computation: all-powerfulness 
 Jackendoff defends all-powerful translation against the critique of overgeneration, i.e. 

the fact that unconstrained transmission of information allows for the description of 
existing as much as non-existing interface activity. 
 
"correspondence rules are conceptually necessary in order to mediate between phonology, syntax, and 
meaning. It is an unwarranted assumption that they are to be minimised and that all expressive power lies 
in the generative components. […] In other words, correspondence rules, like syntactic and phonological 
rules, must be constrained so as to be learnable. Thus their presence in the architecture does not change the 
basic nature of the theoretical enterprise." Jackendoff (1997:40) 

(39) lexical translation constrains translation: anything is not possible 
 a. anything that reaches phonology must originate in the lexicon. 

Hence boundary information must qualify for being stored in the lexicon 
 b. morpho-syntax has no bearing on phonological computation 

==> explanation 
for the fact that morpho-syntax NEVER alters phonological computation: 
computational instructions cannot be its output. By contrast, there is nothing wrong 
with that in principle if translation is computational. 

 c. diacritics are outlawed 
the output of the translation of boundary information are necessarily pieces of the 
proprietary phonological vocabulary: only such vocabulary can be stored in the 
lexicon. 
==> diacritics are outlawed 
this is a valuable benefit since the output of translation of boundary information has 
always been diacritics: "+", "#", "ω", "φ" etc. 
==> diacritic-free Interface is the gist of Direct Interface: Scheer (2008, 2012). 

 d. morpho-syntax has no bearing on morpheme-internal phonology 
however linearisation works, the linear input string to phonology is made of pieces 
that represent morphemic as well as non-morphemic information. Since both have the 
same origin – the lexicon –, boundary information must have exactly the same linear 
identity as morphemes: it must incarnate as identifiable pieces of the linear string. 

 1. ==> there is no linear requirement when translation is computational: prosodic 
constituency does not have any linear identity (it is a tree structure erected over 
morphemes) 

 2. ==> explanation 
of the observation that morpho-syntax has no bearing on morpheme-internal 
phonology: only edges may be modified. 

 

4. The beginning of the word 
4.1. Te Direct Effect: real phonological objects vs. diacritic sleepers  
 
(40) identity of the beginning of the word 

[Scheer 2011] 
 a. # juncture phoneme structuralism 
 b. # hash mark   SPE  Chomsky & Halle (1968) 
 c. ω Prosodic Word Prosodic Phon. Selkirk (1981) etc.  
 d. CV empty CV unit , i.e. syllabic space Lowenstamm (1999) 
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(41) diacritics 
 a. phonologically meaningful 
 1. # and ω are diacritcs, i.e. arbitrary symbols that have no intrinsic phonological 

meaning: they cannot be parsed by phonology. 
 2. syllabic space (a CV unit, a syllable, a mora, a rhyme etc.) are phonologically 

meaningful: they can be parsed by phonology. 
 b. definition of the term "diacritic" 

a diacritic is a non-native object in module X: it is only used when information 
from outside of X is processed. It is absent from events that do not appeal to extra-
Xal information. 

 
(42) computational vs. lexical translation: 

an immediate effect with a testable empirical consequence 
 a. lexical translation imposes a strong restriction on objects that qualify of the output 

of translation: 
they must be able to be stored in the lexicon. 

 b. in two-channel translation, #'s and the like are absent from the lexicon 
==> the lexicon does not contain any diacritics. 

 c. if translation is lexical, the output cannot be diacritic. 
 
(43) sleepers: 

anything and its reverse can happen at the left edge of a prosodic word, or at # 
 a. diacritics are "sleepers" in the sense that they have no effect at all by simply 

existing: the existence of an "#" in the phonological string does not influence the 
course of phonology in any way. 
They only have an effect when they are accessed by some phonological 
rule/constraint: "process X applies within ω/ before #". 

 b. also, diacritics have no PREDICTABLE effect: they may trigger any process and 
its reverse. This, however, is counterfactual since the processes that are observed at 
word margins for example are anything but random: word margins have very 
specific and well-known effects. 

 c. equally probable rules? 
 
1. V → ø / #C__CV 
2. ø → V / #C__CV 
 

d. both rules under c) are equally probable and equally natural from the point of view 
of a theory that uses diacritic boundaries: no property of the theory favours or 
disfavours the epenthesis into an initial cluster, or the deletion of a vowel in this 
context. 

 e. every phonologist knows, however, that c1 is an attested phonological process, 
while c2 is not on record. That is, there is no "masochistic" language that would 
delete vowels in initial clusters (and only in this context).1

1 Note that rule (46a) says that vowels are deleted only when they occur in word-initial clusters. Of course 
there are languages where vowels are deleted in this context (e.g. Czech pes - ps-a "dog Nsg, Gsg"), but they 
will then also be deleted elsewhere (Czech loket - lokt-e "elbow Nsg, Gsg"). 
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(43) sleepers: 
anything and its reverse can happen at the left edge of a prosodic word, or at # 

 f. therefore theories that cannot discriminate between c1 and c2 have a problem, and 
the reason why they are in trouble is that the critical information, i.e. word-
initiality, is conveyed by a diacritic hash mark. 

 g. the result is the same in case the prosodic word or some other prosodic constituent 
carries this information: anything and its reverse may happen at the left edge of a 
prosodic constituent. 

 
(44) only one thing can happen after an empty CV unit 
 a. a look at a non-diacritic alternative shows that the two rules at hand are 

discriminated as soon as the extra-phonological information comes as a real 
phonological object that impacts phonology directly and does not need to be 
explicitly mentioned in rules (or constraints) in order to produce an effect. 

 b. deletion vs. insertion of the first vowel in a word in CVCV 
 1. deletion: ill-formed  2. insertion: structure saved 
 Gvt                 
 

C V3 - C V2 C V1 C V3 - C V2 C V1
| | | | | | |
C V C V C C V

V

4.2. Interface effects are not random: the beginning of the word 
 
(45) cross-linguistically stable effects of the beginning of the word 

[Scheer 2004:§87, 2009a,b, 2012:§246] 
 a. word-initial clusters 

in some languages initial clusters are restricted to #TR. In others they have the 
same distribution as internal clusters. But there is no language where they are 
restricted to #RT (#TT, #RR).2

b. strength of word-initial consonants 
in some languages word-initial consonants are especially strong. In others, they do 
not have any peculiar behaviour regarding strength. But there is no language where 
they are especially weak. 

 c. deletion of the first vowel of the word 
in some languages the first vowel of words is unable to alternate with zero. In 
others it does not show any peculiar behaviour when compared to other vowels. 
But there is no language where non-initial vowels are unable to alternate with zero, 
while initial vowels do. 

 
2 T is shorthand for any obstruent, R for any sonorant. 
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(46) languages seem to make a binary choice 
 a. either the beginning of the word is in no way peculiar in comparison to what 

happens morpheme-internally, 
 b. or it is outstanding and allows only for a characteristic subset of the options that are 

well-formed elsewhere. 
 
(47) this is all not random 
 a. if the effect of the beginning of the word is not arbitrary, the representational 

identity of the object by which it is represented must not be arbitrary either. 
 b. rather, we are looking for one single object that produces the three effects at hand: 

three for the price of one. 
 c. in any event, objects such as the hash mark or some prosodic constituent that do 

not produce any effect at all (or rather, that tolerate any effect and its reverse under 
the appropriate rule or constraint) do not qualify. 

 d. if the effect is predictable, the identity of its trigger cannot be arbitrary. 
 
(48) typological predictions made by the initial CV 
 in a language where the 

initial CV is present 
in a language where the 
initial CV is absent 

 a. word-initial consonants are strong word-initial consonants are non-strong 
b. initial clusters are restricted to #TR there are no restrictions: #TR, #RT, #TT 

and #RR clusters may occur 
 c. first vowels of words may not alternate 

with zero 
first vowels of words may alternate with 
zero 

 
(49) presence vs. absence of the initial CV: predictions 
 a. initial clusters: initial CV present   b. initial clusters: initial CV absent 
 

C V - C V C V C V C V
# | | | | | |

T <= R V # T R V
* R T V # R T V

1. *#RT: two ø's in a row   1. #RT ok 
 

c. initial simplex C: initial CV present   d. initial simplex C: initial CV absent
Gvt        Gvt        

 

C V - C V C V C V C V
# | | | | | | | |

C V1 C V2 # C V1 C V2

2. #C strong: #C escapes Gvt   2. #C is governed (=intervocalic) 
 3. V1 cannot be absent: two ø's in a row 3. V1 can be absent: only one ø 
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(50) review of some languages 
vocabulary items: 
- TR-only language = language where #RT, #TT and #RR do not occur 
- anything-goes language = language where #RT, #TT and #RR do occur 

 initial clusters first V alternates #C strong 
#TR #RT no yes yes no 

a. Czech x x  x ? 
b. Polish x x  x  x (?) 
c. Moroccan Arabic x x  x ? 
d. Greek (classical and modern) x x ?  x 
e. German (standard) x  x  x  
f. Belarusian x  x    

5. Conclusion 
 
(51) do  

1. the properties found in language-internal intermodular communication and 
2. the interface mechanisms that linguists develop 
have any echo elsewhere in the mind? 

 a. prime candidates for modular workings are lower cognitive functions: 
"perceptual systems + language" 
==> is there production anywhere else? Perceptual systems don't produce… 
==> linguistics and linguistic interfaces are traditionally production-oriented 

 b. is there any parallel to linearisation elsewhere? [a production issue] 
 c. is there any parallel to phase theory elsewhere? [another production issue] 

I.e. the attempt to derive a chunk that is too big (for working memory) into smaller 
pieces, that are  
1. embedded (every piece is included in the following piece) 
2. computed one-by-one 

 d. recursion in the mind 
Hauser, Chomsky & Fitch (2002) hold that only language has it (and that this is the 
only ingredient of language that is specific to language). 
==> there is recursion in vision for example – but is this the same kind of recursion? 
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