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1 .  I NTRODUCT ION 

In my paper presented at our last conference ( 1978c) , I pointed out that 
the approach to the study of morphology as first advocated by Halle ( 1973)  and 
expanded and revised by Aronoff ( 1976) encountered serious problems when applied 
to languages such as Indonesian . At that time I presented the derivation of 
nouns . The present paper will concentrate on the formation of verbs . 

Hal le suggests that morphology be viewed as consisting of three distinct 
components : ( 1 )  a list of morphemes ( LM) , ( 2 )  word formation rules (WFRs) , and 
( 3 )  a filter . The LM contains three types of entries , namely , roots , affixes , 
and what Halle cal ls ' stems ' .  These entries are in the form of sequences of 
phonetic segments with some grammatical information . Thus , for the morpheme 
wr i te in English we must provide the information that says that it is a verbal 
root , a member of the ' non-Latinate ' group , and that it follows a strong verbal 
conjugation rule . The affixes include forms such as en- , - t i on ,  and - i ty .  
Within Halle ' s  theoretical framework , the LM must also contain the stems so 
that forms such as vacan t , brother , and be 1 i eve can be derived by postulating 
rules of the type /STEM + a n t/A ' /STEM + t he r/N ' /be + STEM/V ' The stems 
should be appropriately marked so that a given stem can be substituted only in 
certain frames and not in others ( 1973 : 10) . Presumably , there would be a set 
of indexed stems for forms such as va- , bro- , and be- . 

The WFRs specify how the items in the LM are to be arranged to form 
potential words in the language . Following the phonotactic rules of English , 
forms such as *b l i ck and 1'a r r i va t i on would be generated by the WFRs , but 
," mbranyak and '�nd 1 opong would not .  

Since words ,  once accepted i n  the lexicon , often develop idiosyncrasies ,  
the output of the WFRs must be sorted out so that only actual words will be 
permitted to pass . Halle postulates three types of idiosyncrasies : ( 1 )  semantic , 
( ii )  phonological , and ( iii )  for want of a better term , I called it ' actual ' in 

my 1978c paper . 

Semantic idiosyncrasies are those related to peculiarities in the area of 
meaning ; phonological idiosyncrasies are those in the area of phonology . 
' Actual ' idiosyncrasies pertain to facts in language in which a form should 
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occur but actually does not . 
and '�descr i ba l  are not found 
and desc r i p t i on are . 

Forms such as ," a r r i va t i on , '� refusa t i on , *de r i va l ,  
in English , although a r r i va l , refusa l ,  der i va t i on ,  

The mechanism to prevent the formation of the above forms is the filter . 
Any form which passes the filter will be stored in what we know as Dictionary . 
Thus , a r r i va l , refusa l ,  de r i va t i on ,  and desc r i pt i on will be stored in the 
Dictionary , but their starred counterparts above will not .  

Although in general Aronoff ' s  work can be considered as an amplification 
of Halle ' s ,  there is one significant difference that must be pointed out here . 
Unlike Halle ' s  theory which is morphemically based , Aronoff ' s  is word-based , 
that i s ,  his WFRs cannot operate on anything less than a word , a word here 
being defined as that without an inflection . In another work Aronoff classifies 
his definition by saying that the term ' word ' in the theory i s  synonymous with 
the term ' lexeme ' ( 1979 : 116 ) . By implication the major difference between 
Halle ' s  and Aronoff ' s  theories lies in the fact that Aronoff ' s  component in 
which ba:5es are stored , similar to Halle ' s  LM, does not contain such stems as 
va- and bro- . Both , however , agree that the principle of recognisability , and 
not that of meaningfulness , must be used to define a morpheme . In Aronoff ' s  
words a morpheme is " a  phonetic string which can be connected to a linguistic 
entity outside that string" ( 1976 : 15 ) . 

The argument in my 1978c paper basically covers the following points . 
First,  to consider a phonetic string a morpheme simply on the basis of its 
recognisability in certain contexts disregards the well-established view ,  which 
I believe is still correct,  that says that for any communicative form to be 
considered a language there must exist a relationship between a signifiant and 
a signif_ie . Native speakers recognise the relationship through intuition . No 
native speakers of English , except some in lingu istics ,  would consider vaca n t  
and brother bimorphic.  Similarly , no native speakers of Indonesian would 
consider ha l uan bow , percaya to believe and semanga t spirit bimorphic s imply 
because these words have what appear to be the affixes -a n ,  per- and se­
respectively . 

My second argument pertains to Aronoff ' s  requirement that the WFRs cannot 
operate on anything less than a word ( 1976 : 22 ) . The data in nominal derivation 
for Indonesian show that we have bases upon which the WFRs must operate and yet 
they are less than words : j uang something to do with struggling , hen t i something 
to do with stopping , and a nj u r  something to do with suggesting . 

If it WFR is now permitted to operate on a base which i s  less than a word , 
and if we leave out Halle ' s  stems , the LM will only consist of roots and affixes . 
My third argument is that the roots must be subcategorised into bound and free 
roots to accommodate bound forms such as j ua ng as well as free forms such as 
datang to come . Related to this argument is our difficulty in meeting Aronoff ' s  
requiremEmt for a base to bear " syntactic subcategories , selectional features , 
lexically governed entailments , and presuppositions" ( 1976 : 48 ) . Bases such as 
j uang do not even have a syntactic category and independent meaning let alone 
syntactic subcategories , selectional features , etc . 

My fourth and last argument is that the concept of blocking , that i s  a 
mechanism to block the occurrence of form such as ," a r r i va t i on ,  does not explain 
but rather states idiosyncrasies found in language . 

In Section 2 I present the formation of verbs in Indonesian to support my 
earlier arguments and claims . Section 3 i s  a discussion , and Section 4 a 
conclusion . 
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2.  THE LANGUAGE l 

2 . 1  The bases 

At the outset we can say that there are two types of roots in Indonesian 
which are used as bases for forming2 verbs : ( i )  those to which we can assign 
syntactic categories and independent meanings without having to add an affix. 
We have called this type the free roots ; and ( i i )  those whose syntactic 
categories and independent meanings can be identified only after certain affixes 
have been added . These are the bound roots . Examples for ( i ) are ma rah  to be 
angpy , darat  (a piece of) land , and ke rj a to wopk , and for ( i i )  are aj u ,  a l i h ,  
se l engga ra , and temu . As far as meanings are concerned the most we can say 
about ( ii )  is that these forms have something to do with putting forward , moving , 
holding , and meeting respectively ( henceforth : ' VERB+ing ' ) . 

On the basis of the types of roots above , we have basically two verb forms : 
( 1 )  those which can stand alone unaffixed , labelled here as Vl , and ( 2 )  those 
which can or must take affixation , V2 . This type is subdivided into three 
subg:roups :  V2a ' consisting of verbs whose bases are free roots and requiring 
affixes ; V2b; consisting of verbs which can take affixes ; and V2c ' consisting of 
verbs whose bases are bound roots and requiring affixes . Examples : 

Vl : da tang to come 
t i ba to appive 
percaya to believe 

v2a : menda ra t  to land 
be rsepeda to pide a bicycle 
me l e ba r to become wide 

V2b : membaca to pead3 

me res t u i  to bless 
be rj a l an to walk 

duduk to sit 
menge r t i to undepstand 

mena r i  to dance 
be rte l or to lay an egg 

members i hkan to clean 
bekerj a to wopk 

v2c : mengaj ukan to put fOPwaPd menga l i hka n to shift 
menye l engga rakan to hold (papties) menemu i to meet with 
ber sua to meet 

Of all the verbs in Vl t i ba to aPpive , as far as my present research goes , 
seems to be the only word in the language which can be considered as , to borrow 
Jackendoff ' s  terminology ( 197 5 : 648) , a singleton , that is a form which belongs 
to only one syntactic category . The rest of the verbs in Vl can be used as 
bases to form other verbs . From da tang and duduk , for instance , we can have 
menda tangka n  to bping in , menda tang i to apppoach , menda tang to come (poetic) ,  
keda tangan to get visited by , berdatangan to come (plural subject ) , and 
mendudukkan to seat , and menduduk i  to occupy , respectively . 

Since the bases for V2a and V2b are free roots , one might wonder why they 
are separated . There are three reasons for this . First , the forms in V2b still 
function as verbs without meN- or beR - , but those in V2a do not . Thus , sentence 
( 1 )  is acceptable , but ( 2 )  is not . 

( 1 )  Ka pa l te r bang i tu sudah 
p lane the a lpeady 
The p lane has landed. 

menda ra t . 
land 

Pak B l o ' on suka baca kom i k .  
Mr like pead comic 
Mr Blo 'on likes to pead comics . 

( 2 )  '�Ka pa I te r ba ng i t u  sudah da ra t . 
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Second , in the imperative form the prefix beR in V2a must be retained . In V2b 
the retenl:ion is optional . We can have ( 3 )  and ( 4 ) , but not ( 5 ) . 

( 3 )  BERte l o r l ah seka rang ! 
lay egg now 
Lay an egg now! 

( 4 )  BEkerj a l ah dengan ba i k !  
work with good 
Work we l l !  

( 5 )  '�Te l o r l ah seka rang ! 

Third , in informal style the prefix , a portion of the prefix , or a substitute 
of some sort must be retained in V2a but not in v2b ' We can have ( 6 )  but not 
( 7 )  • 

( 6a )  Gua MENda ra t j am 3 .  
I land hour 
I landed at J .  

( 6b) Gua Ndarat  j am 3 .  
I landed at J .  

(6c )  Ayam gua  udah BERto l a �  
chicken I already lay egg 
My chicken has laid an egg. 

(6d) Ayam gua udah Ne l o r. 
My chicken has laid an egg . 

(6e)  Gua mau baca ko ran.  
I want read newspaper 
I want to read a newspaper. 

(6f )  Kamu j a l an ke seko l a h ?  
You wa l k  to schoo l 
You walk to school ?  

( 7a )  *Gua dara t  j am 3 .  
( 7b) *Ayam gua udah te l o r . 

Notice the meN- in (6a) becomes n - in ( 6b)  and beR- in ( 6c )  becomes n - in (6d) 
with the following t- assimilated . Notice also that baca and j a l an in ( 6e-f)  
need no prefixes since they are members of v2b ' 

2 . 2  Affi xes and the i r  comb i na ti on wi th ba ses 

Ther e are prefixes and suffixes to form verbs in Indonesian . � The prefixes 
are meN- (with its d i - passive counterpart) , {mem) pe r- , beR , and teR- . The 
suffixes �re primarily - ka n  and - i  but occasionally also -an .  In addition to 
these aff ixes , there is the prefix ke- which must occur with -an to form verbs . 

The prefixes meN- {mem) per- , and teR- can occur with the suffix - ka n  or 
- i ,  and beR- with - ka n  or -an . Below are the details of these combinations . 
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2 . 2 . 1  The meN- verbs 

If we postulate three hypothetical sets A, B ,  and C to represent 
respectively the verbs formed from meN+BASE , meN+BASE+ka n ,  and meN+BASE+ i , 
and these three sets intersect , we have seven sUbsets : 

1 .  Ml = {x : X + meN+BASE} . 5 

memban t u  to help 
membe ron t a k  to rebel 
men i nj au to visit 

Examples : 

mencac i to swear 
menduga to guess 

2 .  M2 = {x : X + meN+BASE+ka n } . Examples : 

memb i ca rakan to discuss 
membu ba rkan to abolish 
mengaj u kan  to put forward 

membukt i ka n  to prove 
meng h i da n g ka n  to present 

3 .  M3 = {x : X + meN+BASE+ i } . 

mengepa l a i  to head 
mengawas i to supervise 
menanga n i  to tackle 

Examples : 

mengad i l i  to administer justice 
meng i ng ka r i  to renege 

4 .  M4 = {x : X + meN+BASE+kan } . Examples : 

membe l i { kan)  to buy (for someone) 
menyewa to rent 

menj u ru s { ka n )  to direct (X) (to) 
menyewa ka n to rent out 

S . MS = {x : X + meN+BASE+ i } .  Examples : 

men c i um { i )  to kiss (repeatedly) menampa r { i )  to s lap (repeatedly) 
menye l am to dive menye l am i  to penetrate 
meng h i a s { i )  to decorate 

6 .  M6 = {x : X + meN+BASE+ [ kyn ] } . Examples : 

mema rahka n  to anger 
menj a tu hkan to drop 
membe res { ka n/ i )  to put in order 

mema ra h i  to scold 
menj a t u h i to fal l on 

7 .  M7 = {x : X + me N+BASE+ [ kyn ] } . Examples : 

mengamb i l  to take 
mengamb i l  i to take (repeatedly) 
menye rahka n  to entrust (X to Y) 

There are approximately 142 S bases6 

set . Of this total 21% are found in Ml , 
MS , 6% in M6 , and 10% in M7 . Looking at 
the suffix -kan ( in M2 and M4 ) is almost 
( in M3 and MS) . 

mengamb i l ka n  to take for someone 
menye r a h  to surrender 
menye ra h i  to entrust (Y with X) 

in Indonesian which belong to the meN -
29% in M2 ' 9% in M3 , 21% in M4 , 4% in 
the percentages above we can see that 
four times as many as the suffix - i  

Several characteristics of the verbs in this set I have found so far are : 

( 1 )  Verbs with only the prefix meN - in any o f  the above subsets can be 
transitive or intransitive : membe l i to buy , menyerah to surrender. 

( 2 )  Except for me rupakan  to constitute , all verbs with - ka n  are transitive : 
menj a t u h ka n  to topple membe l i ka n  to buy for someone . 7 

( 3 )  Except for mencu kup i to suffice , memenu h i  to fulfi l l , memada i to be 
sufficient , and menye rupa i to resemble , all verbs with - i  are 
transitive . 
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( 4 )  I f  meN+BASE alone does not occur i n  the language , the addition of 
- ka n  or - i  will make the resultant verb monotransitive (one obj ect) : 
'�mengerj a ,  mengerj akan to do , *me re s t u , me re s t u i  to b less . 

( 5 )  If meN+BASE i s  intransitive , the suffix -kan o r  - i  changes the status 
to monotransitive : me l eba r to beaome wide , me l eba r ka n  to widen (X) , 
mendeka t to aome alose , mendeka t i  to apppoaah . 

( 6 )  I f  meN+BASE is monotransitive , the suffix - ka n  changes the status to 
bitransitive ( two obj ects) : membe l i  to buy , membe l i kan  to buy fop 
someone . In some cases the meaning is unique : menyewa to pent , 
menyewa kan to pent out . 

( 7 )  If meN+BASE is monotransitive , the suffix - i  will retain the mono­
transitive status : menc i um to kiss , menc i um i  to kiss pepeatedly . 

The most common meanings of the suffix - ka n  are causative and benefactive , 
the former most often found in ( 5 )  and the latter in ( 6 )  above . The productivity 
of the suffix often leads to uncertainty among native speakers .  The 
acceptability of causative forms such as me l eba rkan to widen (X) , and me l uaska n  
to expand often makes native speakers wonder if forms such a s  7*mencan t i kka n 
are acceI>table or not . Witness the awkwardness of ( 8 )  and the less awkwardness 
of ( 9 ) . 

( 8 )  7 ? Ba ng A lw i  menca n t i kkan kota Jaka rta  
Mp A lwi 'beautify ' aity Jakapta 

( 9 )  7 Kota  Jaka r ta d i ca n t i kka n l ag i  dengan pepohonan d i  j a l a n2  besa r 
aity Jakapta 'beautified ' fupthep with tpees on stpeets big 

In t:he case of the benefactive - ka n ,  if an activity can be performed only 
by oneself ,  the - ka n  seems improbable : mengh i bu r  to enteptain , meng h i na to 
humiliate , but "'mengh i bu rkan and '�mengh i nakan . On the other hand , if the 
activity can be done on behalf of someone else , there is a tendency for -kan to 
be on the acceptable side : ?"'mengguga t kan to alaim fop someone , ? '�men i 1 punkan 
to te lephone fop someone , 7"'me l ama rka n  to ppopose fop maPPiage fop someone . 8 

The most common meanings of the suffix - i  are locative and repetitive , the 
former having no specific locus and the latter most often found in group ( 7 )  
above . In the event that an action is semantically repeatable , there i s  a 
tendency for the - i  verb to be acceptable . This is especially true among the 
speakers whose vernacular has the repetitive - i  suffix . Forms such as 
?*menyemba h i  to woPship pepeatedly , ? '�menaha n i  to aPpest (Xs) , ?*meno l a k i  to 
pefuse (Xs) are not rej ected by many speakers . 

Although the membership in Ml-7 is mutually exclusive , there are a few 
verbs which can belong to more than one subset without a semantic difference . 
The verbs mem i ndah-mem i ndahka n  and meng h i a s -mengh i a s i  mean to move and to 
deaopate respectively . 

2 . 2 . 2  The (mem ) pe r- verbs 

Except for the irregularity of its form , the (mem) here i s  the same as the 
meN- we discussed in 2 . 2 . 1 .  I will consider this group as memper- from now on. 

Since mempe r- can occur with - ka n  and - i , there should theoretically be 
seven subsets again here.  The fact of the matter is that mempe r - does not seem 
to occur with ± i  or ±{ krn } .  We have , therefore , only five subsets : 
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1 .  PI = {x : X + mempe r+BASE} . Examples : 

mempe rbanyak to multiply mempe rbudak to consider (X) a s lave 
mempe rmudah  to make easier 

2 . P2 = {x : X + mempe r+BASE+ka n } . Examples : 

mempe rb i ncangkan to discuss 
mempe rband i ngkan  to compare 

mempe rma i nka n to make fun o f  (X) 

3 .  P3 = {x : X + memper+BASE+ i } .  

mempe rba ru i  to renew 
mempe r l engka p i  to equip 

Examples : 

mempe rba i k i  to improve 
mempe rsenj a ta i  to arm 

4 .  P4 = {x : X + memper+BASE+ka n } . Examples : 

mempe r i s t e r i ( kan )  to marry (a woman) 

5 .  Ps = {x : X + mempe r+BASE+ [ kyn ] } .  Examples : 

mempe r i nga tkan to remind memper i nga t i  to commemorate 

There are ninety bases in Indonesian which can take mempe r- . 
48% are found in PI ' 46% in P2 ' 4% in P3 , 1% in P4 , and 1% in PS . 
members of P3 -S are listed in ( 3-5 )  above . 

Of this total 
All the 

There are approximately forty other bases of which the status i s , in my 
judgement ,  uncertain . These include forms such as ?*mempe r t i p i s ,  7*mempe rkosong , 
? "'mempe rsed i k i t ,  and 7 '�memperb i n i ka n .  Since the predominant meaning of mempe r­
plus a n  adj ective base is t o  make more (Adjective) ,  one might wonder why native 
speakers are not too comfortable with the first two verbs above to produce the 
meanings to make more t i p i s=thin , to make more kosong=empty , respectively . 
Similarly , we have memperbanyak and memper i s ter i ( kan ) , but we question 
?*mempersed i k i t  and 7 '�memperb i n i ( kan )  to mean to reduce and to marry (a woman) 
respectively . 

There are also cases in which the verbs sound natural in the passive but 
awkward in the active form . Thus , d i pe r bu a t  to be done and d i pe rumpamakan to be 
made as an example for are natural but ? '�memperbuat  and ?1'memperumpamakan are at 
best questionable . 

In cases in which the base is verbal , there is a tendency for the mempe r­
verbs t o  b e  i n  ' rivalry ' with the meN-kan  verbs . In some cases there is a 
difference in meaning : mempe rma i nkan to make fun of (X) , mema i nka n to p lay , 
mempe r t a ruhka n to bet , mena ruhkan to p lace , mempe r t u nj u kka n to present (a show) , 
menu nj u kkan to point out , memperpanj ang  to extend (visa, etc . ) ,  mema nj a ngkan to 
lengthen. In some other cases the pairs are semantically the same : 
memperba nd i ngka n -memband i ngkan to compare , memperdagangkan-mendagangka n  to deal 
in (X) , mempe rdeba t kan -mende ba tkan to debate . 

2 . 2 . 3  The beR- verbs 

The beR- set B has only three subsets : 

1 .  Bl = {x : X + beR+BASE} .  Examples : 

beragama to have a religion 
be rkawa n  to have friends 
bersua to meet 

be rd u r i  to have thrown 
be rdansa to dance 
be rgegas  to be in a hurry 
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2 .  B2 = {x : x + 
berda sa r ( ka n )  
bermand i ( ka n )  

beR+BASE+kan } . 

to be based on 
to be bathed in 

Examples : 

be r i s i  ( ka n )  to contain 
bera tap ( ka n )  to have a roof made of 

3 .  B3 = {x : x + beR+BASE+a n } .  Examples : 

be r j a tuhan to fal l  (plural subj ect) 
be te rbangan to fly around (plural 

subj ect) 

beperg i an to travel 
be rdatangan to come (plural subj ect) 

There are approximately 700 bases belonging to Bl and the list may be 
open-ended . So far I have found only eight bases belonging to B2 and four to 
B3 . In addition to the examples given in 2 for B2 , we have bera l a s ( ka n )  to have 
a padding made of, be r i s ter i ( ka n )  to have a wife from , be r l andas ( ka n )  to have a 
foundaticn made of, and be r l ap i s ( ka n )  to be coated with. 

There is also tendency to replace the forms in B2 , especially if the base 
is nomina.l , with a totally different construction . Instead of saying ( 10 ) , 
people often say ( 11 ) . 

( 10 )  Pak  Gomb l oh ber i s ter i kan  o ra ng M i nang .  
Mr married to person Minang 
Mr Gombloh is married to a Minang woman. 

( 11 )  Pak Gomb l oh i s ter i nya orang M i nang. 
MY' wife his person Minang 

With regard to the membership in B3 ' one must be cautious here in deter­
mining wh.ether a be R+BASE+an form is indeed formed from the simulfix beR-an plus 
a base in the middle or from beR- plus a base which is already suffixed with the 
nominal rr.arker -an . The criterion to be used is as follows : a beR-an i s  to be 
considered a simulfix if the form BASE+an by itself cannot stand alone as a word . 
Bepe rg i an ,  be rj a t uhan , be terbangan , and berdat angan meet the above criterion 
since '� pe rg i an ,  '�j a t uhan , ": te rbangan ,  and '�d a tangan cannot stand as words in the 
language . On the other hand , forms such as berha l angan to be unab le to do some­
thing , be ranggapan to assume , be rse rakan to be scattered , and be r l umu ran to be 
stained ��th , are excluded from B3 , because the prefix beR- is attached to bases 
which are already nominalised by the suffix -a'n . The forms ha 1 a ngan , an�gapan , 
seraka n , l umuran are nominals capable of standing alone in the language . These 
words , therefore , belong to Bl . 

Although the possessive meaning of beR- is the most common and can be used 
with newly acquired concepts or words such as d i sku s i  discussion , and a s i m i l a s i  
assimilation , there seems to be a constraint which prevents the formation from 
being totally productive . Forms such as ? ,': be rayam and ?1: bersa p i  to mean to 
have chickens and to have cows respectively are ' unusual ' at best . Witness the 
strangeness of ( 1 2 ) . 

( 1 2 )  ? D i a  t i da k  berayam / bersap i  
he not have chicken have cow 

The constraint is also found where the meaning of beR- is to make use of 
( BASE) or to produce ( BASE ) . Although we have forms such as be rsepeda to ride 

a seped a=bike and be rte l o r  to produce te l or=egg we question ? *berb i s  and 
? '� be rbuku to respectively mean to ride a b i s=bus and to produce or write buku= 
books . 



SOME PROBLEMS IN THE THEORY OF GENERATIVE MORPHOLOGY 223 

2 . 2 . 4  The teR-verbs 

The data for the teR- verbs are not quite complete yet , but from what we 
have gathered so far teR- can also occur with - ka n  and - i , but the combination 
is restricted to five subsets . teR- does not seem to occur with +[ k�n J or with 
±[ kin J . Therefore , there are only five subsets . 

I 

1 .  Tl = {x : X � teR+BASE } . Examples : 

te rma suk  to include termakan to be eaten unintentiona l ly 
t e r t i ngga l to be left unintentionaUy t e r l etak  to lie 

2 .  T2 = {x : X � teR+BASE+kan } . 

terse l esa i kan  to be finished 
te rsembuhkan to be curable 

3 .  T3 = {x : X + teR+BASE+ i } . 

te rpenu h i  to be fulfi l led 
te r i mbang i to be balanced 

Examples : 

tersampa i ka n  to be deliverable 
teraba i ka n  to be neglected 

Examples : 

terata s i to be overcome 

4 .  T4 = {x : X � teR+BASE±kan } . Examples : 

ter l empa r (kan ) to be unintentiona l ly thrown to/from 
terka bu l  (kan ) to be fulfi l led 
te ra rah (kan ) to be directed terp i k i r ( ka n ) to be thought 

5 .  TS = {x : X � 
te r l u ka ( j ) to 
te rse l i mu t ( i ) 

teR+BASE± i } . 

be wounded 
to be covered 

Examples : 

tersa i ng ( i ) to be rivaled 
ternoda ( i ) to be stained 

Although the number of bases for these verbs is still unknown , it seems 
that Tl , T2 ' and T4 have the most members , and TS has the least . This is 
consistent with our previous statement which says that in the M set we have 
more verbs with - ka n  than - i . 

Since teR- in general can be considered as some kind of passive form for 
meN - ,  it is logical to assume that members in the M set are convertible into T .  
We have indeed forms such a s  menye l esa i kan  to finish , memenu h i  to fulfi l l ,  
me l empa r ( kan ) to throw as well a s  t e r se l esa i kan to be finished , te rpen u h i to be 
fulfi l led, and te r l empa r (kan ) to be thrown . However , i f  we look at our data 
more carefully , we will see that the logic fails to apply in all cases . We have 
for instance , membanggaka n  to be proud of, menda sa r kan  to base , but at least 
question ? '� t e r banggaka n ,  ? '� t e rdasa rkan . We also have cases in which the M verbs 
require the presence of a suffix,  but the T counterparts must be without i t .  We 
have membu k t i ka n  to prove , me l e ta kka n to place , and men i ng ga l ka n  to leave , which 
are members of M, but the T counterparts are without the suffix - ka n : terbukt i 
proven , te r l etak  located , and t e r t i ngga l to be left unintentionally .  

I n  another situation we have verbs belonging to M which require the 
presence of a suffix , but the suffix becomes optional in T .  The M counterparts 
of all the examples in TS above , for instance , must have the suffix - i , and yet 
this suffix is optional in T :  me l uka i to hurt , menya i ng i  to riva l , menye l i mu t i 
to cover (with blankets) , menoda i to stain. There is no situation in which the 
teR- verb adds a suffix not found in the meN - counterpart .  In other words , 
since menduga to guess belongs to Ml , the subset with no suffix , we can predict 
that * t e rdugaka n  and * t e rd uga i do not occur in the language , although terduga  
does . 
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2 . 2 . 5  Th e ke-an verbs 

As f,:tr a s  the occurrence of the affix ke - a n  with a base is concerned , there 
is only one subset , K ,  of which the member s  are formed by the formula ke+BASE+a n .  
There are approximate ly forty-five bases in the language which belong to this 
s e t .  Some examples : kebaka r a n  to be caught on fire , k e b a n j i ra n  to be flooded, 
keha b i s a n  to run out of, and keb i ng u n g a n  to be confused. 

Of this total , seven give us the impress ion that they are not formed by the 
simulfix k e -a n , but rather by the prefix k e - added to a base already suffixed 
with - a n . These seven verbs are k e b a g i a n to get a portion of, keb i n g u n g a n  to be 
confused, kecu r i an to be stolen , k e l u p a a n  to forget ,  ke t a k u t an to be frightened , 
k e t i d u ra n  to fal l  as leep , and k e t umpa h a n  to be sp lashed with . The forms b a g i a n 
a part , b i n g un g a n  to get confused easily , cu r i a n sto len (X) , l u p a a n  to forget 
easi ly , t a k u t a n  to get scared easi ly , t i d u r a n  to lie around, and t um p a h a n  things 
that one pours do indeed occur , but the verbal meanings of the k e - a n  counter­
parts are not deducible from the addition of ke- to the BASE+an alone . Nowhere 
do we find ke- which encompasses al l the meanings given above . It i s  obvious 
that these verbs must be treated in the same way we treat k e b a ka ra n ,  keba n j i ra n , 
keh a b i s a n , etc . 

As far as syntactic collocations are concerned , ninteen of those in K permit 
no nouns occurring after them . Some of the se verbs are ke b a ka r a n  to be caught on 
fire , kebe ra t a n  to object , kes a k i t a n  to suffer from pain , and kecapa i a n to fee l  
tired. N ineteen verbs , on the other hand , allow nouns to occur . Some examples : 
keba nj i ra n  to get flooded , keku r a n g a n  to lack , k e t i ng g a l a n to be left behind by 
(X) . The other seven members require the presence of a noun . Some examples : 
ked a t a n g a n  to get visited by , kej a t u h a n  to be struck by a fal ling (X) , kema s uk a n  
to get infi ltrated by . 

2 . 2 . 6  Summary on affi xati on 

The combinatorial possibilities of the prefixes and the suffixes are 
summari sed in Chart 1 .  The sign ' x '  means ' possibl e ' and ' - ' ' impossible ' .  

Prefi x 
Suffi x 

me N - mempe r - b e R - t e R - ke -

x x x x - ¢ 
x x - x - +kan 
x x - x - + i 
x x x x - ±kan 
x - - x - + i  
x x - - - +[ Ky n ] 

x - - - - ±[ k'iln ] I 
- - X - X +a n  

Chart 1 

2 . 2 . 7  I n tersection  among verbal sets 

From 2 . 2 . 1  - 2 . 2 . 6  one may get the impression that the membership in the 
sets M ,  P ,  B ,  T ,  and K is mutually exclusive . This is , however , not the case . 
Many of the bases are shared by more than one set . Section 2 . 2 . 7 . 1  presents 
the inter section between M and B ,  and Section 2 . 2 . 7 . 2  between T and K .  
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2 . 2 . 7 . 1  The i ntersection  of M and B 

In this section I will discuss all of the subsets of M but only subset Bl 
of set B .  We recall that certain bases can or must occur with an affix or 
affixes in order to become verbs . Ban t u  helping must take only meN- but kepa l a  
a head must take also - i  in order to function as verbs : memba n t u  to help and 
mengepa l a i  to head . .  On the other hand , the base a sa l place of origin must take 
beR- to form a verb : be ra s a l to originate . 

Despite this mutual exclusiveness ,  there are many bases which can occur 
with different affixes . If we now set up a Venn diagram for the M subsets and 
superimpose on it subset Bl , we wil l  have seven new subsets . These are : 1 0  

1 .  BMl = { x  : X + be R/meN+BASE } . 

be r l a t i h  to practise 

Examples : 

me l a t i h  to train 
membu ru to chase 
me l an t a i  to dance 

be r b u r u  to hunt 
be r l an t a i  to have a floor . 

2 . BM2 = { x  : X + beR+BASE or me N+BASE+kan } . Examples : 

beke rj a to work 
be rce ra i  to be divorced 
be rhen t i  to stop 

menge rj akan to do 
mence ra i kan to divorce 
menghen t i kan to stop (X) 

3 .  BM3 = {x : X + beR+BASE or meN+BASE+ i } . Example s :  

be ra i r  to contain water menga l r l to irrigate 
be r l i ndung  to take a she lter me l i ndung i to protect 

4 .  BM4 = { x  : X + be R+BASE or me N+BASE+kan } . Examples : 

be rbua t .to behave membua t to make 
membua t kan  to make for someone be rj um l ah to have a total of 
menj um l ah to tota l menj um l ahkan to add up 

S . BMS = {x  : X + beR+BASE �r me N+BASE+ i } .  Examples : 

be r bohong to lie membohong to lie 
membohong i to deceive be r u l ang to happen again 
meng u l ang to repea·t meng u l ang i to repeat (X) 

6 .  BM6 = {x : X + beR+BASE or me N+BASE+ [ kyn ] } . Examples : 

be rj a l an to wa lk · 
menj a l an i  to endure 
menge l i l i ng i  to go around 

7 .  BM7 = { x  : X + beR+BASE or 

be rcamp u r  to be mixed 
mencampu rkan to mix 
menggamba r to draw 
menggamba rkan to describe 

menj a l a n kan to operate 
be rke l  i l  i ng to go around 

(X) menge l i  1 i ng kan  to take (X) around 

meN+BASE± [ kin ] } . Examples : 

mencampu r  to mix 
mencampu r i  to intervene 
be rgamb a r  to have a picture made 
menggamba r i  to draw (on X) 

These subsets can be seen in diagram 1 .  

As stated earlier , there are approximately 700 bases which can occur in 
Bl . Of this total , 300 are found also as member s  of M .  The percentages are 
as follows : 11% in BM1 , 40% in BM2 , 16% in BM3 , 16% in BM4 , 1% in BMS , B% in 
BM6 , and B% in BM7 . Notice again here that bases which occur with - kan , that 
is , those in BM2 and BM4 , comprise more than SO% . 

We know from � . 2 . 1  that a verb formed by meN+BASE can be intransitive . 
Since all beR- verbs are also intransitive , the question that immediately 
arises is : how do we form an intransitive verb? More specifically , what 
criteria do we use to determine which affix is to be selected to form this type 
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of verb? If we are given the base ker i ng ,  how do we know that this base must 
take meN- and not beR- whereas ke rj a must take beR- and not meN- to produce 
menge r i ng to dry and be rke rj a  to work and discard at the same time the forms 
'�be rke r i n 'J and "'mengerj a .  

Although there does not seem to be a general criterion for all the verbs 
in BM , th,=re are some generalisations that help us understand how these two 
sets of a ffixes operate . First , i f  the base is an adjective , it can occur only 
with me N- , resulting in an inchoative verb . We have menge r i ng above and 
mengec i l to become sma l l , mengun i ng to become ye llow , etc . , but not '''be r ke r i ng ,  
'''be rkec i 1 ,  and "'be rkun i ng respectively . Second , either prefix attached to a 
verbal ba.3e reiterates the verbal status of the resultant form . This being the 
case , the prefix loses its function and , therefore , can be deleted in informal 
Indonesia::! . We have , for instance , be rke r j a to work , be r 1 a r i to run , membe 1 i 
to buy , and menj ua l to se ll  as well as the informal forms ke rj a ,  l a r i , be l i ,  
and j ua l . Third , if a base takes either beR- or meN- (with or without a 
suffix ) , .it almost always produces a difference in meaning , syntax , or both . 
Be r l a t i h  and me l a t i h  given in BMl are semantically and syntactically different . 
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The difference between be rbu ru  and memb u ru , also in BM1 , i s  more subtle . 
Although both can be glossed as to hunt , the beR- form indicates a generic 
action , whereas the me N- counterpart refers to a specific one . This can be 
seen from the acceptabil ity of ( 13-15)  and the rej ection of ( 15 )  where the 
presence of the classifier seeko r contradicts the generic nature of be rbu ru . 

( 1 3 )  Me reka berbu ru  rusa .  
they hunt deer 
They go deer-hunting. 

( 14)  Me reka membu ru  rusa .  
they hunt deer 
They are hunting a deer. 

( 1 5)  Me reka membu ru seeko r rusa .  
they hunt CLASS . deer 
They are hunting a deer. 

(16)  *Mereka be rburu  seeko r  rusa . 

There are two , or possibly three , bases which can take beR- or me N- with 
no semantic or syntactic difference . These are nyany i ,  kembang , and be kas . 
The verbs bernyany i -menyany i ,  be rkemba ng-mengembang , and be rbekas -membekas mean 
to sing , to deve lop , and to leave a trace respectively . 

2 . 2 . 7 . 2  The i ntersecti on of K and T sets 

While some people believe that ke-an and teR- are too c lose to each other 
to warrant a separate treatment , the similarity is in fact much more restricted . 
Out of the forty-five ke-an verbs , only six can occur with teR- with no semantic 
or syntactic difference . These bases are :  baka r ,  denga r ,  l i ha t , racun , t i d u r  
and t i n�ga l . There are four other bases which can belong to the sets K and T ,  
but they show a semantic or syntactic difference : bag i , dapa t , ma suk  and t umpah . 
Te rbag i to be divided and kebag i a n to get a portion of are not only different in 
meaning but they also require different syntactic operations . 1 1  We must also 
note here that the bases which can also occur in K are only those that belong to 
Tl ·  

Naturally we have bases which can occur with teR- but not with ke-an , and 
vice versa . We have , for instance , te rbangun to be awakened, terbuka to be 
opened, but not '�ke bangunan (as a verb) , and '�kebukaan . On the other hand , we 
have kedatangan to be visited by and keh i l angan to lose but not * t e rdatang and 
"' t e rh i l ang . 

2 . 2 . 8  More i ntersecti ons 

I f  we look again at our Chart 1 in 2 . 2 . 6 ,  we can see that in order to 
obtain a total picture of verbal information in Indonesian , we must take a 
column and contrast it with the other columns in the chart .  Charts 2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  
and 5 represent progressively these contrasts with the signs ' x '  and ' - '  
indicating , as before , ' possible ' and ' impossible ' .  

From the charts we can see which intersections are possible in the 
language . I f  we look at Chart 2 ,  for instance , and read mempe r+¢ across , 
we will see that there are mempe r+¢ bases which can also occur with meN+¢ , 
meN+kan ,  men±kan , meN+ [ kfn ] ,  and meN± [ kfn ] ,  but not with meN+ i and Me N± i . 
Examples : mempe rhamba t -menghamba t , mempe rmudah -memudahkan , memperke c i l ­
mengec i l -mengec i l kan , mempe rbe ra t -membe ra t kan -membe ra t i , and mempe rda l am­
menda l am-menda l amkan -menda l am i . 
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meN+¢ meN+kan 

mempe r+<6 x x 
mempe r+kan - x 
mempe r+ i - -

mempe r±kan - -

mempe r+k� n - -I 
beR+¢ x x 
be R±kan - x 
beR+a n  - x 

te R+¢ x x 
teR+kan - x 
teR+ i - -

teR±kan x x 
teRt i - -

ke -an x x 

meN+ i meN::'::kan meN± i meN+k� n 
I 

- x - x 
- x x x 
x - x -

- - - -

- x - -

x x x x 
x x - -

- - - x 

x x x x 
- - - -

x - - -

- x - -

x - - -

x x x x 

Cha rt 2 :  I ntersecti ons of  M wi th P ,  B ,  T ,  and K 

N+kan me - i 

x 
x 
-

-

-

x 
-

x 

x 
x 
-

x 
x 

x 

mempe r+¢ mempe r+kan mempe r+ i mempe r kan memper+k�n 
I 

beR+¢ x x x - -

be R±kan - - - x -

beR+a n  - - - - -

teR+¢ - x - - x 
teR+kan - x - - -

teR+ i - - x - -

teR±kan - x - - -

teRt i - - - - -

ke-an x x - - -

Chart 3 :  I ntersections of P wi th B ,  T ,  and K 

beR+¢ beR±kan beR+an 

teR+¢ x x x 
teR+kan x - -

teR+ i x - -
teR±kan x - -

teRt i  x - -

ke-an x - x 

Chart 4 :  I ntersecti ons of B with  T and K 
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teR+¢ teR+kan teR+ i teR±kan teRt i 

x - - - -

Chart 5 :  I ntersect i ons  of T wi th K 

I f  we read meN+¢ down , we wil l  see that meN+¢ bases can only co-occur with 
mempe r+¢ , be R+¢ , teR+¢ , te r±kan , and ke- an . Examples : meng hambat -mempe rhambat , 
memben t uk-be rben tuk , meng i ra - t e rk i ra ,  men j awa b - t e rj awab (kan ) , men cope t ­
kecopetan . 

Although I have not found a base which can take all of the prefixes , there 
are bases which can take four : me l i ha t  to see , mempe r l  i ha t kan to show , te r l  i ha t  
can be seen , and ke l i hatan  can be seen ; mendenga r to hear ( as well as 
mendenga rkan to listen) , mempe rdenga rkan to present ( a  song , etc . ) , te rdenga r 
can be heard, and kedenga ran can be heard. 

As mentioned before , there is one base in Indonesian which takes no 
affixes at all . This base is t i ba to arrive . There is not even a noun to be 
derived from this base . 

3 .  D I SCUSS I ON 

3 . 1 The l i st  of  morphemes 

On the basis of the existence of a relationship between a signifiant and a 
signifie , I would treat forms such as ha l aman page , pegawa i worker ,  pe rdu l i  to 
care , pe rcaya to be lieve , kecua l i except ,  and semangat  spirit as monomorphic 
forms . They will be listed in the LM as well as in the Dictionary . There is 
nothing we gain by treating them as bimorphic forms . 

As I suggested in 1978c , the LM should contain both free and bound roots . 
The words used as evidence at that time were j uang struggling , anj u r suggesting , 
and temu meeting. If we look at our data in Section 2 more carefully , we will 
see that the existence of bound roots is widespread among the verb sets . 

In the M 'set ,  for instance , we have roots such as j u rus  leading , panca r 
radiating , and l o l ong howling which have no syntactic or semantic independence . 
These roots must take affixes to become verbs : menj u rus  to lead or be specific , 
menj u ruskan to lead (X) , memancar  to radiate , memanca rkan to radiate (X) , 
me l o l ong to howl.  They must also take affixes to become other syntactic forms 
in the language : j u rusan direction , panca ran radiation , and l o l ongan (a) howling. 
Still in the M set , we have the roots a j u  forwarding , a l  i h  redirecting , and 
s e l engga ra carrying out which are not found anywhere without affixation , verbal 
or nominal . 

In the P set the roots b i n cang discussing and s i l ah requesting (X to do Y), 
for instance , behave in the same way as j u rus , panca r ,  etc . In the B set we have 
roots such as s ua meeting , gegas hurrying , and den t um booming which must take 
beR- to become verbs : be r s ua to meet , be rgegas to hurry , and be rden tum to boom. 
In the T set we have , for instance , be l a l ak opening (one 's eyes) wide and 
l amp i a s taking (X) out on which must be affixed to become words : t e r be l a l a k 
wide ly opened (of eyes ) , t e r l amp i as kan to be the victim of. And finally in the 
K set the roots j angk i t  becoming infected with and t u l a r ( same meaning) cannot 
stand alone in any syntactic construction . 

We see from the examples above that in addition to free roots and affixes 
we also have bound roots that must be accommodated somewhere . It is only 
logical that LM is the place for such forms . 
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3 . 2  The word formation rul es 

One peculiarity about a WFR which distinguishes it from a phonological 
rule is that it must be permitted to operate on its own output . In order to 
derive the noun refusa l in English we must allow the WFR to operate on refuse 
which itse lf is an output of a WFR .  Given the Indonesian noun pembe ron takkan 
rebe l lion and the verb membe ron t a k  to rebe l ,  we must first determine whether 
the noun is derived from the verb , or vice vers a .  As I stated in 1978c , the 
principle of economy and generality will be maintained , if the verbs are 
derived first .  

Suppose that we agree now to  derive the verbs before the nouns . A problem 
immediately arises in the verb formation where a base is shared by more than 
one affix. Obviously , a choice must be made either ( I )  to select a basic verb 
and form the other related verbs transformationally , ( 2 )  to select a basic verb 
from which other related verbs are formed through the WFRs , or ( 3 )  to form all 
the verbs sharing the same base simultaneously . 

I f  there were syntactic and semantic consistencies between a chosen basic 
verb and its other related verbal forms , the first choice would be ideal . We 
would be able to set up a c lass of basic verbs and form the rest of the verbs 
sharing the same bases through transformation . The corollary of this solution 
would be that the Dictionary would contain only basic verbs . I f  for the base 
1 i ha t  we choose 1 i ha t  to see as the basic verb , we will only have this verb in 
the Dictionary . The rest of the verbs , me l i ha t  to see , mempe r l  i ha t kan to show , 
t e r l  i ha t  can be seen , and ke l i ha tan can be seen would be formed through 
transformation . The same is true with verbs from other sets or subset s .  If  we 
postulate j a t uh to fal l  as the basic verb , we will form the verbs menj a t uh ka n  
to topple , men j a t uh i  to fal l on (X) , be rj a t uhan to fal l  (plural subject) , and 
kej a t uhan to be struck by a fal ling (X) through transformation . 

The problem with the above approach is that there is no syntactic and 
semantic c onsistency . In the P set , for instance , while the predominant meaning 
of mempe r- attached to an adjective base is to make more (Adjective ) ,  thus 
producing forms such as mempe rba i k i  to make more ba i k=good , we do not have 
:" mempe rbe t u l  i or :" mempe rus a k i  to mean to make more be t u l =correct and to make 
more rusak-=damaged. As stated in 2 . 2 . 2 ,  the acceptance of forms such as 
mempe rbanY 3k to make more banyak=many; to multip ly , and the uncertain status of 
? :�mempe rsed i k i t  to make more sed i k i t=less; to reduce create a problem for a 
transforma-tional approach . 

The sl:!cond choice , which uses a WFR to form verbs from a basic verb , has 
an advantaqe over the first in that a WFR is not required to be applicable to 
all types of bases . One problem that remains to be solved pertains to the 
choice of -the basic verb from which other verbs sharing the same base are to be 
formed . Given the free root j a t uh ,  which of the following verbs are to be 
chosen as basic : j a tuh  to fal l ,  menj a t uhkan to topple , menj a t uh i to fal l on (X) , 
kej a t uhan  -to be struck by a falling (X) , or berj a t uhan to fall  (plural subject) ?  

Nativ.� speakers ' intuition on what i s  basic can in fact be explained in 
terms of what Marchand calls ' semantic dependence ' :  the word that is dependent 
on the con1:ent of the other pair member is necessarily the derivative ( 1964 : 
244) . We can see here that the meaning of the verb j a tuh  above is inherent in 
the rest 0:: the verbs with the same base . 

The second criterion i s  economy . I f  we were to choose any of the affixed 
verbs as bas i c ,  we would have to set up two rules to form the rest of the verbs. 
One type 0:: rule is to delete the affixes from the chosen bas ic verb in order 
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to form a non-affixed verb . 
delete meN- and -kan to get 
affixes with other affixes . 
me N- and - kan with beR- and 

Suppose we choose menj a t uhkan as basic , we have to 
j a tuh . Another type of rule is to replace the 

To form be rj a t uhan , for instance , we must replace 
- a n .  

Semantic dependence and economy , which , from another angle , are synonymous 
with s implicity , seem to j ustify our selecting the unaffixed form as our basic 
verb . The WFRs to form these verbs are applicable to those I have labelled as 
VI ' V2a , and V2b . In the case of V2b we may have to add the feature /+informal/ 
to the bases to accommodate the fact that these bases , with proper or no 
suffixes , can stand alone in informal style . 

The proposed solution above , however ,  stumbles when applied to the bases 
under v2c in which the unaffixed forms are bound roots . In order for the base 
temu meeting , for instance , to become a verb it must take an affix or affixes : 
menemukan to find , menemu i to meet with , mempe rtemukan to make (X) meet (Y) , or 
be r temu to meet (by chance ) .  Since by definition no form having a status less 
than a word is to be listed in the Dictionary , the bases in v2c cannot be 
listed . This leaves us with two choices : ( 1 )  to form a verb and use it as our 
basic verb to form the rest of the related verbs , and ( 2 )  to form all the verbs 
simultaneously .  

Unlike the case with the free roots we have j ust discussed , the bound 
roots have a special problem . We have no syntactically and semantically 
independent unaffixed form to use as the base . Therefore , we are compelled to 
select an affixed form as our basic verb and form the rest afterward . Here we 
stumble on having to make a choice arbitrarily .  Even i f  we are able to say 
that there is a semantic ground that ties all the temu verbs together , namely , 
all of these verbs have something to do with meeting or finding , there does 
not seem to be non-arbitrary ground to support our claim that ber temu , for 
instance , is bas ic . 

Our second choice , the s imultaneous formation , seems to offer a better 
solution since we do not have to make an arbitrary commitment as to which verbs 
are basic and which are derivative . The interrelatedness of the verbs in the 
Dictionary is still maintained by the same base which the verbs share . 

In view of the cases presented in thi s  section , especially those which 
involve the formation of verbs from bound roots such as temu , j uang , sua , etc . , 
we are compelled to refute Aronoff ' s  contention that the base upon which a WFR 
operates must be a word . Cases from V2c clearly indicate that Indonesian has 
roots which are less than words and yet must be used as bases to generate 
verbs . 

If we agree now that the base upon which a WFR operates does not have to 
be a word , we must also discard Aronoff ' s  requirement that the base bear 
syntactic subcategories , selectional features , lexically governed entailments , 
and presuppositions . Bases of this type do not even have syntactic categories 
and independent meanings , let alone syntactic subcategories , selectional 
features ,  etc . They acquire all of these features after a WFR has been applied . 

3 . 3  The F i l ter 

We have j ust concluded that for Indonesian , and very likely also other 
languages in Indonesia , there must be two types of verb formation : ( 1 )  that which 
selects a basic verb and forms the rest of the related verbs by means of a WFR ,  
and ( 2 )  that which forms all the verbs sharing the same base simultaneously . 
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A general problem in the formation of a syntactic category is that we 
often have to observe certain constraints for our rules . In English , for 
instance , we can derive nouns from verbs by using the suffix - t i on or -a l to 
obtain de r i va t i on ,  observa t i on ,  a r r i va l , and refusa l .  Note , however ,  that we 
do not have '�de r i va l , '�obse rva l ,  :" a r r i va t i on ,  and ," refusa t i on ,  despite the 
possibili-ty of rec i ta t i on - rec i ta l , p ropos i t i on - p roposa l ,  and a pp robat i on ­
approva 1 ,  

In Indonesian we have similar cases . We can set up a rule that covers 
most , but not all , cases . Attempts have been made (Dardjowidjojo 197 1 ,  1977 , 
1978b ;  Tampubolon 1977a ( 1983) , 1977b) , for instance , to use semantic features 
to form one type of verbs from another .  Tampubolon recently ( 1977b) used 
inchoative and causative features to form process and action verbs from a state 
verb . Using the state verb l eba r to be wide he forms me l ebar  to widen 
inchoatively and me l eba rkan to widen (X) causatively . 

Looking at the inchoative and causative processes in Indonesian as a whole, 
we are indeed able to say that these processes are very general , and yet we have 
cases in vhich the rule cannot be applied for no apparent reason . The s tate 
verbs cant i k  beautiful , i ndah beautifu l , kava rich (Tampubolon 1977b : 29)  and 
many others are questionable as process verbs ? :"menca n t  i k ,  ?*meng i nda h , and 
?'�mengaya despite the logic and availability of the semantic and syntactic 
s lots for them . The most we can say about the causative process is that they 
are very productive , and yet we still question the acceptability of forms such 
as ? '�mencant  i kkan , ? "'meng i ndahkan , and ? '�mengayakan to mean to beautify , to 
beautify , and to enrich respectively , at least in contemporary Indonesian .  

The problem on productivity i s  not limited to the inchoative and causative 
processes . We discussed in 3 . 2  the unacceptability of "'mempe rbet u l  i ,  
'�mempe rusak i ,  etc . Membership in the K set also shows a constraint . While the 
predominant meaning of ke-an is adversative and unexpected , thus giving us the 
verbs ke rccunan  to suffer from racun=poison; get poisoned, kecope tan to suffer 
from a cope t=pickpocket; to get your pocket picked, and keda t angan to get 
visited by unexpectedly , we at least question ? "'keg ranatan  to suffer from a 
g ranat=gr.::nade; get b lown up by a grenade , ? "'kega rongan to suffer from a 
ga rong=rocber; get robbed, and ?*kepe rg i an to be left by unexpectedly . We 
expect sentences such as ( 17a) to be as acceptable as ( 17b) , but apparently 
this is not the case , at least in contemporary Indonesian . 

( 17a) ? D i a  kepe rg i an kekas i hnya. 
she left by sweetheart her 
Her sweetheart left her. 

( 17b) D i a  kema t i an kekas i hnya. 
she died by sweetheart her 
Her sweetheart died. 

In the B set as discussed in 2 . 2 . 3  we also have peculiarities . We have 
forms such as be rsepeda to ride a sepeda=bike and be rte l o r to produce/lay a 
t e l or=egg but question ? '�be rb i s  and ?"'berbuku to mean to ride a b i s=bus and 
to produce a buku=book respectively . 

In some cases there may be an explanation for the non-occurrence of 
certain lexical items . In the case of the process verbs formed from their 
state counterparts we find that the inchoative process competes with a 
syntactic construction in which the inchoativity i s  manifested in the form of 
a lexical item , j ad i  to become , which is applicable to all and any state verbs . 
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We can , therefore , have j ad i  l eba r t o  become wide; t o  widen a s  wel l  a s  j ad i  
cant i k  to become beautiful , j a d i  i ndah to become beautiful , and j a d i  kaya to 
become rich. 

The causative verbs ? ," menca n t  i kkan , ? '':meng i ndahkan , and ? '':mengayakan are 
rivalled by a syntactic construction of the form b i k i n  ( X )  ( BASE ) . Thi s  leads 
us to accept sentences such as ( 18) but at best question ( 19) . 

( 18) Tanam2an i t u b i k i n  kota  
plants the make city 
The p lants make Jakarta 

Jaka rta  can t i k. 
beautifu l  

beautifu l .  

( 19 )  ?Tanam2an i t u men can t i kkan kota  Jakarta .  

I n  the P s e t  the the meaning t o  make more ( BASE) can also b e  expres sed by 
b i k i n  ( X )  l eb i h  (BASE) . We have mempe rbes a r  to enlarge , mempe rbanyak to 
mUltip ly , b i k i n  l eb i h  bes a r  to enlarge , b i k i n  l eb i h  banyak to multip ly ,  as wel l  
as b i k i n  l eb i h  r u s a k  to make (X) worse , b i k i n  l eb i h  sed i k i t to make (X) less , 
and b i k i n  l eb i h  kosong to make (X) more empty . 

The meanings to possess and to make use of in the B set are rivalled by 
punya+BASE and paka i /na i k+BASE . Thus , while we do not have or question forms 
such as ?"'be rsa p i , ? "'be rayam , ? ," be rb i s ,  ? "'be rde l ma n , we have punya sap i to have 
a cow , punya ayam to have a chicken , n'a i k/paka i b i s  to ride a bus , and na i k/ 
paka i de l ma n  to ride a horse-drawn wagon . 

The K and T sets show an interesting phenomenon . We recall that the 
membership , thus also productivity , is very l imited . Suppose we have a 
situation in which an adversative and unexpected event , such as the entering 
of a devil into a child ' s  body , happens . We can say : 

( 20) D i a  kemas ukan setan . 
he penetrated by devi l 
He is possessed by a devi l .  

However , i f  this same chi ld adversatively and unexpectedly eats a handful o f  
kapok , we cannot say : 

( 2 1 )  * D i a  kemakanan kapuk 
he eat kapok 

A possible explanation for this case is that there is a rival form , te rmakan , 
which is found in the language . Thus , ( 2 1 )  is rendered as ( 2 2 )  

( 2 2 )  ( Segumpa l )  kapuk te rmakan d i a . 
handful kapok eaten he 
A handful of kapok was eaten (adversative ly ) by him. 

The presence of '':kema kanan along with te rma kan is presumably considered 
redundant .  

While the above explanation seems logical , the fact o f  the matter is that 
we do have evidence which is contradictory . As we can see from 2 . 2 . 7 . 2 ,  the 
existence of a ke-an form does not necessarily preclude a teR- form . We have 
ke t i ngga l an - t e rt i ngga l , kebaka ra n - t e rbaka r ,  kedeng a ra n - t e rdeng a r  etc . with 
members of each pair having the same meaning . 

Even i f  we had an explanation for all of the idiosyncrasies mentioned 
above , one problem still remains unsolved , namely , why within a certain set 
only certain roots are permitted to become words , while other roots with the 
same semantic features are not? Why do we have me l eba r ,  bersepeda , mempe rba i k i , 
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keda tangan , but not ? :�mencant i k ,  ? :" be rde 1 man , ?:�memperbe t u  1 i ,  and ?*kepe rg i an  
as their parallel forms? Related to this group of unacceptable forms are those 
which are rej ected simply because the affixational choice is unacceptable . I 
am referri ng to forms such as :�mengama l i ,  :" meres t ukan , *menge rj a ,  :" te rse l esa i ,  
etc . By a sheer intuition the bases ama l , res tu , ke rj a ,  and se 1 esa i belong , in 
addition to any other subsets , to the subsets M2 , M3 , Bl , and T2 respectively . 
Therefore , ama 1 must take meN-ka n ,  res t u  meN- i ,  ke rj a beR ,  and se 1 es a i  teR-ka n .  

A distinction must be made here between these two groups . The first group , 
which includes not only forms such as ? :�mencant i k but also forms such as 
? :" mengguga t kan , ? :�be rayam , etc . , constitutes an accidental gap within the 
verbal system . As a corollary , it would not be too surprising to see these forms 
used in the future or used now by people from certain parts of Indonesia or for 
certain purposes . For cross reference purposes , I will  call this group Reject 
One , RI .  The second group , where :" mengama 1 i ,  :" me res t ukan , etc . are found , is 
more systematic in the sense that their affixational affiliation is some kind 
of ' pre-determined ' .  Thi s  group will be labelled R2 ' 

Since a WFR generates all the potential words in the language , it generates 
not only those verbs in VI and in the sets M, P ,  B, T, and K, but also those in 
RI and R2 . The potential and the actual words must be separated and thi s  is 
done by a mechanism we have called Filter . For nominal derivation , I suggested 
that we set up some kind of ' coarse ' and ' fine ' screens so that we wil l  be able 
to prevent forms such as *pe rhargaan from passing the Filter and allow not only 
forms such as pe rtand i ngan a (sport) match , but also ? :" penand i ngan act of 
putting one team against another. I believe that we can do the same for verbs . 
Those under M, P ,  B ,  T ,  and K plus those in VI will be generated and stored in 
the Dictionary . Those under RI should also be generated , but perhaps we should 
add a feature such as /-common/ to distinguish them from the verbs now in use . 
Those under R2 should be blocked . 

Together with the WFRs the Filter must also attach the semantic idiosyn­
crasies to the verbs which will be stored in the Dictionary . Verbs such as 
memohon to request , keh i 1 angan to lose , be rtemu to meet , menemu i to meet with , 
and mengaw i n i  to marry , for instance , must be idiosyncratically speci fied . 
Memohon can only be from a person lower in status than the one to whom the 
request is directed . Keh i 1 angan must be marked in such a way that the thing 
lost must ::)elong to the person losing i t .  Be rtemu and menem u i  must be so 
marked tha·t the former bears the semantic idiosyncrasy /-volition/ while the 
latter /+volition/ . The verb mengaw i n i  is somewhat complicated . Under normal 
circumstances this verb must be speci fied in such a way that the patient noun 
bear the f(�ature/+female/ . This is to allow sentences such as ( 2 3 )  and prevent , 
or perhaps discourage , (24 ) , 

( 2 3 )  Yas i n  akan mengaw i n i  S i t i . 
.Yasin wi l l  marry Siti 
.Yasin wi II marry Si ti . 

( 24 )  S i t i  akan mengaw i n i  Yas i n . 
siti wi l l  marry Yasin. 

where Yasin is a male and Siti a female . Admittedly , i f  Siti i s  such a well­
known figUl�e as , say , Elizabeth Taylor , (24) is probably all right . 

Phonological idiosyncrasies must be observed . The verbs men ter jemahkan 
to trans laj�e and mencuc i to wash for instance , often retain the t and the c 
after the pre fix meN- , deviating from the normal phonological rule of 
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Indonesian . The verb mempunya i to possess , despite its frequency of occurrence , 
retains the p after me N- and drops the suffix - i in informal styl e .  The dropping 
of the suffix is not seen anywhere else in the language . 

Halle presents only three types of idiosyncrasy as represented above . I t  
seems necessary t o  add a fourth category t o  handle syntactic idiosyncrasies . 
In Indonesian , as in many other languages , there are verbs which occur only in 
certain types of syntactic constructions . As stated before in 2 . 2 . 1  the verb 
me rupakan is not transitive . Consequently , it cannot be pass ivised . We can 
indicate this fact with a feature such as /-passive/ . 

On the other hand , we also have verbs which occur naturally in a passive 
construction . We recall the verbs d i pe rbuat  and d i pe rumpamakan from 2 . 2 . 2 .  
The verbs d i beg i n i kan to be done this way , d i beg i t ukan to be done that way , 
d i penja rakan to be imprisoned, d i p i da tokan to be de livered as a speech , and 
d i naka l i to be teased are more natural than their active counterparts 
?membeg i n i kan , ?membeg i t ukan , ?memenj a ra kan , ?mem i da tokan , and ?menaka l i .  
Verbs of thi s  type should be marked /+passive/ . 

Let us now return to the occurrence and non-occurrence of certain lexical 
items to which we alluded before . Halle briefly touches on this matter and 
states that it is the content of the Dictionary which more or less determines 
what words can be generated ( 1973 : 10) . The fact that English has forms such as 
a r r i va l  and con fus i on precludes the poss ibility of the occurrence of "'a r r i va t i on 
and "'confusa 1 .  As Halle himself admitted , this cannot be the whole explanation 
s ince we have cases such as rec i ta l - rec i t a t i on ,  t ransm i t t a l - t ransm i ss i on , etc . 
Another problem with Halle ' s  explanation i s  that in order for us to say that X 
precludes Y we must assume that X must have existed before Y .  This is not only 
difficult to prove , especially in less documented languages , but also runs into 
contradiction . In the case of Indonesian nominals ,  as stated in my 1978c 
article , i f  we say that forms such as ," pe rper  i ksaan , "'pe rde r i taan , and 
," pe rse 1 esa i an do not occur s imply because we have peme r i ksaan investigation , 
pende r i taan suffering , and penye l e sa i an so lution , we must assume that the latter 
have existed in the language before the former . Even i f  thi s statement can be 
proven , we have no way , except by reversing the statement , of explaining why 
pe rcobaan an attempt , pe rm i n taan a request ,  and pe r l awanan opposition occur 
instead of *pencobaan , 1'pem i n taan , and ," pe 1 awanan especially when we know that 
all of them are derived from the meN- verbs . 

We have the same problem with our verbal formation . We cannot say that 
'''mengama 1 i ,  "'memenuhkan , and ''' te rdatang ( i )  do not occur because we have 
mengama l kan  to put into practice , memenuh i to fulfi l l , and keda tangan to get 
visited by without running into the same difficulty . We have , for instance , 
j ust the opposite cases : the bases res t u , aj u ,  and t u t u p  must take meN- i , 
meN-kan , and teR- , but not meN-kan , me N- i , and ke-an respectively : me res t u i to 
b less , mengaj ukan to put forward , and t e r t u t u p  c losed , but not "'me re s t u ka n , 
*mengaj u i , and *ke t u t upan , 

Aronoff ' s  mechanism ,  called blocking , which says that the non-occurrence 
of one form is due to the simple existence of another ( 1976 : 43 )  encounters the 
same problem , Occasionally we do have an explanation for some of our cases , as 
we stated before , but the explanation fails to encompass all cases . We still 
do not know , for instance , why only certain bases can become verbs while others 
with the same features cannot . 

Until otherwise proven , I believe that we can only describe , but not 
explain , this phenomenon in language . 
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3 . 4  The D i cti onary 

The criteria which Chomsky uses to determine which nouns are to be listed 
in the lexicon are : ( 1 )  the regularity of form , ( 2 )  the regularity of meaning , 
and ( 3 )  the absence of the internal structure of a noun phrase ( 1972 : 16 ) . I 
believe that two , ( 1 )  and ( 2 ) , of the above criteria can be used also for verbs . 

Since; none of the verbs in Indonesian meet the above requirements , we must 
list all of the verbs in the Dictionary . Our Dictionary will , therefore , 
contain (a)  singleton forms such as t i ba ,  (b) unaffixed forms such as da tang , 
and ( c )  affixed forms such as menda tang , menda tangkan , etc . , and (d)  uncommon 
forms such as ?:�mengg uga t kan . Forms under (d)  may have to be marked I-commonl 
to indicat.e their uncertain status . 

4 .  CONCLUS I ON 

In view of the evidence we have from our verbal formation , I believe that 
while Halle ' s  and Aronoff ' s  theories are very promising , they need to be 
revised . I propose the following changes : ( 1) Halle ' s  List of Morphemes should 
be limited only to affixes and roots which have a signifiant and s ignifie 
relationship . This excludes forms such as va- and b ro- from the list;  ( 2 )  the 
roots in the LM must be split into free and bound roots to accommodate forms 
such as da tang as well as s ua ;  in the case of a bound root it is not possible 
to assign a syntactic category , let alone subcategories ,  selectional features ,  
presuppositions , etc . ; ( 3 )  the base upon which a WFR applies does not have to 
be a word ; otherwise , there is no way we can generate verbs such as be rsua , 
mempe rj uangkan , etc . which are formed from the bound roots s ua and j uang , 
respectively ; ( 4 )  the Filter must be so constructed that it will let go forms 
here labelled as Rl : ? :" mengguga t ka n , ?*mencan t i k ,  etc . ; and ( 5 )  it may be 
necessary to set up a fourth idiosyncrasy for peculiarities in syntax . 

NOTES 

1 .  This paper i s  the first preliminary report of an ongoing proj ect on "The 
lexicon of Indonesian" funded by the University of Hawaii Office of 
Resea:rch Administration . The data are taken primarily from Poerwadarminta' s 
Kamus umum Bahasa Indonesia with entries added or deleted as deemed 
necessary . We do not always agree with Poerwadarminta ' s  assignment of 
affix«�s . 

2 .  The t«�rms ' to form ' and ' formation ' ,  rather than ' derive ' and ' derivation ' ,  
are used here to generate one verb from another . 

3 .  I bell.eve that the grouping of baca under V2a i s  more defendable than that 
taken by Verhaar ( 1978 : 13 )  who considers this word as being a bound form . 

??  4 .  The so-called infixes such as -e l - ,  -em- , and -er- are so unproductive and 
well l>lended with the base as to deserve no morphological treatment in 
this paper . 

s .  Read "M i s  the set o f  all x '  s such that x is formed from . . .  " The signs 
"+" and "±"  mean obligatory and optional respectively . 
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6 .  Since this paper i s  preliminary in nature and the data have not been 
subjected to final scrutiny , the figures throughout this paper should not 
be considered absolute.  The percentage figures , however , are not expected 
to change very much . 

7 .  Verbs such as menyenangkan to p lease , meng unt ungkan to be profitab le may 
appear without an object . Thi s  is true only if the ' hidden ' obj ect is the 
speaker himself or people in general .  Otherwise , the obj ect must be 
explicitly given . 

8 .  The boundary between a rej ected fonn and a questionable one i s  sometimes 
hard to draw . See the Rl and R2 distinction in 3 . 3 .  

9 .  I am not sure what to do with forms such as be rdeka tan  to be neaP to each 
other and be rjauhan  to be far from each other. They normally occur as 
some kind of complements to the predicate verb : Me reka t i ngga l be rdeka tan  
they live near each other where t i ngga l functions a s  the sentence verb . 

10 . The same classification was erroneously reported in Dardjowidjojo 1977 . 

1 1 .  Excluded from this category are forms such a s  te rdahu l u  first and 
keda h u l uan to beat to the punch where the former is not a verb . 
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