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Glossing conventions 

 

Abbreviations in glosses 

ART                     article 

CL                       classifier 

DE                       modification marker de (Mandarin) 

DES                     plural indefinite article (French) 

F                         feminine 

INDF                    indefinite 

NE                       clitic ne combining with negation (French) 

PERF                    perfective 

PL                       plural 

REFL                    reflexive 

 

 

 

Interveners are marked by slanted text in all examples, also if the example 

was taken from another publication and the intervener was originally not 

marked like this. 

 

CAPITALS in English and German examples represent the main pitch 

accent.  

 

I added a translation in all cases where the source of an example did not 

provide one. 

 

  



 

 

 

 


