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9. Conclusions 

As a way of closing up the discussion of Lokono landscape terms, I return to the 
central question asked at the onset of the thesis: Which of the three factors—nature, 
culture, and system—determine the linguistic encoding of landscape? By nature, I 
understand the physical features of the environment—that is, their ontological 
properties (e.g., size). Culture refers here specifically to the cultural practices related 
to landscape features (e.g., subsistence practices and the system of animistic beliefs). 
Finally, system stands for the general architecture of the language in question (e.g., 
morphosyntactic features of the language). The question of the role general human 
cognitive constraints play in the linguistic encoding of landscape is not addressed in 
this thesis, which focuses on language structure only—one specific type of a human 
cognitive system. In the following, I bring together the findings from the preceding 
chapters and group them into four different topics, each of which is discussed 
through the prism of the three factors. First, I discuss non-relational landscape terms 
with respect to three types of noun categorization: gender, possession, and 
countability (§ 9.1). Second, I sum up the findings about the semantic structure of 
the landscape domain. (§ 9.2). Third, I look at complex landscape terms with 
relational and configurational nouns demonstrating similarities and differences 
between such expressions and complex expressions in other semantic domains (§ 
9.3). Finally, I sum up the findings about the relation between the grammar of space 
and the domain of landscape terms (§ 9.4).  

9.1 Gender, possession, and countability 
Generic landscape terms, as nouns denoting inanimate entities, are feminine set 
nouns, and pattern accordingly with gender-marked forms in the language and 
quantifying expressions. On the syntactic level, the nominal features of gender and 
countability of landscape nouns are therefore in keeping with the general 
architecture of the language. The morphological gender markers in the domain of 
ecotopes in turn encode the physical features of the ecotope—namely, water 
saturation. As argued in chapter 5, such physical features are in turn inextricably 
linked to cultural practices—a fact reflected also in the use of culturally salient 
plants as roots for the ecotopes and the consistent correlation of a number of species 
with dry and wet ecotopes, respectively. The use of the gender markers specifically 
to express this contrast may in turn be motivated by the Lokono animistic system of 
beliefs. The two types of ecotopic terms may have been entangled in the Lokono 
system of beliefs, functioning as subtle beacons of warning against malevolent 
spiritual beings. In other words, the general architecture of the language may have 
been employed here to encode culturally specific information about landscape 
features and their spiritual inhabitants. In chapter 3, I have also shown that such 
spiritual beings as the oriyo are permanently located in certain types of landscape 
features. When discussing the habitats of such spirits, the Locative Equation is used 
instead of the Basic Locative Construction. This choice is motivated by the fact that 
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the spatial relation between the spirit’s habitat and the landscape feature is 
considered permanent. 
 Generic landscape terms can be divided into non-relational nouns, on the one 
hand, and relational and configurational nouns, on the other. Morphologically 
complex non-relational landscape terms are derived by means of processes attested 
in other semantic domains such as the addition of the gender marker –ro to stative 
verbs or the addition of an unpossessed suffix to inalienable nouns, further 
illustrating the importance of the language system as a whole. Language structure is 
also reflected in the possessive paradigms of relational and configurational 
landscape terms (§ 9.3). In these two cases, the obligatory possessor encodes the 
landscape feature, the part or configuration of which is named. The inalienable 
paradigm of such nouns is merely a reflex of the language system, which renders all 
relational and configurational nouns inalienable. On the other hand, when the 
possession paradigms of non-relational nouns are scrutinized, the role of culture 
becomes conspicuous (Table 66).  

TABLE 66. 
POSSESSION PARADIGMS OF NON-RELATIONAL LANDSCAPE TERMS. 

Type 
 

Term Meaning Possession paradigm 

Human-made 
features 

thoyoshikwa 
shikwahu 
waboroko 
kabuya 
kabura 
banabo 
sorhi  
bunaha 
kori  

city 
village 
road 
field  
fishery 
outfield camp 
temporary path 
permanent path 
bathing place 

unpossessable 
unpossessable 
alienable/inalienable 
suppletive 
inalienable  
inalienable 
inalienable 
inalienable 
inalienable 

Water features barhâ 
kiraha  
oni  
onikhan  
onêbera  
omadâro 

sea 
pond 
river 
creek 
swamp 
rapids 

unpossessable 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 

Vegetation 
features 

karhow  
konoko  
X-wkili  
Y-wkaro  
kairi  

savanna 
forest 
dry patch 
wet patch  
clearing 

irregular 
irregular 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 
unpossessable 

Landforms horhorho landform irregular 

Non-relational landscape terms, whether internally complex or not, include 
alienable, inalienable, and unpossessable nouns. All three types are also attested in 
other semantic domains. However, the paucity of alienable nouns and the correlation 
between the possession paradigm and the cultural practices related to specific 
landscape features are striking.  
 Non-relational inalienable landscape terms name human-made landscape 
features (banabo ‘outfield camp’, sorhi ‘temporary path’, bunaha ‘permanent path’, 
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and kori ‘bathing place’). In this case, the obligatory possessor encodes the owner or 
the creator of the landscape feature (e.g., da–sorhi ‘my temporary path’). The 
possession pattern reflects therefore Lokono cultural practices. The referents of such 
nouns are typically considered to be the property of individuals or families. 
Permanent paths lead typically to the fields of the family; temporary camps are set 
up by families near their fields. Bathing places are considered private, and passing 
through the bathing places of others is avoided. Temporary paths are created merely 
for the purpose of a single individual that sets out into the forest, and disappear 
within days. The noun waboroko ‘road’ presents an interesting counterexample to 
the generalization that there are no regular alienable nouns in the Lokono landscape 
vocabulary. The fact that roads are a recent addition to the local landscape and that 
they have not been created by the Lokono may explain this exceptional case. The 
ownership of landscape features such as roads may be culturally indeterminate. 
Linguistically, this is reflected in the fact that the speakers are inconsistent in the use 
of the possessive suffix with waboroko, treating it sometimes as alienable, and 
sometimes as inalienable. 
 In the group of inalienable nouns, the possessor of which encodes the owner or 
creator of the landscape feature, I also include the noun kabura ‘fishery’. At first 
glance, the possessor of kabura encodes the most likely catch. It is not unlikely, 
however, that the possessor in this case refers in fact to the spiritual manifestation of 
the relevant species associated with the place. In the animistic beliefs of the Lokono, 
each living being has its own spirit, which protects the species and is responsible for 
its reproductive activity (e.g., Roth 1915; de Goeje 1942). The obligatory possessor 
of the noun kabura may have in fact referred to the spirit of the particular fish 
associated with the place. This idea is similar to the better described concept of 
master of animals of the Tukano people (Reichel-Dolmatoff 1987). Such masters of 
animals—the spiritual protectors of a landscape feature—are in charge of certain 
places making sure the animals are under required protection, so that their 
reproductive activities are not disrupted. Importantly too, kabura has a secondary 
meaning ‘village territory’. When signifying the territory of a village, the possessor 
of kabura encodes the owner—the inhabitants of the village.  
 Unpossessable nouns are nouns that do not normally appear with a possessor. 
The possessed forms of such nouns are on the whole rejected by the speakers. I do 
not commit myself, however, to the statement that they cannot be possessed at all. 
Given the right circumstances, for instance in the context of verbal art, all nouns can 
probably be possessed. Nevertheless, terms for water features (barhâ ‘sea’, kiraha 
‘pond’, oni ‘river’, onikhan ‘creek’, onêbera ‘swamp’, and omadâro ‘rapids’), 
settlement types (thoyoshikwa ‘city’, shikwahu ‘village’), ecotopic patches (the 
wkili- and wkaro-derivations), and the noun kairi ‘negative vegetation space’ have 
not been attested as the possessed element in possessive phrases. This can be 
attributed to the fact that the landscape features they encode are not considered the 
property of any individuals or groups.  
 The possessive paradigm is particularly complex in the case of the noun shikwa 
‘house/village’. When possessed, shikwa signifies ‘home’, the suppletive non-
possessed form of which is bahu. When unpossessed (i.e. with the suffix –hV), 
however, shikwahu means ‘village’, a form that does not have a possessed 
equivalent. When talking about someone’s village, the speakers have at their 
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disposal the term shikwa ‘home’, the denotation of which is narrower, or the term 
kabura ‘village territory’, the denotation of which is larger. It is not unlikely that the 
lack of a possessed form for the concept village is a reflection of past cultural 
practices. The Lokono society is organized into matrilineal family groups. Spatially 
the family groups are organized into matrilocal complexes, located at quite a 
distance from each other within the village space. These distances might have been 
even larger in the past, since the centralization of the villages is the result of 
missionary activities. The utility of the possessable nouns shikwa ‘home’ and kabura 
‘village territory’ is therefore evident. The derived nature of the term for village and 
its incomplete possessive paradigm may in turn be attributable to the fact that 
villages are a form of social organization that was not native to Lokono culture.   
 Finally, there are four possessable landscape terms with irregular possessive 
suffixes or suppletive forms—namely, konoko ‘forest’, karhow ‘savanna’, horhorho 
‘landform’, and kabuya ‘field’. The noun horhorho (apart from its use as a general 
landscape term) and kabuya refer to fields, which are the property of individuals or 
families. The remaining two are not normally considered property of anyone within 
the community. Importantly, however, these two nouns are entangled in the political 
discourses concerning land ownership and land rights, which can explain why they 
are grammatically possessable and alienable. Cultural practices and the architecture 
of the language can on the whole account fairly well for the possessive paradigms of 
generic landscape terms. 

9.2 Semantic template  
Leaving aside the nominal categories of gender, countability, and possession, it is 
interesting to sum up how the domain of landscape is subdivided at the level of the 
lexicon. In the subdomain of landforms, there is only one non-relational term—
namely horhorho ‘landform’. The other three subdomains of landscape terms are 
more lexically diverse. There are 12 terms for vegetation assemblages (including the 
specific ecotope terms), 9 terms for human-made landscape features, and 6 terms for 
water features. Such differences may reflect the relative salience of the subdomains 
to the Lokono. In chapter 4, it has been observed that the Lokono landscape does not 
show much variation in terms of the lay of the land. Neither do landforms have a 
particular significance to the Lokono cultural practices. In fact, certain landforms, 
such as rock outcrops and mountains, as places believed to harbor powerful spirits, 
are associated with cultural taboos and restrictions. The paucity of landform terms 
may be a lexical reflex of the low salience of landforms in Lokono culture and the 
low geomorphological diversity of the area. Nevertheless, the scarcity of non-
relational terms for landforms is compensated by the set of complex expressions 
with relational and configurational nouns (§ 9.3). Terms from the other three 
domains can also combine with relational and configurational nouns into complex 
landscape terms, but at the level of the lexicon the three remaining subdomains 
encode more distinctions.  
 Starting with the Lokono terms for water features, given in Table 67, let us 
notice that the vocabulary is organized by three oppositions: large–small, 
permanent–temporary, and place–path. 
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TABLE 67. 
SEMANTIC OPPOSITIONS IN THE SUBDOMAIN OF WATER FEATURES. 

 path place 
 permanent temporary  permanent temporary 
large oni  barhâ  
small onikhan *lakabwa kiraha onêbera 

The size of the referent distinguishes the nouns oni ‘river’ and onikhan ‘creek’, as 
well as barhâ ‘sea’ and kiraha ‘pond’. In the first case the difference is expressed by 
the addition of the diminutive marker, in the latter case it is encoded at the level of 
the roots. The two pairs differ from each other, on the other hand, in that the former 
pair encodes paths, while the latter pair encodes places. Creeks and rivers used to 
function as a transportation network; for the Lokono they are the de facto 
equivalents of roads and paths on land. They are also characterized by a directed 
flow of water. The sea and ponds are water bodies, in which there is no clear 
direction of water flow, and which are better characterized as places. Finally, all four 
terms refer to permanent water features. The remaining two nouns in Table 67 
encode water features that are seasonal: lakabwa ‘distributary’ and onêbera 
‘swamp’. The referents of these two are also pragmatically connected. The 
distributaries that appear after heavy rainfall often inundate larger areas, creating the 
areas referred to as onêbera ‘swamp’. Both lakabwa and onêbera are classified here 
as small, since their referents are never of the size comparable to the referents of 
barhâ ‘sea’ or oni ‘river’. It should be kept in mind, however that there are no size-
based counterparts of such terms, therefore the distinction may also be neutralized in 
these cases. Importantly too, the term lakabwa is a relational noun, as opposed to all 
other terms discussed in this section. This may imply that the template presented 
here cuts across the division into relational and non-relational nouns. 
 Non-relational terms for human-made landscape features, given in Table 68, are 
similarly organized by the same three oppositions: large–small, permanent–
temporary, and place–path.    

TABLE 68. 
SEMANTIC OPPOSITIONS IN THE SUBDOMAIN OF HUMAN-MADE FEATURES 

 path place 
 permanent temporary permanent temporary 
large waboroko   thoyoshikwa  
small bunaha sorhi shikwahu  banabo  

Size distinguishes the referents of thoyoshikwa ‘city’ and shikwahu ‘village’, as well 
as those of waboroko ‘road’ and bunaha ‘path’. The first pair encode places (i.e. 
settlements), while the second express paths. Finally, all four terms refer to 
permanent human-made landscape elements. The remaining two—namely, banabo 
‘outfield camp’ and sorhi ‘temporary path’—encode elements that are seasonal, 
though the two are not pragmatically related. There are therefore clear 
correspondences between the vocabulary for water features given in Table 67 and 
human-made landscape features, given in Table 68. 
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 The situation is slightly different in the case of terms for vegetation features, 
given in Table 69. These are also organized by the opposition: large–small, but not 
by the oppositions permanent–temporary and place–path. This is not particularly 
surprising, since vegetation assemblages do not move and are not seasonal. Terms 
for vegetation assemblages are, however, additionally specified with respect to the 
presence or absence of two main vegetation forms, konoko ‘forest’ and karhow 
‘savanna’, the water saturation of the area, and the degree of human involvement.  

TABLE 69. 
SEMANTIC OPPOSITIONS IN THE SUBDOMAIN OF VEGETATION FEATURES 

 presence absence 
 wet dry natural manipulated 
large konoko karhow   
small wkaro-ecotopes wkili-ecotopes kairi kabuya 

The size of the referent distinguishes the nouns konoko ‘forest’ and karhow 
‘savanna’, which encode large vegetation assemblages, from the wkili- and wkaro-
ecotope terms that encode smaller, plant-based ecotopes. In chapter 5, I argued that 
water saturation differentiates wkili- and wkaro-ecotopes; the former refer to dry and 
the latter to wet areas. Importantly, the wkili- and wkaro-ecotopes do not align 
perfectly with the terms for the two major vegetation types: karhow ‘savanna’ and 
konoko ‘forest’. All patches of wkaro-ecotopes are located in the forest, but patches 
of wkili-ecotopes are part of the savanna, the edges of the savanna and forest, and in 
one case of the forest itself (i.e. the outlier case of beyokhowkili ‘patch of beyokha 
reed’). It is possible that the pattern would be clearer if more data were available. 
Alternatively, it is possible that the denotation of karhow and konoko should be 
revisited. In Table 69, terms for smaller ecotopes, the wkili-ecotopes and wkaro-
ecotopes, are aligned with the terms for main vegetation types, karhow ‘savanna’ 
and konoko ‘forest’ respectively, but this correspondence should be treated as 
hypothetical. Finally, all such terms are opposed to the terms kairi ‘negative 
vegetation feature’ and kabuya ‘field’, both of which encode areas that can be 
thought of as absences in the two major vegetation forms konoko ‘forest’ and 
karhow ‘savanna’. Interestingly, the meaning of kairi depends on whether its 
referent is located in the forest, in which case it implies a clearing, or whether it is 
part of a savanna, in which case it encodes a clump of bush. In the Guyanese dialect, 
kairi can refer also to an island, which can be thought of as an absence in a water 
feature. In all three cases kairi denotes a landscape feature which is a natural 
absence in the main landscape form, as opposed to the referent of kabuya ‘field’, 
which is the result of human landscape management.  
 In sum, the non-relational landscape terms (and the relational noun lakabwa 
‘distributary’) can be organized in terms of an underlying semantic template. 
Burenhult and Levinson (2009:153) have coined the term semplate ‘an abstract 
structure or template, which is recurrently instantiated in a number of lexical sets, 
typically of different form classes’ to describe similar phenomena. The Lokono 
semantic template includes a number of semantic oppositions, but each of them is 
instantiated to a different degree. Only the contrast between small and large entities 
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recurs consistently through the subdomains of water, vegetation, and human-made 
features. The size distinction is, however, neutralized in the general landform term 
horhorho. The contrast between permanent and temporary landscape features as 
well as between paths and places are only encoded in the subdomains of water and 
vegetation features. The domain of vegetation features in turn comes with its 
idiosyncratic subset of distinctions. The oppositions are summarized in Table 70. 

TABLE 70. 
SEMANTIC OPPOSITIONS IN THE LANDSCAPE DOMAIN. 

Feature Water 
features 

 

Human-made 
features 

Vegetation 
features 

Land 
features 

large–small + + +  
permanent–temporary + +   
path–place + +   
dry–wet   +/–  
presence–absence   +  
natural–manipulated   +  

Size is consistently encoded by the non-relational vocabulary from the three 
subdomains of landscape. Importantly, the large–small opposition does not reappear 
in other word classes, therefore I refrain from calling the observed pattern a 
semplate. The collocational pattern of oni ‘river’ and onikhan ‘creek’ with the verbs 
fotikidin ‘enter non-containment’ and kodonon ‘enter containment’ is based on their 
features as open areas and containers, respectively, not on their size. This is evident 
when we look at the pair karhow ‘savanna’ and konoko ‘forest’, which are of the 
same size in the typology given above, but collocate with different verbs—namely, 
fotikidin ‘enter non-containment’ and kodonon ‘enter containment’, respectively.  
 It is worth recalling, however, that the structure of proper place names of water 
and vegetation features is also sensitive to the size of the referent. In chapter 6, I 
showed that small water features are typically named after a particularly salient 
feature of the locality. Such features include the sensorimotor experiences typical of 
the area or its biotic and abiotic features. Occasionally, creeks are named also after 
events that took place in their vicinity. Structurally, names of small water features 
are either simplex, derived, or have the form of possessive phrases. Large water 
courses, on the other hand, are the only proper names of water features that 
consistently have the form of compounds. River names, though synchronically not 
fully analyzable, have the form of compounds with oni ‘river’ (i.e. names ending in 
wijne, wini, oeni, ony, uni, the reflexes of oni ‘rain/river’). Small vegetation features 
do not receive proper place names, but the derived generic wkili- and wkaro-
ecotopes usually have a unique referent for the speaker—a patch that is relatively 
close and large enough to be of practical importance. Proper names of large 
vegetation features, on the other hand, are formed by compounding, just like terms 
for large water features. Such proper names do not reflect the physical features of 
the area, but locate the vegetation assemblage with respect to another place, 
typically a water feature. Large water features are therefore consistently named by 
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compounds, as opposed to names of small landscape features, that are either 
simplex, derived, or have the form of possessive phrases.  
 The parameter permanent–seasonal may be correlated with the observed 
differences in the encoding of spatial relations. The Locative Equation is used when 
the spatial relation of the Figure and the Ground is viewed as permanent. However, I 
do not have enough data to determine whether the permanent–seasonal opposition 
encoded at the level of the lexicon correlates with the permanent–accidental 
opposition encoded at the level of syntax. The permanent–seasonal opposition and 
the remaining four oppositions are too idiosyncratic to call them a semantic 
template.  
 The size-based semantic template is, however, an important finding in the light 
of the theory of landscape features developed by Mark and colleagues (Mark 1993; 
Mark et al. 1999; Smith and Mark 2001;1999). According to Mark and colleagues, 
geographic entities differ from tabletop entities in that size is a categorial feature for 
the former type but not for the latter type of entities. The analysis of the what/where 
distinction showed that size is not a parameter of relevance to the Lokono type of 
split. It has, however, been observed that size accounts for a selection of the 
Marquesan data. Terms for smaller landscape features pattern like what-nouns, 
while terms for larger features pattern like where-nouns. The agglomerated results 
from Lokono and Marquesan, but also from languages such as English, suggest that 
size may indeed be a case of categorial predication in the domain of landscape 
features. However, languages may go differently about encoding it. Some languages 
may encode the size of landscape features at the level of the lexicon (e.g., English, 
Lokono), while other languages may resolve to encoding it at the level of the 
grammar—that is, by using the what/where distinction (e.g., Marquesan).  
 The question as to what extent the large–small opposition reflects the physical 
features of landscape—as in Mark and colleagues’ account—rather than the 
culturally-motivated necessity to distinguish such landscape elements of varying 
sizes remains open. The large–small opposition is neutralized in the Lokono 
subdomain of landforms, which scores low on both factors, suggesting that culture 
may also play a role. The cross-linguistic recurrence of the large–small factor 
stresses the fact that the physical features of entities—which are more similar across 
cultures than cultural practices—may be of more relevance. The opposition 
permanent–seasonal, although clearly distinguishing landscape features based on 
their ontological properties, is also of obvious significance to subsistence practices 
such as fishing, hunting, or travelling. The opposition path–place similarly correlates 
with different socioeconomic practices, for instance, trading and living, to name but 
two. The cultural basis of the wet–dry opposition was discussed at length in chapter 
5 (and § 9.1). The opposition natural–manipulated is by definition entangled into 
agricultural practices. Finally, the opposition presence–absence appears also to 
entail different cultural practices; clearings in the forest attract certain types of 
mammals which can be easily shot at in the open space. Clumps of bush in the 
savanna, on the other hand, are places where birds that come to feed on the fruits of 
the bushes become an easy target for hunters. In conclusion, the motivation for the 
semantic oppositions expressed at the level of the lexicon cannot be determined. In 
chapter 5, I argued on the example of the ecotopic vocabulary that the distinction 
between culture and nature is problematic. The larger picture of the semantic 
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oppositions in the domain of landscape lends further support to this claim, since 
none of the lexical distinctions can be attributed exclusively to either culture or 
nature.  

9.3 Relational and configurational landscape terms 
Apart from non-relational landscape terms, there are a number of nouns used in the 
domain of landscape that are relational in nature, and therefore inalienably 
possessed. Such nouns include relational nouns specific to the landscape domain and 
those used across many semantic domains. In chapter 4, I showed that the latter type 
is profusely used in the subdomain of landforms. Although less common, general 
relational nouns such as rhebo ‘edge’ are also used in the subdomain of water 
features, vegetation assemblages, and human-made landscape features. There are 
also a number of relational nouns specific to the domain of landscape (Table 71). 
Such nouns are only found in the subdomain of water features, and include nouns 
that are most likely simplex (e.g., babo ‘underwater cavity’) or derived from body 
part terms (e.g., shirima ‘headland’, from shiri ‘nose’).  

TABLE 71. 
RELATIONAL NOUNS SPECIFIC TO THE SUBDOMAIN OF WATER FEATURES. 

Noun Meaning 
babo  
 
dako  
 
lakabwa  
 
îma  
 
shirima 
 
kaikaya 

an underwater hole between the roots of a tree growing by the bank of a creek, 
in which certain types of fish are found 
a tributary of a creek, river, or the sea, unanalyzable but possibly related to the 
active verb dakan ‘urinate’ 
a distributary of a creek or a river, typically one that joins the same water 
feature later along its course, possible related to the verb lakadun ‘scatter’  
a mouth of a creek or a river ending in another creek, river, swamp, or the sea; 
the body part term rheroko ‘lips’ is sometimes used with the same meaning  
headland, a piece of land jutting out from the bank of a water feature, possibly 
related to the body part term shiri ‘nose’ 
whirlpool, a dangerous place typically associated with the water spirit oriyo.  

The fact that only in the subdomain of water features there are specific relational 
nouns for naming parts of entities may be taken as a token of the cultural salience of 
water features. The relational noun babo ‘underwater cavity’ is of particular 
importance to fishing practices. The noun kaikaya ‘whirlpool’ denotes a potentially 
dangerous disturbance in water flow, associated with the water spirit oriyo. In the 
light of the exploitation of water features as a transportation network, the utility of 
the terms dako ‘tributary’ and lakabwa ‘distributary’—encoding relations between 
different parts of such networks—is also evident. The specific cultural significance 
of the referents of the remaining two nouns îma ‘mouth’ and shirima ‘headland’ is 
not clear. Interestingly, the former has a synonym, which is a general relational noun 
rheroko ‘mouth’. The latter is in turn based on a body part term shiri ‘nose’. The 
linguistic encoding of both landscape features shows therefore resemblances to the 
domain of general relational nouns, which are not specific to any domain. Worth 
reiterating is also the fact that shirima ‘headland’ refers in fact to a piece of land, but 
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is considered to belong in the domain of water features, since its possessor encodes a 
water feature. In this case, the physical features of the landscape element—the fact 
that it is a special case of the border between land and water—may be underlying 
the lexicalization of this specific relational distinction.  
 Whether specific or general, relational nouns can appear with the 3rd person 
feminine prefix or form non-lexicalized possessive phrases with another landscape 
term. Similarly, configurational nouns can appear with the 3rd person feminine prefix 
or form non-lexicalized possessive phrases with another landscape term, encoding 
the spatial configuration of the landscape element. All such possessive phrases are 
not lexicalized. As a whole, such complex expressions form a system of landscape 
classification based on partonymic and spatial relations. Complex landform terms 
are an extreme manifestation of this system, since landforms are not partitioned at 
the level of the lexicon. The complex landform terms form a field-based system of 
landform categorization, in which each point in the space defined as horhorho can 
be given a nominal value from the set of relational and configurational nouns. As 
such, the Lokono model is sensitive to what the Figure is and where it is relative to 
the observer. It is the relation between the Figure and the observer with respect to 
horhorho, as encoded in the relational and configurational terms, that provides the 
grid for partitioning horhorho. In other words, the way horhorho is divided depends 
largely on what we want to locate and where we are. The non-lexicalized status 
characteristic of the domain goes hand in hand with this inherent perspectivism. It is 
therefore tempting to think of this system in terms of the physical features of the 
local landscape, which often prevents the observer from observing the changes of 
the relief from a distance. This may underlie the fluidity of the system, since the 
shape of the land is often only visible in situ.  
 The complex landform terms with relational and configurational nouns are 
formally similar to complex names of plants and animals as well as complex body 
part terms. In the domain of ethnobiological terms, possessive phrases with 
relational nouns are common. In the domain of human body part terms, both 
possessive phrases with relational and configurational nouns (e.g., shiri loko 
‘nostril’) are attested. In contrast to landscape terms, however, complex plant and 
animal terms encoded by possessive phrases with relational nouns are metaphoric in 
nature. The plant name hashiro khabo (lit. ‘otter’s paw’), for instance, is a type of 
moss, the shape of which resembles the paws of the animal. Semantically, the 
system of landform expressions bears more similarities to the domain of human 
body terms—in which the relations are partonymic and spatial. However, as 
opposed to the domain of landscape, in which the possessor can be expressed by a 
full noun (e.g., horhorho ‘landform’), there is no lexicalized unique beginner of the 
domain of human body that can function as the possessor of body part terms. Body 
part terms appear normally with personal prefixes or pronouns. Moreover, both body 
part terms and ethnobiological terms are lexicalized (though to differing degrees), 
while complex landscape terms are not.  
 On the whole, the general architecture of the language pervades all three 
domains: human body, plants and animals, and landscape. What makes the 
expression of landscape different is therefore the lesser degree of lexicalization and 
the lexicalized term for the unique beginner, which singlehandedly covers the whole 
domain at a higher level of granularity. The language system as a whole explains the 
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use of possessive phrases. The lesser degree of lexicalization of the possessive 
phrases and the existence of just one lexicalized general landform term is attributed 
to the physical features of the land, which often prevents the observer from 
observing the changes of the relief and the relatively low cultural significance of 
landforms. The existence of specific relational nouns in the domain of water features 
in turn may be taken as the reflection of the higher cultural salience of the referents. 

9.4 Landscape terms in spatial constructions 
A fundamental question asked at the onset of the thesis was whether landscape 
elements differ in terms of their ontological features from other entities, particularly 
from tabletop objects, and whether such differences are reflected in the linguistic 
encoding of both types of entities. Throughout the thesis, I have demonstrated that, 
when functioning as Grounds in spatial expressions, Lokono landscape terms 
necessitate the where-marker—that is, they belong to the category of where-nouns. 
The what/where distinction is found in the cognitively universal directionality 
component of the spatial expression, and takes the form of the differential 
directionality marking. The distinction manifests itself in the location and goal 
directionality, but not in the source directionality—a fact that may be attributable to 
the cognitive goal bias. The what- and where-categories are internally structured 
within a single language, and differ in terms of their membership cross-
linguistically. Yet, a preliminary hierarchy depicting the order in which the what- 
and where-categories expand has been proposed. The comparative analysis of the 
what/where distinction in chapter 8 proves that, in languages that do distinguish the 
two categories, nouns denoting landscape features form one of the most likely 
classes of nouns to be categorized as where-nouns. Within the domain of landscape 
vocabulary, place names are particularly susceptible to the where-marking, preceded 
only by nouns encoding spatial regions (i.e. configurational nouns). As shown in 
chapter 6, in Lokono the where-marking, combined with the exponents of the 
category of proper nouns, allows in fact to single out Lokono place names from the 
rest of the lexicon. Finally, in chapter 7, I have argued that the what/where 
distinction is a type of nominal categorization, analogical to the mass/count 
dichotomy that operates in the quantifying expressions—it has a specific 
grammatical locus and it is ontologically motivated. The rare cases in which a 
landscape term can be combined with the what-marker, discussed in chapter 4 and  
7, dramatically, though systematically, alter the meaning of the noun, changing its 
reference to that of a perceptually delimited object. 
 The fact that landscape terms are categorized as where-nouns has far reaching 
consequences for linguistics and cognitive geography. As demonstrated in chapter 8, 
underlying the what/where distinction are the ontological features of the referents of 
what- and where-nouns. Perceptual boundedness and texture of boundary change 
monotonically along the cline from what-nouns to where-nouns based on the 
comparative data from the three languages. Perceptual boundedness accounts fairly 
well for the Lokono type of split, suggesting that Lokono landscape terms encode 
perceptually less bounded entities than Lokono what-nouns. Importantly, where-
nouns include also a number of nouns that encode entities other than landscape 
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features—namely, structures and spatial regions. It is therefore not possible to define 
the domain of landscape in terms of the what/where split alone. Nevertheless, the 
distinction proves that landscape terms encode entities that are ontologically 
different from typical tabletop objects, or first-order entities in Lyons’ (1977) 
terminology. In the Lokono case, perceptual boundedness is the operative factor. 
Beyond the domain of landscape, the what/where distinction raises a more general 
question of what ontological features are important to human cognitive processes 
and systems, such as language. By untangling the possible ontological parameters 
underlying the split observed in the spatial expression, I have thus contributed to the 
long-standing discussion about the nature of place, which in languages such as 
Lokono as may be operationalized as a function of perceptual boundedness. 
 The observed linguistic patterns lend therefore further support to the theory of 
geographic entities proposed by Mark and colleagues, who postulate a profound 
ontological disparity between geographic entities and tabletop objects (Mark 1993; 
Mark et al. 1999; Smith and Mark 2001;1999). At the same time, however, the 
linguistic data show that not all parameters identified by Mark and colleagues play a 
role in the linguistic encoding of landscape reflected in the what/where distinction. 
The type of boundary parameter turned out to be particularly misaligned with the 
what/where distinction in all three languages under study. Location as accidental or 
categorial predication motivates only the observed shifts between relational and 
configurational nouns. Furthermore, although cross-linguistically a single 
what/where cline can be detected, the languages place their language specific cut-off 
point between the two categories in different places, which may suggest that 
different ontological properties are prioritized by different communities of speakers. 
Perceptual boundedness may underlie the Lokono type of split, while the texture of 
boundary accounts fairly well for the Makalero system. Size, on the other hand, 
turned out to be of relevance to a subset of landscape nouns in Marquesan. The 
analysis presented, however, suffers from the treatment of the five parameters 
discussed by Mark and colleagues as binary. Clearly some of them should be 
operationalized as gradable functions, allowing for a more detailed inspection of the 
ordering of the entities with respect to the parameter vis-à-vis the linguistic 
distribution.  
 In chapter 7, I hypothesized further that the function of the what/where 
distinction is to mark certain nouns as encoding prototypical Grounds or 
prototypical Figures. Viewed from this perspective, landscape terms encode 
prototypical Grounds. The proclivity of landscape terms to appear as Grounds in 
spatial expressions is evident. First, nouns belonging to the where-category in 
general are less marked than nouns belonging to the what-category in spatial 
expressions. Such formal differences in marking can be taken as a sign of functional 
markedness: more formally marked forms are functionally more marked. Second, 
numerous landscape expressions, particularly a number of landform terms discussed 
in chapter 4, are headed by configurational nouns, which are only used as objects of 
the verb under restricted circumstances. More naturally, such expressions are used 
with the directionality markers, encoding the location, goal, or source, and can 
hardly be extracted from such grammatical contexts. They are inextricably linked to 
their role as Grounds in spatial expressions. In practical terms, this implies that 
when eliciting Lokono geographic terms it is important to ask the right questions. 
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Landscape terms may be a more felicitous answer to a where-question rather than to 
a what-question. Furthermore, the fact that landscape terms are categorized as 
where-nouns—that is, nouns denoting prototypical Grounds—implies they do not 
encode prototypical Figures. Further supporting evidence for the functional 
importance of the what/where split in the case of landscape features comes therefore 
from their grammatical behavior as Figures in spatial expressions. In chapter 3, I 
have shown that landscape terms, in the rare cases when they do encode Figures in 
spatial descriptions, require an equative construction rather than the unmarked Basic 
Locative Construction. This special construction, called the Locative Equation, is 
used when the spatial relation between the Figure and the Ground is seen as 
permanent. The ontological properties of landscape features—particularly the fact 
that they are permanently located in space—render the spatial configurations in 
which they function as Figures particularly prone to such interpretations. As pointed 
out above, however, it remains to be investigated whether the syntactic difference in 
encoding spatial relations correlates with the permanent–seasonal opposition found 
at the level of the lexicon.   
 Summing up, the what/where distinction is a type of noun categorization that 
characterizes the nominal lexicon as a whole. The general architecture of the 
language accounts therefore for the way landform terms pattern with respect to the 
different directionality markers. Since the distinction is ontologically motivated, it 
does reflect the physical features of entities, including landscape elements. The 
physical features of landscape elements reflected in this type of nominal 
categorization do not lead to the discrimination of different landscape terms and 
their referents. Rather, the domain of landscape as a whole is grouped together with 
other nouns denoting perceptually unbounded entities, and opposed to nouns 
denoting perceptually bounded entities.  
 
   
 
  
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
  


