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| . SUMMARY
//fﬁ . .

o]
A deflnltlon of ‘four current 11ngu1st1c theories is

given and 1t is suggested that the fleld of compoundlng

might prov1de a method of evaluating these theorles.

——— e

K review of the llterature on. compoundlng is carrled
out, show1ng that counter—examples can be found to deflnltlons -

"of compounds that have been suggested and that extant
¥
theories of compoundlng are unable to cope w1th the data.

-

A discussion of several factors including lexical*
1satlon, structural amblgulty and pragmatlcs is. provided
show1ng how these.concepts -are v1ta1 to -a- full understandlng
of compounds. The nature of the Germanlc llnklng elements

and of the verb form in verb # noun compounds is discussed.

b

’ﬁuflding on these discussions a theory of compounding

“1s developed to- account for adjective + noun, noun + noun, -
:;verb * noun and agentive endocentrlc compounds. It is
ShOWn that the strongest generallsatlons can only be

L d

' dgalned 1n a .case: grammar framework. -

A

-,

This theory 1s then extended to account for exocentrlc
' compounds, compounds 1nc1ud1ng other parts of speech and
nomlnallsations.; The advantages and dlsadvantages of a.
1ocallst1c model -as opposed to a Flllmorean model are u

dlscussed. . ’ ’ g;;u__“ dwgﬁ’,{ér




- - : ¥ - !
o s .

It is suggested that the model developed might prove

suitable for déaling.with'word-fbrmation as a whole.”
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CHAPTER T

INTRODUCTION. j
1.1 PREAMBLE.‘
1.1.1 The 1mpulse for this work came'from two entlre-

1y Separate sources. - The flrst was the difflculty ‘encount-

L4

Aered in attemptlng to deal with French compounds in a

=

blllngual dlctlonary, whlch led to a desire to know how

.compounds could.be classified; The second impulse came

from the satisfaction I fouind in using compounds in the
Germanic languages I learnt; I first dlscovered this 1n
German, when I fOund out that one could often make oneself
understood‘w1thput knowrng compleg-vocabulary items by
creating compounds which, ifrnot the motljuste in the

s1tuat10n, were comprehens1ble to the pative speaker. The

" acme of achlevement in this fleld came when I was learning

A'Danlsh. Not know1ng what the word for a punch for maklng

hdles in papers for flllﬁg was, I c01ned thé%%erm hulle-

masklne, pnly to. hear it called that by a Dane on a later

occasion.' ':*5“ o

.

Later, llnguistlc speculatlon of a different type came.

into play, very often, 1t seemed, a compound in German ‘or

Danlsh took the place of a latlnate or hellenlc word in

Engllsh.f Thls tendency 1s even mo

pronou

led for Icelan-

dlc,” we flnd, for example, Icelandic mékraﬁl,;

_grammar; Icelandlc 2rafr2?1,'English'zodlogy- Danish



philology; Danish lxdskrift,-English phonetics, phonetic

script.'” If one takes this one ‘Step further, one finds
that many compounds in English, as well as in Danish,
German, Icelandic, have as their equivalents noun phrases

of different types in French: Danish skolebgrn, English.

schOol—children are equivalent to French gcoliers; Danish

'“modersmél, German Muttersprache, English mothertongue are .

equivalent to’ French langue maternelle, German DamEfschiff

-~

English steam ship are equivalent to French bateatt & vapeur;

German Aschenbecher, English ash— ay are equivalent to

French cendrier. It seems, from data like these, that

wherevGermanic languages use compounding, French uses either
derivational morphology or analytical meang to express the

 same relationship. English being a Germanic language with

akgreater Romance content than others falls ratherrbetween_A>

two' stools. This leads one to speculate as to whether

compounding iema*GermaﬁicWBuE“HBt"alh&ﬁance%prerogative"
(even though it is productive in other languages, both

Indo-European and non-Indo-European. Sanskrit, RuSSian,'

A Finnish, Turkish, Hebrew,1Chinese etc;);. If,this;is;the

o

’~caSe,-what is the status of apparent compounds in French? '

A survey covering Danish, as a Germanic language, English

as a Germanic language with a strong Romance or. French

admixture and French, either in 1ts own right or- as: a B

'representative of the Romance 1anguages, might prov1de ;

\
some kind -of answer to these problems.J

&



‘Only partial answers have been obtained tQ these
problems in what follows. It is very largely to the
solution of a different, miich- Wider, question which arises [

) from con51deration of these problems that the work in this
theSis has been directed This point’ may be explained

~

w1th reference to the example hullemaskine. When T first

c01ned thlS expre551on I had almost certainly never heard ’ )
it before, yet I happened to c01n a correct ‘lexical item.

The cOining of a new but correct leXical form would ‘Sseem to
‘be parallel to the cOining of a new but correct sentential
form, in other words, a cdse of the productivity of

language Now, if a non—native speaker is able to coin a

i

\\ngw and correct lex1cal form in a language, there are four.
» ssibilities as to.the P o‘edure which has\b n undergone:n"

(1) ‘he. has translated'morpheme by morpheme or ément by

element from his own 1anguagé'?(2) there are no rules for the

collocation of such nominal elements,,(3) ‘he has trans—

ferred—the—rules—for“lexrcal—creatron*from‘h%s—own“languag“‘m—”»

and they fit-f(4) he has acquired the rules for the- colloc-‘

ation of such elements 1nto 1ex1cal units. We can, in the

. case in hand,*%liminate (1), sinece the word in English is
.

presumably punch'- 'hole machine' would very definitely

be a second best.- We can eliminate (2), Since 1f there were

no rules it would be imp0551ble to create an unacceptable

compound, whereas in fact this is possible»] Jespersen




; genius of English, a knifeikiller could not be 'one who

ur_

,uses a\knife to' klll" and Barbaud (1971 80) claims that

.'«

?_French forms like’ krlo—mouche, boulevard—porte are unaccept-

able, the same, presumably, being true of the Danish trans-

lations fluekilo, d¢rboulevard. We cannot completely

eliminate (3) from the case in point -- 1ndeed, we would
not wish to, Since it is our theSis that there is a large ,

common core of compounding rules in Danish, English and

s -

French (and by 1mplication in any other language which

uses compounding as a method of word—formation- thlS lS '

of course subject to empirical verification) - but we can
w

see that it is not true of all comgounds. We need only

’thing or- tastematter but has to be matter‘of taste. The N

i"moment a non—native speaker produces a compound of this type,

v it

we have to- conclude that pOSSlblllty (4) is in fact correct.--

fuBut to postulate that the non-native speaker has, in hlS

learning- of the,language,ﬁaequired ruleS'fongmakinqwcompoundS}if:

is to imply:that.suchwrules-exist. It is the discovery ‘of

“these rules Which is the primary aim of this “work.

-

———-But~there-was one point. which was kept firmly in mind-*
| P N

duringfthis search. Although ‘the form taken by the- compound
'noun, and’ particularly the form of the 'linking element'

(for example the ‘e- in érnehave, the en 1n Tiefenstruktur),

frequently'causes difficulty to foreign learners of lang—'

AR H
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uages ‘which compound a lot, the semantic interpretation

e

of these compounds does not seem to causerany great A
difficulty, even- though a compound seems*to neutralise

a lot of semantic informatlon (see below, Chapters IT

and III) One would expect difficulties to arise here if

it were true that‘there are, as has. been variously suggested,

[P,

! ten, forty ‘or a hundred dlfferent types of compound, 51mply
because of ‘the amount of chOice of interpretations and the
great ambiguity available to the speaker/hearer. We have

therefore ‘been looking, ceteris paribus, for a system which

would ‘offer a simplexr description of compounding than has

hltherto beén available. h

There is another reason why we should look for a simple
description‘of'compounding. Most of the\approaches that
have been made to’ compounding, particularly in more recent
years (e g. Lees,‘1960,lBrekle, 1970) have assumed not only

' ff,«ﬁ—that—compounding, as'a- productive processkvis a central part

of the grammar, but also that since- compounds appear “to be

“"a neutralisation of a vast number of semantico-syntactic

relationships they must form almost a grammar within a :

grammar,~aetype of concentrated—grammarvof—the—langua‘ */

what we might call a “mini-grammar"‘T But whether or ‘not.,

thlS is true,'it would seem to be true that compounding is-

a central enough part of the grammar of English or Danish,[
at least, to be able to act as an evaluation criterion :

for different linguistic models-f any generative model of”-'

T e
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language ought to be>aBle to deal satisfactorily With

compounding, and any whlch cannot must be an unsatlsfactory

model; also, ceterls parlbus,'lf two models can deal with
compounding, then thevone which ;s the more economical

must be seen as the more satisfactory model.

1.1.2 A knowledge of French and German on the part of °
the reader has been assum throughout in the quotatlon of

examples and texts. Such a knowledge has not been assumed

4

fér other languages, in particular, not for the Scandinauz%n

1anguages; but rather than’complicate the main text
/\/\

'unnecessarlly, translatlons are glven in* the appendices.
: N
Appendlx A gives translatlons of all texts quoted in lang-

‘uages other than English, French and German, appendix B
.llStS alphabetlcally all the ScandlnaV1an compound words

7 used as exempliflcatory materlal in the_textﬁgalong w1th
an element by element gloss and a translatlon where approp—
riate. Any examples in ‘other languages are- glossed 1n the

text:_

B

) As far as the Scand1nav1an languages are concerned, it

has been assumed that, except in- the’form of the llnklng '

elements (see §3 7), what 1s true of one

ms*true of all, sofA

that dlscu551ons on the syntax and semantics of compounds




have been taken to be simply tranSferable from one of

the Seandinavian languages to another.

1.1.3° For the moment we shall t use ‘the term'compound
entirely<pretheoretically. We shall dlscuss deflnltlons,

of the term at more 1e“ngth“'-—'i'ﬁ Chapter II. It will, however,

be useful to draw a distinction betWeen three types of

compound~ endocentrlc, ‘exocentric and p051t10na1.

-2

The distinction between -endocentric and exocentrlc

r

=compounds is drawn by Bloemfield (1933 235). Although'

Bloomfleld uses both semantlc and syntactlc criteria to s

deflne these two terms, we can conflne ourselves to a

semantlc deflnitlon and say that an'endocentric compound
is one 1n whlch the whole compound is a hyponym of the o .
head,element, where the head is the syntaotlcally obllgatory '

1ex1ca1 category (whlch in Engllsh, Danlsh or German will be

‘the second element).‘ Thus madman denotes, a member of a”

subﬂclass of man. madman 1s therefore an endocentrlc compound.

: exocentrlc compound, on the other hand, 1s ‘one where the

fcompound as a: whole 1s not a hyponym of the head.» A red-

. coat is not a type of coat, “a whltecap lS not\aﬁtype of p

“r
~



..J
To call someone Bignose is not to imply that he IS a
blg nose, but rather that he is a person who HAS a big

’a blue tooth.. For this reason this type of compound has

"beentermed a- possessrve' —compound- by somé 1ifAguists,  ~“The

terns chkkopﬁkomp051ta, indirect compounds and the Sanskrlt

term bahuvrihi compounds have also been applled to thlS

?

group (see Morciniec, 1964: 11041 for other termlnologles)\
Purely syntactlc cr;terla would, of course, give a dlfferent
result. Madman and whltecap both belong to the same form
class (noun) as their heads.v But we are notjconcerned w1th
" this type of endocentrrclty here, only with the semantrc

criteria we have outlined. .

. e

If we look at Bloomfleld's (op. cit 195) 1ntroduct10n of .
the term endocentrlc, he says that

Eel

endocentrlc constructlons are of two klnds,

"

co-ordlnatave (or serlal) and subordinatlve

(or attrlbutlveo o ..; e AU

-:other structures. The examples we have quoted above are: all

cu;subordinatiue_examples, andcthese in: Fac+ Fnrm the majorityT-w-——

but there are also co-ordlnatlve compounds, Where the
resultant compound belongs to the same form class as ‘both of
the elements which go to make 1t up,‘and 1s a hyponym of both,“mi

£ 4_,._._.»-

/ the elements whlch go to make 1t up. Thls sub—class of

SR




"fcomponnd"will“nOt’be"treated"(But”see"§321}1 for a brief

.»J
endocentric compounds we shall call appositional compounds -
(though thlS group may be. further sub—d1v1ded, see §3. l)

This sub-group contalns compounds llke boudh

~ma1d—servant, Schlesw1g-HoIStein. When we use the term

endocentr.lc compound-1t~w1—1-l— applyn,_generally, to sub~- =

~

ordlnatlve endocentrlc only.
- ’ 7
.Bloomfield (op.cit:235) applies these distinctiens to
compound adjéctives as well ds to compound nouns, and others
have followed this lead. But in what follows we shall be

concerned purely with nominal compounds, that is, with

‘compounds thchtnwhateQEE‘pafts_ofwspeeéh:their elements

might be, fnnction as nouns in a sentence, and the problems

.

of the application of these categories;to~other types~of

>

e

mention) . - o .

- . : ) .. ’ R

Most of. what we shall have to say w1ll deal with

e e~ Q:g S

endocentric nom1na1 compounds. Appositlonal compounds are

"dlscussed brlefly in. §3.1.and §§4.2.22/3, 4 2. 3, and the

generatlon“of exocentrlc compounds is lllustrated in §5.2.

. Otherw1se we deal entlrely with endocentrlc compounds» It

o has been claimed by Botha (1968) that thls dlstlnctlon bet-

ween endocentric and. exocentric compounds is arbltrary and,

' noteproperly motivated.\ Intuitlvely thls seems not “to be

‘true.. Semantlcally, exocentrlcs denote an: object whlch is
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not denoted by one of the constituent forms in the

compound, ‘while endocentrlcs denote an object which is

denoted by one of the constltuent forms (a madman is a man),

grammatlcally, exocentrics very often have pecullarltles of,

for example, gender reference- a red coat must be referred

t
to as it, a redcoat as he/hlm. This is Mmore pronounced in

a language where‘grammatlcal gender can play a r6le, and =,

we find examples 11ke la gorge but le rouge—QOrge.~ We

'shall see that endocehtrlcs and exocentrics have rather

different deep structures, th . ough the two are related. We

therefore do not belleve that this dlchotomy is purely

arbitrary, but believe ‘that there are both syntactic and

f

Semantic correlates of the dlstlnctlon.

1.1.4 It may be of value!at'this.point to make a

‘brLef digression 1nto the stylistics of- compoggdlngrr. S

,Hansen (1967 §129) compares the phrase en plge med lange

) fletnlng:er with _the compound_ fl‘e’tni'n'g'pigen from a stYlist:Lc
’Polnt of v1ew.qr. :

"L sammensztning... iorblnder sig ‘adled og

kerneled langt. fastere, ogs&~fastere end nir
--kerneled<og—fo ﬂnstlllet adled er: seletzndige

bi&l fletnlngerne synes at opfatt;s~som noget

meget vzsentllgt og karakterlstisk hos plgen,

hun ville ikke- vzre den samme uden fletninger,
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idet disse hgrer med til hendes personlighed.

fletnlngplgen kan mlnde onm et navn, der passer

kun p& é&n- bestemt.“-
We shall see lacer (§§3.2, 4. 1) that part at least of this
stylistic effect 1s grammatlcally condltlonea;)‘The styl-
istic effect of compounds is, naturally ‘enough, exp101teé-
in their use. Vinje (1970:§3;731 fn) points out that

"I reklamspr&ket'finsAenda dristigere og

ukonvensjonelle (sio) danﬁ'elser:"kapes'jokk,-;~

se v8r annonse mandag morgen (annonse) . Képe-

sjokk er det sterkt komprimerte uttrykk for et

innhold avsgmtrent'denne art: 'saig av kfper til

priser som vil gi Dem et sjokk av begeistring'."
We shall see later-that compounds are'also used in the

-~language.of advertlslng far more than elsewhere 1n French.

. The reasons are summarised by E. Hansen'(op.c1t:§127) thus:’

—

: ."Foraéien med'sammenSztningerne=over for

.udtrykkene med de mange ord er- indlysende-

de,er_praktlske‘fordl de er kortere og-

fylder mindre."
This'iSWTOf:éoursejialso the reason why compounds“ocour~sog»h
often in. newspaper headlines, as is- po;nted out by ~: m
ﬁkermalm . who-. clalms, howaver, (1952 16) that

- "Lusten: att- finna nya sléende uttryck

spela(r) ‘en viss rolL»" - ;vsq»=¢#ésiiiw¥i£iiﬁﬁiémﬂ"'



i S 12
o
-Although theSe“comments are made of comﬁpounds’in the
Scandinavian languages, they apply equally to German or
English, .and, to‘a slightly_lesser degree, perhaps, to
French. carr -'(1.939.:31'9),_.for example, says that
"Compounds,are‘more vague and less precise' -"7.
thanjsyntaCtic phrases, but what.thef
compounds leSe in precision they gain in
flex1bility and suggestiveness "
and Darmesteter “(1875: 118) speaks of -
"la vivacité, le pittoresque,.l'éclat
de 1'image qui les (1es composés) «
caracterisent,"
To a Certain>ektentzthese stylistic effects and the
resultant sPecialisation.offusage limit the data which.one

\
‘can collect, particularly in English and French,,most of

the examples of nonce compounds oﬁe“finds iﬁﬁfﬁ“’e IanguagES"“—”‘
" are either from advert151ng or journalese, and whilst '

compounding is productive .outside these‘fields ~- can,

1ndeed, be,used to great effect in all kinds of literature -:A R

it is from these areas that the most extreme examples come

““EX"Student” journalist'sex drug‘probe mercy dash allegation

could only ever occur as a headline. In many cases one
suspects that rules for compounding are relaxed in news—‘
paper headlines just so that a ‘new, striking expression'

‘whlch takes up .a: minimum of space can be created To thlS

extent newspaper headlines'in English‘canxhe:misleading.A
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The same 1s -not qulte so true of German or Danlsh. Although

o%fizler are found, genulne ones of equally staggerlng

proportlons.are found in: texts, -Flelscher»(1969 §5 1.2.4)

verbindung Thougthanlsh does not‘usually go to these

extremes, compoundlng is very much more frequent there than

[l PN

in English or French, partlcularly in aesthetlc llterature'
o

(though this ‘depends 1argely-on‘the style of the author in .
question): the works of Leif Panduro, for example, bristle

with"unlikely-sounding combeunds like klippevzgsansigt,

'kitteldeflbratienssyndromet,'indfaldspaplr. These are the-
real prodﬁcts of the full generative system of compounding
that eXists in Danish, and~previde some of the best examples

"of the product1v1ty of the compoundlng processes in

'contemporary Danlsh. - ' o

o

3

.......
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1.2  THE FORM OF THE GRAMMARS.

1.2.1 In our qiscussieﬁs invei;ing‘&ifferent'medels

of transformationa; grammar, we shall simplify, and pretend
that there. are four mein.schooie which we havevto.compare:

the Chomskyan (er perhaps more accurately, the ;nterpretive
Semantic), the Generative Semanric, the Fillmorean and the

Andersonian.

A Chomskyan grammar we shall t ke as being one as -
defined in Chomsky (1965)‘wi£h,o inor varjations. That
is, we shall not take into account the modifications
proposed by Chomsky (1971) in the sofcalied EST (extended -
standard theory). The semantics of such a grammar is

interpretive, as is the phonolbgy.(as descrihed in Chomsky

. -

& ﬁalle}t1968), syntax is central and lexical insertion

’

'follows the "lexicalist hypothesis" as opposed to the

"transformatlonal hypothe51s" of 1ex1cal decomposmtlon, o

et
- although this is-not a s;ne,que non,of the.thegrxp“ The

semantichcomponentVingeuch a §rammar fqllows thealinesiset.
down'beratz_& Fodor 11963), Weihreieh (i966) end Kati 11972). ~
The Generative Semantlc model is not 80" easy to-define,
51nce no actual model as- such has been setlup.- The ‘best
summary, however, is prOV1ded by Dubois-Charlier (1972), who- -
collates materlal from papers such as Ross (1970), Lakoff

(1968, 1971,: 1972), McCawley (1968, 1970a, 197L)

e
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and others. Further partial summaries of the tenets of
this school are given by Postal (1970:95€f) and Seuren
(1974) . We may. identify this school (a) by dits claim that
deep structure is semantic, not merely syntactic, (b) by
its insistence on- lexical decomPOSition or the. "transform-
ationalist“ approach to lexical insertion and (c) by its
denial of the existence of an autonomous level of deep -
structure at which lexical insertion. takes place and at

3

which the semantic structure of a sentence is defined.

There has been avmodel drawn up for an Andersonian
grammar (Anderson, 1971), but_the model has been'developing
s0 quickly since then that it is-difficult to draw a 4
definitive version. Matters are further complicated by the
fact that very few people other than Anderson®s own students
appear to have taken up his ideas; and since they ‘tend to

assume a’ knowledge of this type of grammar, there is very

Tlittle discuSSion of 1€ in theé literature. “The” framework
we- shall employ here is baSically that of Anderson (1971)
as. modified and expanded by, for example, Anderson (1973a,

1973b,: 1973¢) % : ,,a\ -
. e
BaSically, the Andersonian grammar can be defined -as a
localistic dependency case grammar.‘ The notion of case 2
grammar is reasonably familiar, particularly through the
works of! Fillmore (see below), and We shall discuss the not-

ion of dependency grammar below (§1 2 2) : Thevterml
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'localistic' might require some explanation.

One of the'criticisms levelled‘against Fillmore's
'caseﬂ%rammar has been that there is. no pr1n01pled way - to
11m1t the number of- cases, or 1ndeed, by which to tell when
one is dealing with a new case. Anderson has only four

cases, which can be further broken down into binary

features: .
ﬁoczﬁu:eux )
) ‘f‘lo'c'a't;iVe' I '*'l'O%&tiVe' .
51 —negative,j ahs(olutive)jor;‘loc(ative)
Bl |nom (inative) -
B - +negative ~lerg(ative) © . hbl(ative)

. (although,it is suggested in Anderson;1971:16§ff that‘the

number of cases might be further reducedy we work with

-

‘the fuli complement:here) ‘ Everything, then, it 1s

T clalmed,“can be' seén in terms. of 1ocation and ‘direction,.
e R

and’ there is

.'“a;relationship between the. 'concrete' :and -
'noreaiahstract"usesaof the\same casehorr 7
prepos1tlon'—- cale and « «t-common’ prlnciples ' "
underlying both sbch uses and 'purely
e syntactlc uses L

(Anderson, 1971 §1 2)

Such-a theory has roots going back at least as far as.

ETR]

SR . P
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the Byzantine Max1mus Planudes (see Anderson, 1971:2;

o

1973a), was widely discussed until the middle of the
19th century, and was taken»up again for'revrew by Hjelmslev

in his "La catégorie des cas" (1935 - 37). - For a more

complete.history.and account of localism see Jessen.(1974z
153-183) . But Anderson terms his theory 'localistic'
rather than'locallst' because (1971:§1.42):

"T would like to reserve the latter term-

for a stronger proposal than I shall
present evidence for here, namely that not - -
only are there common principles under- |
lying spatial and non-spatial cases, but that

also ... the‘spatial variant has ontological

e

(and perhaps chronological -- both short- and

long-term) priority." A

-
-

(Since the notion -of ‘case in the sense of ’underiying '
case' as opposedzto'case form',(e g. casenendings in
‘inflecting languages) is: primarily a semantiggnotlon, the
cases expressing relationships between various arguments
" in a sentence or . the relationship of a given argument to'T#
its precicate, the'base of~aicase grammar of’ this type must
be said to be. prlmarily semantic rather than syntactic.

Anderson also brings his grammar more-in: 1ine with the

' Generative Semantics model's semantic base by using aA

transformationalist approach to lexical insertion (see

Anderson,.1971m§2.12)y
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- This brief:summary.leaves_us mithithe Fillmorean

.J.
grammar .to consider. . Howéver, since ‘this is the one with ‘
which we shall be most concerned, and since there are
modifications to Fillmnre 8. (1968) proposals to be discuss-»

ed, we shall look at thlS at greater length below.

1.2.2 Fillmore (1968Y considers the underlying‘h
struetures assoc1ated with surface structures to consist
of a modality component and a propos1tiona1 component, the
latter consisting of a verb and a series of noun phrases
each related to that verb in’a particular case relationship.
He dissociates himself from the view that case is a matter .
of 'looking at the endings', but suggests that cases should
be seen_asndeep semantic.relations. Themverb~and.1ts
assoéiatedjnoun phrases.form the:Proposition,'
'W{"a tenseless set of relationships involving
-ffverbs and nouns (and embedded sentences 1§J-
hfthere are. any), separated from what might be
. called the modality constituent.. ‘This: 1atter
{;will include such:. modalities on the sentence—’:v'f-&w
;,as-a-whole as negatiOn, tense, mood and aspect L
Lo “(op: cit 23)
The primary distinction is set. out in the rule

Sentence 4 Modality + Proposition..fvt~"
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The Proposition in furn is then rewrittén as a verb plus

A

one or more of an array of: {(at the beginning of +the 1968
paper, six) cases. Each -of these case nodes is. subsequently-
rewrltten as-K- (for Kasus, equlvalent, in Engllsh, to
preposition on many occa51ons) plus NP, and,the NP as
D(eterminer) plus N(oun). (see Fillmore,. op.cit:33). The

resultant structure for a sentence like the ‘door opened is

then:

N\ ,.

D - N*

past open @ the “door
. \

" Now, “there is some redundancy inherent in :this

'arrangement, since.the.!case' part ds being-generated -

"twice-‘once in-the: case node - 0 in- the example ;above =—-.

and once' inthe. Ky whlch has to agree:- w1th thegéase node
anyway. Anderson (1971 §2 5) fakes :this point, and also .- -
_p01nts out that 1t is misleading to Iook upon ‘K-and NP as*
constltuents of.opnslnce,1t.1s;ratheru0 mhich expresseskgpej
function of the NP. | '

Anderson (op c;t §2 6) Sees: the.solution to this '
problem in a possibillty mentioned by Fillmore (1968 87,

- 1971b: 55), namely dependency. The impllcatlons‘of
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dependency theory in terms of directed graphs are gone
into more thoroughly in Anderson & Jones (1972: §2) It is
also’ taken,up by Robinson (1969, 1970) -who attempts to

rewrite’ a-Fillmorean;grammar,uSing this formalism.

The advantages of a dependency_grammar are,discussed
by Robinson (1969, 1970). The main argument in its favour

is that it automatically marks the head of a construction

‘since the head governs all elements dependent on'it. There

geem to be cogent reasons for believing that the head %“a o

construction is a valuable concept, and linguistically
'real"in some sense, and Robinson (1970) points out. that

even linguists using models which do not mark the head (e. g.
Ross in his. dissertation) have nsed the noggtion of head.
Chomsky (1970,210ff) attempts to. introduce the 1dea of

head With his X notation, but such a notation merely draws
attention to the problem, and in-fact the question of - the‘
head of the construction has been 1mplicit in earlier names
‘given: to the constituents of his granmmals nqﬁp phrase, verb
phrase, adJect1Ve phrase, etc.. The head is. the obligatory
element Ain. a construction and, also a. characteristic element
fin that- type of syntagm. If we can mark this in a natural

way in a grammar it will 1ead'(ceteris paribus) to a more

restricted, more constrained grammar. Using a dependencyv -
system - also leads to some valuable side—effects. Robinson
(1970 281ff), for example, shows that using a: dependency

grammar. does away with the need for pruning of the Ross type.

-

[
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It also provides a description in which it is easier

to see what_ is _going on.in many ‘cases. And;. not least,
it gives a.strncture which is intuitively nleaeing.

Once we have. decided to .use a dependency_grammar, we
have the problem of what the initial symbol should be.
Anderson: (1971 §2 6) argues that it should be the vewb. _
Robinson (1970 265) takes T, which ' ; S

,"stands for sentence TYPE; it~ is the element E

which bears the tense feature and a feature

which determines whether the sentence .is

declarative or interrogative; its ultimate
speech correlates appear.inktheishape of the
- tense carrying morphemes, the word order and the

intonation contour " e e N

N

This element, then, includes much which Fillmore includes

L

under Modality. However, ‘since”the distinction between j
Modality and- Proposition is one of the basic p01nts made .
by Fillmore, we - wish to” keep this distinction~intadt, and

.the problem then: arises more-strongly than ever. We have »

chosen to keep the first divisions the 'same ‘as- Fillmore,

..

thus. S

-~

~“M -
<V CE S C2
“but these:must, in'a'dependenCyggrammar; heﬁinterpretedi“

~
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differently. The S. (we keep Fillmore's label for
COnvenience) may-be seen,-possibly, as the illocutionary
force‘-this is merely a suggestion and no. theoretical
points Will arise from it in our discuSSion. M may be
seen as being realiSed.as ‘tense (the obligatofgfelement),
with negation, aspect and mood dépendent on it. P may be‘
seen as being realised by the intonation contour. One

, ¢ . . , "
could equally Well,~and perhaps more consistently, changé ooz

the P into a V With the case nodes dependent on it, and

'merge Fillmore s S and M into Robinson s T. This would
make no difference to the-reasoning in what follows: the
.above'arrangement is kept merely to allow the Fillmorean

structure to be seen more clearly.

-

xI;2.3' >One of Fillmore's strongest claims for his

- grammar is-that only one occurrence of any given case’ node

| is peérmitted per proposition (see, for exéﬁple, 1968: 21)
‘Although this has in some instances" been queried (s€e
below) generally speaking workers in the’ field have
accepted this claim as being valid and usefulu: Boagey’ﬁ
.(1973 §2 2 1), for example, speCifically accepts the ‘claim.
on- dheumimr hand Anderson, while not disputing the validity-
of “the generalisation for most of the proposed cases, has

refuted its validity as far as.. the Objective (in Anderson s_
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terms,. the nominative) is concerned. Anderson (1971:83.1)
claims that the nominative is an obligatory case in any
.propos1tion, and has argued for allowing two. nominatives,
one,obligatory, one optional, in one proposition. He
argues, forjinStance,.that.the much discussed pair

‘Fred loaded the wagon with hay

Fred loaded nay onto the wagon
which have been'ekplained by different mechanisms by, for
example, Vestergaard (1973)‘and Boagey (1973) , .can be
Vexplained.nore naturally 1f two nominatives/Objectlves are

permitted (lectures, University of ARrhus, spring semester,

19741). Wejshall consider the point in some detail.

Anderson‘(1971:§5.9) originally introduces this idea

to acecount .for predicate noninals in sentences like
_,He,iS~president, “

so we shall consider.these,senﬁences first. Andexrson's
claim is that since the.occurrence of two Objectives is
independently motivated by.this.construction, we can make
use of it in accounting for the 'load with' construction.

" One way of preserving the stronger..claim of only onei»
oceurrence: of each case: per proposition might be to build

these equative sentences into: the grammar-in a; different way.

~This seems hdgeful in the 11ght of Fillmdre'S'(I9715'3T)"

L The matter contained in these lectures is to appear,.

slightly modified, in. the introduction to' the forthcoming o
number of Langages.. dealing with case; ‘grammar, Ihyal grammaire_, ‘
casuelle", and in Anderson 'S forthcoming book on quantification.
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statementlthat~

. "the propositioﬁal,core of a simple -

sentence c¢onsists of a ipredicator' (verb,

a&jeetive or noun) in construction with ...

'cases™."
This suggests that just as one derives

Paul is rich

ffom a structure like : J

pres rich Paul
one could derive
Paul is a butcher <

-from a structure ’

(&)
#

‘pres. butcher Paul.

' 'I‘h':‘i.-'s -'i'sééféié'all the more ‘1likely since, on the tho‘le‘, sthe’
-nature of. ‘the artlcle appearlng with the predlcate ﬁéﬁn ds
predlctable from discourse rules: In some cases like the
_gggg 1t is 1ex1cally marked, but it dis seldom semantically
s;gniflcant;unless emphasised._ Further,’Bach,(1968);a;gues

that nounSrare:predicates,.Which = 11d. also appear to fit
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with this derivation. : B

However, when we‘studywthie solution moreﬁcarefully,
we find‘tuat it is.ﬁot satisfactory. Consider the
sentenoe )

- -The man she wants to marry is the butcher who lives
on our street.

Part of this the model cauld generate with no difficulty,
thus:

-

\

pres butcher man pres want to she man
B marry

- s

) L P Q.

The problemsvarise when we want ‘to embed;whd‘liveS'on'Our

street onto butcher.. The model only allows an S to be em-
bedded under an ‘N, but. ‘there 1s no N governlng‘butcher. :
To allow S ‘to: be recursive under V would. add enormous (and

-unde51rable) pQWer to the ‘grammar - for very small reward. "

'Sincetthe grammarlis*probablymalready:tOO«powerfulMittis a-

very. undesirable modification to make.. The other alternat—

1ve, ‘to allow V to:govern N: dlrectly as long as “they co-~
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incide positionally is a very oddAkind.of'restricticn to
make,-andigives rise to.tneiancmaly of an N not governed )
by a case,noée. If a Case.ncde.is inserted, then at orce
we have.to specify_what case it is,‘and'we'areuleft with
the‘original~prob{em{ vItrsbouid be noted. that this problem
is not a feature of our transfer to a‘dependencyfgrammar,
but is just ‘as real if we use Fvillmore'sv"original pPs:,
grammar. Tbis'saiution is, in fact, totailysimpracticable.

O

Another way to preserVeethe stronger claim of there only
being Oone-occurrence of any- case node per proposition in
these equative sentences would be to find reasons for
attributing one. of the ncunsrto a different case. Although
the very title 'equative' suggests that the two”halées;of
these sentencesushculd be identical,'and.that any'such
- -proposal is-doomed to semantic failure, there is some |
efidence,’semanticfandggross-linguistic,,thatithe second. ‘
noun in such sentenées should be a locative.

R

‘Iftwe‘consider;again a.sentence like

This'man'is a‘butcher .
we - can see’ that a locative analysis for 'a butcher' can be
quite ea51ly mctlvated semantically in either of twoh;ays.
elther,'this man is IN A STATE of being a butcher or,.af.'
more: conVincing paraphrase, particularly in the 1ight of any

logical analysis of the sentenca,"this man is a member of

the class of butchers', or 'is IN;the class "butcher"' . In
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fact Anderson (1971 §11.62) suggests just this type of

derivation.

Syntactic support for this analysis canvbe found not
only in set ‘theory and predicate calculus,; but aiso, for,
example, in some of.the Slav and Celtic ianguages} In
Russian the in trumental case, which is frequently used
with a iocatioj:& sense, especiallv after prepositions
such as Qgg 'underneath' ! 36 'BEhind', Haq 'above', etc.,
can be used (in non-generic sentences) after the. past and
future tenses of the verb 'to be'-

nglacﬁu Loy UioOuL ¢

when"7'T yas boy—rnstr.

(Birkett,%1937:218), and-a similar usage is found in Polish
(van Wijk, 1956:37): . |

- Dwa lata by} “ Zoxnierzem

. -

“ two years he-was soldier-instr;'
thile in"CZech the instrumental is used after the present
tense of the verb 'to be' as well. Parallel™o this Slav
use of.the.instrumentel,‘IriShiuses the preposition';, ;in'
(D. Greene, 1966:44).

Uslng one’ locatlve and one- objective, then, mlght prove
a valid alternatlve to- two: objectives in‘ equatlve sentences.
However, Huddleston (1970 510) also querles whetheretwo
objectlves might not be negessary to account for sentences

like - S TR Doy
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Bill is similar to John

John,isfsinilar to Bill
which mnstrhe‘takenias:synonymous, since the result of
applylng Qulne s: (1960 65) b1cond1t10nal test (see also
Lyons, 1968 §10 2% 5) is an analytic statement:

Blll is similar to John if and only if John

is similar o Bill.

One also hasito,account,for.the furthertpossihle paraphrase

-

\ Y
John and Bill’are similar. :

with'a.conjoined NP:

. There is a solution to this problen which does not‘
require two identical caseﬂnodes. It is put. forward by
Anderson (1973d), and is -a localist solution. First
Anderson shows that the example ﬁith the conjoined"NP (and
"s;mllar structures)'ls 1ess basic than the examples where
‘the predicate is symmetrical. He then goes on “to argue that

is like |
He { is similar to'} his brother® . .
7 ‘resembles |
Vshould ‘be seen ‘as 'non—spatlal' instances of- 'topologlcal"
-jsentences 1ike : ‘
His house 1s near. the park. ! . ‘
.A'Different from' 'differs' would correspond to the spatlal

Edlnburgh is far from London.bf7‘ '

These, 1n turn, he argues, are: cognate w1th :

It 1s ‘a- short distance from ‘his house o the park

The distance from London to Edinburgh is considerable jf?t‘

.

7
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where preposrtional marking typical of the ablative and
allative (Anderson s loc) can be seen. In
He resemblesfhis brother
" he is thus abl,; his brothen loc, if the verb were 'differs

from' then the cases would be 1nverted.

Although Anderson does not mention this, his solution
might go some Wway .toward explaining a range of cross— N

linguistic data, such as.the French use of the directional

-

preposition. 8 after ressembler
Il ressemble a,son frére

the fact that German gleichen, dhneln, 'to resemble' take a

dative object
Er.gleicht seinem‘hruder
Er &hnelt seinem Bruder N
and that in Russian there is a verb for 'resemble containing
‘ ' ‘ -
an overt verb of motion, fogunm, to,go, to mowe',.the
“eonstruction being
o ,noxpgwmbﬂant-acc R IR L.
where HA + ace means 'onto' There is also the further fact
that Ain a nominalisation of a 'resemble' Sentence we find
the prePOSlthn 'between' which. ' isalso. used in- 'topblog_r
ical' sentences.w, P o
There -is a- resemblance between him and his brother

There is a. short distance between his,house and: the -

~
i

park. _
We: also find the allative marker 'to' occurring after the

-noun 'resemblance'-



30

He bears a strong resemblanceJto his brother.

Although -this solution is one which we feel to be very
satisfactory, it is very definitely a localist solution, and
as such does not really fit into a Fillmorean grammar.
Fillmore also provides a soiution which does,not require that
the same. case node should occur.twice. Looking at the
examples witﬁ‘resemble,‘Fillmore (1970:262/3) suggests that
they are really three part predicates with an Experiencer
missing: the first,argﬁment i; an Instrumental, since it
stimulates the exﬁerience, the second is in thelObjective
case. Fillmore also touches briefly -on this solution in a
iater paper (1971b:39). Th1s however does not, w1thout
some elaboration,texpleln the situatlon with the conjolned
NP subject.
ﬁoegey~(1973:§2~21g) provides eh“analysis ﬁhibh,m;ght -
‘solve. this problem. She;éonsiders sentences Iike

" Le . JJohn jsined A to. B (with C)! +1 g

2. .John joined B to A (with C)

t,3. Johhmjoined A'and B..(with C).
"'In (iltand;(Z), she says, we clearly have a Neutralt(herv
term for Ohjestiﬁe} and a Goal-' In.(B), she sﬁggests%that
A and B both have features of  both Neutral -and Goal . there
is a neutrallsation of the cases.# She suggests that such a

neutrallsation.is more easily. comprehen51ble 1f one 1magines.

the cases:not as. unanalysable wholes (see.Fillmore, 1970 264)
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but .as bundles of features. : One alternative analysis is to
seeu(3);astthe-result of conjoining (1) and (2), so that
(3) is a surface realisationeof
4: John joined A to B and B to A |
and since (3) is:then afde;ived;structure it is no longer
limited to only one'occurrence-of each case node. A .
further alternative is put forward in Anderson (1973d 9) and

is that (3) should be derived from o : i
-

5. John,301ned A and B tb each. other L

¢
Y

which may be seen as derivationally prior to (4) :

Merging Fillmore's suggestion with one of these_
'possibilitiesvwe can7proyide»a solution‘to the'resemble
problem which does not require two‘occurrences of the same
case node in one proposition; this is the, solution we
shall adopt in whatwfollows. If we also allow the
Objective = Locative" analy51s for equatlve sentences we
. have‘agmxkﬂ.ln,which it is not necessaxy.to,alloW:for two
occurrenceS'of.the~same'case'node‘in'Bnerééoposition,‘and"
We'haveﬁcOnserved'the‘strongilimitation’on'the grammar. We
leave it to Anderson to motivate his usage of two noms

[

(Objectives)

TS should, however, be p01nted uut that a change
in these theoretical preliminaries, while it would obviously
affect the details of the model we. discuss later, would ‘make

no major theoretical difference to the discuss1on in Part




' o 32
Two. We have merely prov1ded here a framework in which we

can carry out subsequent discussion.

l.2,4 ) We are still left with the problem of whlch cases
to use in our modified Flllmorean grammar. - This is not

such a 51mple question as it m;ght*appear, because it is the
point on which Fillmore hlmself‘has been most 1ncon31stent
and also: because it has .been one of the matters of greatest
dispute, partlcularly when it comes to motivating the.cases
(see, for;example, Huddleston, 1970:504 ; Dougherty, 1970:
529; Nilsen,11972:2.et passlm), and it has even been
argued. (Miller, lectures, University of Edinburgh) that
'Fillmore's cdases can easily be reduced to a small number of
locallst cases w1thout4any loss of explanatory power -
1ndeed rather the OPPQSLte. The motlvatlon for this i%s
~complex;. but rests, for example, on:the- drfflculty in
‘mdlstinguishing cons1stently betWeen Agentlve,slnstrumental
and Force, which have a- great deal in common, and the fact
that Fillmore allows =~.0r even encourages {1968.:25) a
proliferation of cases., The same argument can, of course,'

BT
be brought against Anderson S erg and abl (as 1n fact ds ‘done

Tin” Anderson, 1971 §§11 2, 11 3)., Boagey (1973 9) does not

take such an extreme v1ew but suggests that Flllmorean cases

Na

=
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might be 'nearer the surface' than Andersonian cases, and
claims.that.the:further~distinctions provided by the
Fillmorean cases proved necessary for her’ work on the

absolute use of ‘transitive verbs.

In "The Case for Case" /(1968:24) Fillmore identifies
six cases: Agentlve, Instrumental, Dative, Factltlve,-mm~w;—-s~"
Locatlve and Objective. 1In the article "Types of Lexical °
Information" (1971a:376) the nuiber of cases has risen to
eight. The earlier Factitive is now termed Result, the
earlier Dative is termed Experlencer, Locatlve ‘has been .
sub- d1v1ded into Source and Goal, and a new case, Counter-
Agent, 1ntroduced; By the tlme of the paper. "Some Problems

for Case Grammar" (1971b:42 and 50) there are nine cases.

Locatlon has been re-introduced and there is\a new case

Time. Path is introduced to account for the along phrase in
sentences like v’ :

6 -He :walked from the cemetery gate to the chapel along

the canal: ! . SR

He now claims that what he'originally termed a Dative is
now ‘spread |

) . "around, anong"thevother cases. - Where there o
yls an genuine psychologlcal eVent or mental state -

erb, we have the Experiencer, where there ‘is &
;non—psychological verb which" 1ndicates a change‘:
“of state, such as: . one of dylng or. growing, we A

. have the Oblect, where Eh@ﬁeis a transfer or-
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movement of something to a person, the
receiver.as,destination.is,taken.as the Goal."
The Result case is eliminated in this?version- |
"Since the Goal case'is" used to indicate the
1ater state or” end. result of some action or

‘change,-itlcan-absorb what I used to call

. 'Resultative' or 'Factitive' "

Boagey (1973:12) also eliminates Result, but says that it iss
a ssubcategoryy of Neutral (i e. Objéctive) There séems to be

little to choose between these two solutions.

It seems fairly clear that there'are‘certain cases
whlch are fundamental to Fillmore s concept of his grammar
and which we must keep-’the Agentive, Objective, Experlencer

and Instrumental. The problem is which of the others we

‘should.adopt. Follow1ng Fillmore (1971b 42) and ‘Boagey

(loc.¢it) we shall drgp Result. Also we shall drop Time,

'51nce lt ‘would seem £hat however non—localist one might be

the parallels betWeen time and ‘place are»too'strong'to,be
ignored. The problem of sentences in which both ‘are
present can be overcome by putting the temporal locative

in® a higher predication. Path. and Counter-Agent, whose
nature appears doubtful anyway, will not be relevant to‘the
work in hand, and we shall 1gnore them We shall also ‘ignore

minoxr; cases, mentioned only briefly by Fillmore, such as

. the Comitatlve (Fillmore, 1968 81) (which Bucklngham, 1973

argues can only occur as ‘a simultaneousucase), Benefactive
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(Fillmore,~1968.:31) . (which Boagey,: 1973:11 classes as a
sub-type of Goal)-or Patient. (Fillmore,  1970:265). (which
seems,indistinguishable‘from~0bjectiVemon most .occasions)..’

ThisuleaGeswus»withuthe.following’list'ofvcases:

A Agentive»

‘E Experiencer

l ‘ Instrumental

o Objective

S Source » - e

G Goal i
L Locative

which Fillmore (1971b 42) tells us occur in that order in -
the hierarchy., Definitions, if not intuitively eVident,

are as in the works of Fillmore.

v
v
z

1;2-%. . To summarise our position, then, we hare modit—
'ied the baSic Fillmorean grammar by making it agdependency
,grammar and by allow1ng for the possibility of neutralised'
easeﬁnodesrmwe_have{accepted_seven cases: A, E, I,_Q, S, G
an& L. 7 -
As a caveat it“may'be noted that in discussing the
igrammars and the way in which compounding fits into them, we
- are using the fac1lities offered by the particular models
and. the argumentation provided by the supporters of a ?(
particular model, since our aim is to see how compounding

can act as an evaluation criterion for these grammars. Our

“uée of a particular solution to a problem within a given
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framework should not necessarily be read as approval of

that solution. An example might be Fillmore 's analysis

the analy51s seems weak, particularly when compared with

the far more closely argued localistic alternative, but

it is the solution which is offered by Fillmore, “and is
a viable,solutionvwithin his framework. Indeed, not only
is it a viablegsolutiOn,,but_it:is probably the best .
.solution,currently“availablc witﬁin a»Fillﬁoreapjframework,
which is a necessary faetor in making any evaluation of -

the system ag_;ealistic.asapossible,

A



CHAPTER II

REVIEW
2.1  INTRODUCTION.
2.1.1 . When Rristensen (1930: 71) wrote |

,FI_danske.grammatlkker findes der~som regel et
‘ kapitel,omuOrddannelse,ved,sammensatning,-men
dette kapitel en.sa'godt som altid kun behand-
let ud fra rent formelle synspunkter, medens
hinanden og til hele ordet bliver uber¢rt," : T
&j what he. actually sald was possibly correct -- indeed we
shall see that by and 1arge 1t still is -= but the- 1mp11c—'
ations of hls statement are somewhat misleading: for
Krlstensen implles here that Danish grammarians at least
spend some time considerlng the problem. ' In fact, most of
7 themaspend only a bare mlnlmum of time on_the subject, and
give only the most. superflcial generalisations (see, for
_example, Spore, 1965 §l4l, Diderichsen, 1964: 63/4). Indeed,
’one of the most surprising thlngs about descrlp%ions of the
Danlsh compounds and compounding processes is: how few ‘of them
there*are. Although the Norweglans and, particularly, the
Swedes (for example, Noreen, 1906- Soderbergh, 1968,‘»;3597
Teleman, 1970) have been more prollflc and much of what they
say can be transferred wholesale or mutatis mutandis to ‘ P

Danlsh, there As-a: remarkable poverty of descrlption of

compoundlng in the Scandlnavian languages, especially when i

A



one considers how important,a method of word—fgrmation

it is invthese languages. -Severél authors claim that

. compounding -is the most-prodﬁctive souréé of new words in
the modern languages. (e.g..Collinder, 1971:47; Sdderbergh,
1968:29; cp. also Héhéenl; 1938:116). It is almost as if
familiaritx has bred,if not contempt, at least disinterest

with respect to this part of the grammar.

rTheﬁgxception-which'proves thi; rule is a very
interesting: yessay by Hjelmslev (1916). This essay was -
written by -Hjelmslev, on a subject he himself had chosen,
* when be was still a sikteen_year_old schoolboy. Obviously
then, one should not attembt tae.judge this work by the same
standards, as one WOu;d apply to Hjelmslev's mére mature
work. Yet in this essay -- Hjelmslev's first linguistic
work - we can see somethipg of the great linguist
Hjé%msle& turned out fo be. The paper does nbt contain a1
lot of new idéas.(thopgh there are.some); that was not its
purpose. But it does=§rovideAbne of the"él;éieséégnhmaries
of: the field of cgmpounding in Danish that can;beﬂfound_
anyﬁhere‘in‘tﬁe“litefature.;'Iﬁ is sglf-evident-that such é

. work must;bé{limiﬁed_very largely by the work that has)gpngw
4

v

1 ‘Hansen, tout court, refers throughout to-Aage Hansen.

- +
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before, but.the clarity and conciseness of this essay must

be stressed as being of great merit.

The area of word-formation in general and compounding
in partdoular is.far“more fully described in other languages.
For French we can mention Darmesteter's (1875) deta{iedAﬂmwh_——
discussion of compounds or Rohrer's (1967)htransformation-

' ally biased-account. For English we have the major works ,
of Koziol (1937}, Marchand (196Q!“1969),'Lees'(1960);and
Brekle k1970), written against different theoretical
backgrounds,‘but providing, in their comerage, an excellent
description of the material. We should also mention
briefly'Henzen's‘(l947)'important book on German word-
formation, although German will not concern us directly in
what follows. |

[EPR
-

Quite apart from these major works in the fleld, we T
also find for these other 1anguages a far more comprehens—
ive account in” the grammars ‘of the phenomena xnyolved in
' compoundlng = in partlcular we can mention Jespersen (MEG),,
Flelscher (1969) and Nyrop (1936) for Engllsh, German and

LN L

French respectlvely.

It is perhaps worthy of note,’ and 1t IS certalnly an
ironlc poznt, that there appears o be more dlscus51on of

compoundinglln French,,a Lmnnege in which 1t has been argued
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that there are no compounds at all, thaﬁlin Danish, a
language which‘relies'on compounding for a large proportion

.of its new words.

2.1.2 JAlthough most of,the works referred to deel with
- compounds which already exist in the languages (see; for
example, Darmesteter, 1875; Iversenr-1924 Henzen, 1947,

-

Lees, 1960; Brekle, 1970) there seems to be no dlsagreement
about the productivity of compounding. Darmesteter (1875:-
.120) discussing Frenchvsays

. ,"La terminologie des arts et métiers, celle
des sc1ences naturelles, la langue du commerce,
de 1'industrie!_dexle presse, fourmillent qs
-composés ... créés spontanément suivant les*

L néceseites:du moﬁent‘et disparaissent E(orq;naire %
aVec‘la‘méme fecilité qu£ les a fait’naitre; n
preuve,indénieple:qne_cette compositiongegtgy_

e;raihent vivante et_tout a fait_dans_le génie

; de 1a langue.?

Rohrer (1967 §0 4) begins by explalnlng that he is looking

-{;for productive patterns in compounding and later (op. 01t°'ﬁ*

:§1.5.1) streeeesQageinﬁtnetxcompoundlngAreﬁproductlve.

Henzen (1947:63) tells us that ~ -

"die MBglichkeiten gur Bildung von

Determinativkompositen ais zwei
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‘Substantiven sind sozusagen unbegrenzt.. "

vy

Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.4) on English éays that although
“the illustrations given in the following
pages will be mostly of compounds that have
become established in'the vocabulary of the
English language ... wherever possible
attention will be called to the types of
compounds which are still productive."
iepié (1970:9-11), working on Germgﬁi extracts his exémples
from dictionaries, but nevertheless speaks (loc.cit),bf the
"unbegrenzte Anzahl ven Zusammensetzungen" and thus implies
-.'that compounding is prdductive, even if he doesn't say so ‘
in as many words. Teleman (1970:1&), on the other hand,
does say so in as many words:

"Det &r ... sant att inget lexikon £Ormar rymma -

alla ténkbara ordstammar i ett sprék som vart.

- Detée ar omajligé bara av det skilet att-ﬁrd-,
stammar a§ en vis typ kan bli hur lénga som hélst.
Det.finns'sélupda‘ipgén_év spréket sét%?éraﬁg"fEr

7 hur langa sammansattninéar av substantiv eller

"iakneord kan bli:

- basfiolfo&rélsmakaregesalls-
farfarsfarfarsfarfarsfarfarsfarfars-
...-attatusentrehundraatt1on10komma—;..'

' Det ar onodigt att ta upp\sadana ord i lexikon,

~  eftersom de &ar blldade med generella regler
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precis .saom yeningar -~ vilka ju inte heller
fortacknas i lexikon."
Pennanen. (1972:292ff) afgues that competence (in the
Chomskyan sénse) has to cover<%ord-formation as.wél; as .
sentences, and that wbrd-formaﬁion‘is part of the grammar
rather than part of the lexis. Landmark (1969) deals
entirely with new compound adjectives and Hansen (1967:
308 e,g.)'gives lists off"ﬁilfeldige dannelser," while
elsewhere (1938:113) he states that -
. "Mulighederne er uudtgmmelige, og ogsa m.h.t.
lengden er der meget frit.spil (man har set
aviser starte konkurrencer, hvor det gjaldt om
at skabe det langste>ordgi;"‘v
Or again, Rask (1830:§55) tells us that
- "the composition of words is very free, N
and the chief source of the‘copiousness

-

- L4
of modern Danish."

£
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2.2 DISTINCTIVE CRITERIA.

2,2.0 So far we have taken it for granted that there
is, in any of the languages-under consideration, an
1dent1f1able unit which can be termed a compound Intult-
ively thlS is correct one only has to say to the unlnltl-
ated that a compound noun is. "something like" armchair,

windowsill, skolegard, boghylde, poisson-lune, wagon- -

citerne, and immediately a fund of further examples 1s
forthcoming. Evidently there is-some way in which

compounds. "feel" alike. ' -

. For the moment we shall continue to use the term
compound' in this purely. prentheoretlcal sense, and we
shall look at some of the criteria Whlch*might_be"used
to dlstlngulsh a compound from anythlng else. “Then we

A

shall return to the deflnltlons of the compound that have

been suggested, and see how “they fit the facts.
. ) -A . . . ) ES '.‘f.: Qc/
These crlterla fall roughly into three groups: the
phonologlcal, the morpholog1ca1 and the semantic. We

shall deal with-them in that order.

~
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2.2.11 There ‘are two major phonological criteria
ﬁhich distinguish a compound from a syntactic phrase‘in
Danish.
."A£ f¢réte Led ikke 1angere fgles som selv-
‘standlgt ord, v1ser sig gerne i Udtalen, forst
og fremmest ved Sammensetnlngs—Trykket oo
Desuden viser fgrste Led almindeligt Lydfor-
kortelse (og Stgdtab) ..."
(Anderqen & Rehling, 1936:§80)
The compound stress, in Danish as in English (or
. German) is a heavy stress on the first element. Note,
) however, that when we have a compound of the form A/BC,
although B would carry stréss in a compound BC, it loses
it, and it is C £hat‘carries the secondary stress (Juul-
Jeneen, 1934:10{11),_ L ) .
Jpet'ef et almindeligt fznomen, der skyldes
rytmiske (prosodiske) hensyn 0g g¢r sig
_geldende ogsa<Ved'he1e o;dforbinde%ee;.fraﬁte

af ord)."
(ibid.)

chever, wide as thisvcriterion may be in its -
appllcatlon,"we soon flnd counter examples.

OverLUND (place name) . BjerrlngBRO (place name)

nordvesr,, lMELlem
nnderTIDen <o rigsDALer.

Stress ev1dently does not prov1de a totally rellablek
criterion in Danish. Hansen (1843 72) further points out e

%



45
///\ )
) -
that the Skénske and Fynske dialects have large numbers
of compounds stressed on the second element.

The sedond possibility is the glottal stop (in
Danish: stgd). Generally a monosyllabic formative with
a glottal stop which becomes the first element of a
compound loses its glottal stop; if it becomes the second
element it retains it. Thus, though_

mox /mod/ . mothef

mord Jmod'/ 7 murder

provide a minimal pair, morhistorie and mordhistorie
(constructed examples) are homophones, while dobbeltmord

has a stgd on the second element. . In compounds'of the

thus underlining the fact that the first part (radhus),
P
though a compound in. 1ts ‘own right, is the first part of

3
a,pompound. ‘ : ,

£

"Howéver, once*aga'in"we £ind the si‘ttiaEi'bn ‘b%’ihg

mandsgerson have a st¢ﬂ on ‘the flrst element. “This ls_not,'
in itself, a reliable criterlon elther.’ Hansen.(1943) goes
into the problem of the occurrence of the st¢d in compounds
in some detall, and shows that the whole matter 1s much more>
complex than thlS generallsation mlght suggest. He points

out, for example, (op.cit: 78) that very short words llke [}

e
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and & keep thelr'st¢d when they are the first element in

o

compounds, in:order to retain their identity; that very
often new formations w111 keep the glottal stop on the
flrst element whlle establlshed compounds lose it (op.cit:
74/5), and that many 1oan words retain a glottal stop in
the flrst»element of a compound (loc.cit). He concludes
that (op.cit:76)

"De andringer vi har iagttaget ved

enstavelsesordenes overgang - -ttl fgrste led ‘.

af sammensatninger, kan derfor kun betragtes

som et middel til yder1igere at tydeligggre

enhedensvsammensetning“
and not as .a defininé oharacteristic at all. For Hansen,

stress and a glide between the elements are the criteria

which show a compound .

-
<

on" the subject of the glottal ston, Juul-Jensen ?
also points out (op;cit:llff) that some compound nerbs have
a st¢d on the second element where that elementsyn isolat-
ion would not have one, espec1a11y where the flrst element"
is anwadverb or a prepos;tlon, and the same phenomenon can
be observed in nomlnal compounds endlng in -er, —(n)lng,
etc..r ‘ o ‘ ' o ' o
-;"Tendensen tll st¢d er atter her st&rkest ved
gamle ssg og navnllg vedasaadanne*hwer de

enkelte 1eds betydnlng et udv1sket.
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at 1east) are two completely different patterns, if one ’

a7

s

-

There are also dialectal peculiarlties in the

phonological behaViour of compounds, as reported, for

. example, by Ejskjar (1969) ‘who finds ‘that in some island

dialects the Second: element of a compound always takes a

'st¢d if it is polysyllabic, or Haugen & Markey. (19723 :30)

who report that compounds in Jysk receive two stress

units.

L

2.2.12 There 1s @ compound stress pattern in English
as well, with a heavy stress on the first element, and
this is the primary deflnlng feature of a compound taken
by Lees (1960:120) and‘Marchand (1969:8§2.1.15: though

not consistently) while on the other hand Hatcher (1952

‘ 1960) pays no attention to this criterion.- - o

[ 5

Whether one accepts the compound stress (%ilunity

stress) pattern as a defining feature of a compound in

English 1s 901ng to have w1de repercu551ons., If one does,

then apple'pie and apple cake (1n most dialects of English

L e

fWishes to consider these two as being part of the same'
igrammatical phenomenon then one has to reject stress as’a

;defining feature 1n noun =K noun compounds in English. We"?.

shall return later (§3 6 4) to consider the ramificationst"“‘
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of thls and the arguments on both sides; for the moment

o

' we shall Just note that there is p0531bly a criterion

available here, but that its acceptance is problematic.

2.2.13 French, being a syllable~timed language, has no
parallel concomitant of eompounding; maftre and coiffeur

are pronounced in the same way in
maitre ' : -
J'ai vu le hier
coiffeur
as they are in

J'ai vu le maitre—coiffeur hier.

-

2.2.21 We now come to the morphological criteria

which are rather more involved than the phonological.
. . Ca o

. : Qe

If we look first at Danish and consider the. case of

: adjective =+ noun compounds, we flnd that- the adjectlve 1s

not decllnable and usually takes the form of the stem.xi;g&

. the common gender form)

en stor.by : en storby
den.store-by A ~a‘sto:‘r:_byen,
' to store byer: - . " to’storbyer

- et halvt &r 7 ’ et halvar.
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There are a few exceptions to the latter part of this,

o

-

for example
. hvi&t¢1 ' nytar o 1ntetk¢n .

have neuter form adjectlves in the first element,

smébgrn smatlng ' smékage
have plural form adjectivesvin the first element, and
storeta gulerod dUmmeEeter
have adjectlves in -e in the first element, whether this
is orlglnally from a definite form (storeta) or plurai
(gulerod). (see Hansen, -1967:310). In all these cases,
however, it remains true that the first element is
indeclinable. Thus

"en lillebil , : te lillebiler

- en smikage ; to.smékager.
It is this. lack of declination which allows us to say that
we are’ deallng with compounds in-these cases, and in every
~case we find that we have  the” phonological correlate of
. coméouhd stress.
Q.

In noun ; noun compounds the same general rule applies,
but not completely w1thout exceptlon. Hansen'-(1967:296).
clalms that: e o e =

1"f¢rste"led er»normalt;uti;qepgelig for
; b¢5ningsmorfemer“ | '
but this is,- perhaps, to prejudge the:: issue*of”the llnklng

_elements in noun. + noun compounds which we shall deal with .

-
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separately (§3.7). But there is no. variation here linked

-

with definiteneSS'o; plurality. . As far as declination
for the plural:iSjconcerned, there are only very few
exceptions to the rule of indeclinability, and they are
words like “ 4
bérnebarn: bgrnebgrn
bondegard: bgndergirde.
(Hansen, op.cit:ldl, claims that this type is now d¥ing out ’
in any case. Bondegard is‘someﬁi;es heaid wiﬁh the blural
Even when the first element is semahtically plural it is
Very often singular mofpholggiqally and remains unchangeable.
Thus Bergman (1955:65): . S '
ong &ﬁmgﬁ§§ajﬁﬁ§ﬁ? av substantiv + substantiv
eller substantiv + adjektiv kan fBrleden.Eill
“betydelsen vara~singular eller plural ... >Det
. normala &r at farledeh; dven om den i fri
zstallnlng skulle sta 1 plural, antar 51ngular
- form i sammanSattnlng v o e A
.'Examples of . thlS type of relationship are clgarmager (he
| makes several clgars), ‘g'ande ~(has more than one book
. dn 1t) and so on.: An. except10na1 case w1th a morphologlcally
-plural first elemant 1s b¢rnehave._.
}

Although this - s1tuation is regular in: Danish, Nbrweglan

and SWedlSh ‘as Well as."(as we shall see’ below, §2. 2 23) in
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English, it is not a universal of compounding. In

s

Icelandic the first element frequently declines for
number : hﬁsbﬁnaéur“hutthﬁSasmiéur, and his ak can have as

its plural ﬁsgk but is more usually husbok. Mannsnafn

-
always has the plural mannanofn. A barnask6li has a lot

'barnsskér are the shoes of one child.- Although these

, - A
examples are fairly typical, this is not a rule in Icelandic

=

-- as indeed the existence ofkhﬁsbok shows.

2.2,22 - "Det er sidste ‘led der modtager de morfemer
der kraves, og sidste leds forhold er overalt hvor
ordet har bevaret sin identitet de- salme som det

- s1mp1e ords,

~ ’

says Hansen.(1967-296) “In other words it is the second
uelement which 15rdec11ned for number, deflniteness and

(where appllcable) case, and the’ word as a ;%ole takes.

the gender of the secondﬁelementr__Thls-may be—seen~as~af~—4~—r——
'syntactlc consequence of the second element's belng the LT
Khead of the constructlon, and the same phenomenon can,he |

noted for French (see Togeby, 1965: §24) and German.

However, Juul-Jensen (1934 15ff) notes several excep- -

tlons to thlS. Exocentrlc compounds prov1de —= as might
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be expected -- a major class of exceptions to this rule,
often'taking,theirhgender'from the unexpressed semantic
head of the construction. = Once again Togeby (loc.cit) .
points to-the same phenomenon in French. -Some Danish
examples cited by Juul-Jensén are =

' graaben  langgre - hgnsebar 'e‘t'o'rke'n'eb.

A mixed group whlch dev1ate in.gender from the second

element includes words like

" maaltid - vidnesbyrd - bogstav . .
* gllebrgd sammenhang rgrag. )

There are al%o some words“which have a different plural

from that of the second element as an isolated»wordzz

husbonder dupskoer haandvark
" paa- og‘tilstande ko¢3er etc.

(see also Diderichsen, 1946:248).

. e
2.2.233-k,'In,English we do. not have the' ¢lean morphological

criteria which are available £to us in Danish, Black board S

T W

|

T R

and blackboard are 1nf1ectlonally the -same, although the

stress crlterion appears always. to be present in, adjective -

i
+ noun compounds.-

There is- 1n .Some speakers a- tendency to regularise some

of these plurals, partlcularly husb¢nder and dupsko. e
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We do find, thoubh; " that the first element of a
compoundutendS‘to be singular even when referring to'some-
thingmpiural,'or,.very'Often; even when the first element
is obligatorily marked with a morphological plural form

when the word oeccurs in isolation.' Thus“rouserhpress

but 'trouser,'SCissor-sharpener but - scissor;'pyjama—cord

but EZJ . This general rule is, however, by no means
invariable.‘ Mutt,(19671403) remarks ‘that plural,first

elements are becoming more freqﬁent, and quotes‘eiamples

like Monopolies Commission and moors murder. In any case,

the plural morph on the first element remains

a) when to remove it would cause confusion

_goods train ' %_F"good train
. games mistress game mistress
schools" cup # "school cup \

serviceés tran3port # service transport;
b) when the first element is or ends- in man or woman
and the second element is in apposition to the first:

“"Wbmen'dDCtors but WOman haters; B g

c)’ occasronally'when there is an: invariable plural ,;

‘‘asi*the first element. Trousers‘poeket and‘trouser

‘LEocke are both found (though ‘not. necessarily in all

speakers), though there may be" felt to” be a difference

in- emphasis betWeen the two. Similarly with scissor-'.

‘Neither belloWs-mender nor has an alternat-

ive form (1bid), o {UVQS ;

«sfwr"

~
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d). 1n some cases where the first element of the
compound is 1tself a compound and is semantically

plural. compare the variant bracket 1ng of ((British

This 1s rather interesting when one compares 1t ‘with

the linking -s in German andyDanish (see §3.7).

Plurality is also the best morphological guide we have %
in English to show that the second element is the head of
the compound, and even that is not totally reliable. As in
Danish it’ is the second element of an English compound
which determines the number and gender of the compound
Since gender plays such’ a minor morphological role in
Engllsh, we shall concentrate on plurality. 1In most cases
the plural marker is”added only to the second‘element in an

English compound.

\one pyjama—top . two pyjama-tops _ o o

‘one serv1ces club | two serVices clubs

»one footman L O two footmen f! et | “;
one school dinner | Jv two school dlnners.v

Theretare;~howeVer, 1nnumerable exceptions, notably-.in- the S

case of’ apposztion with a first element in =man:’

B B2 i

b
kone gentleman-farmer _ two gentlemen-farmers
one manservant ‘dv .: ‘ two menservants |
One woman doctor i:ﬁiithtwo women doctors
* but notek o |

one lady doctor two'ladj_doctors;f ;
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since it is the head noun which takes the plurail morph,
the construction'being 1nverted because of its French
provenance. It 1s interesting to note that the const-
ruction is eVidently felt to be foreign, and a new plural

is formed in the spoken language (if it hasn't already

‘iermeated through to the wrltten language)-‘court martials.

-

2.2.24 Let us now turn to consider French compounds.

As we noted above (8§2.2.22)% Togeby(1965 §24) has pointed

out that, in general, the French compound takes its number
and gender from the head of the construction, which in most

caSes in>French noun + noun compounds, though not 1nvar1ably,

1s the first element of tlie compound, a contrast with Danish

and English, because of the normal French order of noun and

: Qi
modifier. In bateau;mouche the first element is the head,‘_

'merehpatrie it is the second element which lS the headi

Darmesteter (1875 250) sums up llke this.
- "La.questiOn du genre est tres-Simple_....;'"~v' " e
Pour les juxtaposés, le genre est celul du

_determiné, excepté‘rOuge-gorge,'rougehaile,
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(timbre-poste) , le genre est aﬁssi celui

du déterming.

Les composés avec préposition‘(ébcomgte

et avec impératif (Egrte-plume)_soﬁt

essentiellement neutres."
exceptions at all, since the real semantic head of the
- construction is unexpressed, and compounds of this type y
can take their gender either from the expressed head or from
the unexpressed one, as is poiﬂted out by Togeby (loc.cit);
nSammensgtningér har k¢ﬁ efter deres over- -

ordnede led ~-- le bas bleu, 1la chauve souris.

Undertiden grAdetﬁe overordnede led underfor-
stdet, siledes oiseau i fuéienaVne:‘le rouge-
_gorge." .
Verb + noun compounds, he says, are always mgscgline,

even perce-neige which was once feminine because it is.

une. fleur (by analogy with rouge~gUrgé;,etcL)- One
egception‘standé out: la garde-robe. "Gréxi53§gg1936:§270)

‘alsg:1i§tsjunetcrbquehabeille,'unE'percehfeuille,;uné perce--

pierre. Wegéaﬁ addrté’tpis list une garde-malade.

o 16 4 s 0 cneiaer she plura sormavion 15
th§5g quédunds, _Iﬁithejciée:Of.§:CPﬁPC#ﬁdednmé§,0f a noun
éﬁdién édjééti§§, whe£he;7th¢ adjectivé §£é¢§aes the noun or |
comes.?fter_iﬁ and;whéﬁhgr_;hégéiéﬁeéféigré'??itteé}ésfcne

word or,twﬁ,,the_adjegtive agregs*withfthé hoﬁﬁ,fdr hﬁmber
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and gender in the wrltten language in most cases, just as
it would if they did not form a compound. The limitation
."1n the written language" is _necessary because the plural
morph on the noun is usually not pronounced in the spoken

language. Thus we have

un bonhomme ‘ des bonshommes  [b3zom]

une basse cour des basses cours

un petit pain des petits pains y ’
un coffre-fort » des ‘coffres-forts. - |

ual case why they should take these forms. In cases where o
other parts of speech are conjoined and the twq elements are
wrltten as one word, only the second element 1s ‘marked for

- ’

the plural.

Ina neun'+ houn'compoﬁnd, both'eleméhte take'plﬁral
morphs if they are in app051t10n, only the head takes a
plural morph 1f the other noun is a determiner.u

~',uh chou-fleur des choux-fleurs e
: T A ) e

. un tlmbre-poste ' des timbres—poste.‘

Wartburg & Zumthor (1947 §721) summarlse the p051t10n thus:

- "La regle générale est que chaque élément T f:
est soumis aux mémes régles d'accord que '

s'il &tait séparé S SRR “‘f4 e SR <}i}
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" The difficulty with this.statement is, of course, that

Eoste would not be able to be in that pos%tlon if 1t was

separate.

for the plural.

In verb + noun compounds the Verb is never marked

de51gnates a person, thus

but

uneygarde—malades - des gardes-malades ’

-

The exceptlon to thls 1s’gar‘ when it

un garde-~feu des garde—feu.

"Quant au substanéif, son accord aest

exclusivement déterming par le sens: il

demeure invariable, 501t ‘dans la forme

Xy

du 51ngu11er, s01t dans celle du plurlel "

(Wartburg & Zumthor, 1947:§725)

Grev1sse (1936 §293) lists a lot of exceptlons to this

_generalisatlon, however, and whllst un couvreilit, des-

S

Wartburg & Zumthor s "rule"

for:

‘un‘ti:eeoouchouﬁ : des t
uncure-dgent  des'
Cun couwvrefen des
.unjpe?oeeoreille s idee
.unepese-iettre‘ L -des

We can summarise these facts

tlre-bouchons
'cure—dents,,
fcouvreferX

‘pEse-lettres.

Tin tabuiareformfaS:folIows:

the same can hardiy be clalmed . i

perce-oreilles
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GENDER | - PLURAT, MARKED

modifier | head

1.| AN (endocentric) | of head (adj | x Cx
............... : P .k. ».ma,r.ke,d.). e v e e ;
2.| - A+N (exocentric) | ‘of unexpressed X X

N "Z‘he‘a‘d'('u’s‘u‘ )

30| N '(‘a’pp‘o's‘i‘ti‘o‘n’)' | of head | ox X

4. W (mod:l.fy.lng) | 'of heaq B AR X

5 | Prep+N o | ‘of heag = - ....... -
:‘»'-‘Adv+N,"""" | mase . x|

'7."‘V+N‘ o ....'m.a.s.c.._,., ..... '

Nyrop (1936:8§554) classes our. groyps 1,3 and 6 together

as those with "un rapport de co-ordination" and 4, 5 and 7
as those with "un rapport de subordlnatlon" (as also does
Grevzsse, 1936 §§141/2) clalming, 1f we may anachronistic-
ally use the term in the sense defined by Botha: (1968),
that the semantlc dlstlnclton is 'non—arbltrary' because
"les deux groupes se comportent au551 différemment pour le
pluriel et pour 1e genre " We can now see from our table .

that thlS dlstlnction does not really hold true, however.(

FREC TR S S Sy s B SR v

" 2.2, 5 Opinlons dlffer as to semantic criteria whlch

o PR

dlstlngulsh a compound from a syntactic group._ Carr,(for
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-example, (1939:xxiii) claims that
- "the meaning of a compound is not obtained by the

addition of its parts:-fdr'instance; the meaning

. gross + Vater. Some ‘other element enters into
the meaning of the compound which is not con~
tained in the parts which cempose'it," »
and Nyrop (1936:§555) criticises Darmesteter (1875:11) .
for saying that in the case of juxtaposition ‘ ‘.
"le nom composé n'offre pas élus d'idées
4 l'analyse que cnacun des termes qui le

composent."”

Nyrop. contends that vinaigre is in some sense more than
vin + aigre. We.may also quote Jeepersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.3)
who gives as part of his definition of a compound that
v"the meaning of the whole cannot be ‘
loglcally deduced from the meanlng of ’
the elements separately." ‘
Landmark.(1969&159/50)'take9‘a similar point.6f wiew, but a
restricted one.’ . Accordlng to him; it is the" relatlon betweenj
the two elements which is not expressed:
“"Dlsse.spraktegnene (komposita). er si knappe.i ... ._._.
f'uttrykket at relasgonene mellom de’ to ledd ma - V
‘underforstas av leseren selv. En sammensatt ord
'betyr altsa noe mer enn summen av betydningene

' for hvert enkelt ledd."

’ Lees.(1960); byfgiving‘apsyntactic'deep»strnctureIWhicn*
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he later deletes, might be said to adhére to this
principle, and Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.4) equally states that
. "Compounds express a;:elation between two
objects or notions, but say nothing of the

way in which the relation is to be understood."

Another facet of the same point can be seen in Bally's
(1932:94) claim that one of the tests for a compound is that 1
it describes an’ "id&e unique". Henzen (1947:40/1) also points
to this: ‘ ’ ‘

"Ein Hauptmerkmal der Zusammensetzung ist

und bleibt,oie Isolierung des Bedeutungs-

inhaltes ... Grossvater (ist) nicht gleich

_gross -+ Vater, usw." K ‘ -

Andersen & Rehling (1936:§82) seem also to paraphrase Bally
~when they say ‘
'”ofte stearlOrdet i hgjere Grad for Tanken ¢

som. et Hele“\

S - N [

but with this kind of statement one lmmediately runs into

difficulties with knowing what the/ Athought as a whole" is,
and the problem of whether a syntactlc phrase llke “the

brown clock with one hand m1531ng that stands- on. the mantle-

plece in our front room“ isn't as much a unlty in thought -

as any smpgle,lex1cal 1tem. Marty (1925"41) makes this same

point, though. for a difi rent reason.u Henzen (loc cit) also
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J .
unds. . The criterion is obviously not hard and fast.

Berndt :(1963:306) points out that Marchand. (1960)

contr

adicts-himself on this point:

. "Das sich der‘Verfasserrselbst'hier'und da

and t

betwe

in Widerspriiche verstickt (vgl. p. 18: ' a syn-
tactic group is'alwazs analysable as the add-

itive sum of‘its>eiements’; p.e805 'any:

syntactic group may have a medning that is pot -

the mere addltlve result of its constltuents ) .
sel nur am Rande vermerkt" (stress\by Berndt)

hus partlally Suggests that the semantic distinction

en a compound and a syntactlc phrase’ is actually only

‘a figment of the- 11ngulst's imagination. In any case,

S6derbergh (1968: 6) takes rather the opposite point of v1ew

when

."I det O6gonblick en sammans&dttning uppkommer,

she saxst?

uppfattas dess delar av talaren (skrlbenten) och

ahoraren (lasaren) naturllgtvls som s:alvséhhdlga

--enhetexr. 1nom sammansattnlngens helhet.'allrum N

» ‘uppfattas som en komblnation ‘av-all och rum "

2.2.4

I8

Mlkkelsen (1897 §37) glves a neat, 1f somewhat

. vague summary of all these dlfferences as far as Danlsh is

concerned’
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. "Forskellen mellem en Forbindelse af flere Oxd, der
udtales og skrives hver for sig, og en Sammensat-

ning, der udtales og skrives i eet, kan ses ved en

Sammenligning af Ordfotbindelsen’en‘stor Mand. og
det sammensatte - Ord en Stormand. Disse to ddtryk
skiller sig fra hiranden 1) i BETYDNING, idet det

enkelte Ord i en_stor Mand have bevaret deres sarlige

Betydning: a) en Mand, b) der er stor (i ligefrem eller

overfgrt Betydning), medens eh Stormand betegner et

enkelt, nyt Begreb; 2) i FORMEL HENSEENDE, idet i

T
en stor Mand, Ordet stor Bgjes: den store Mand, store

‘manden, Stormand; 3) i UDTALEN, idet i en stor Mand

begge Ord ere starke, i en Stormand derimod Stavelsen
Stor er stark, Stavelsen mand kun halvstark."

With fhe exception of the stress criterion for Frenth,
these can be applied mutatis mutandis to the other languages
under consideratidn. - However, we have to héte that as soon
as we try to use them to define a compound instead of
1;s@%gg_th§m”assfeatures,of‘compounds, we discoyer tha£
nofsiﬁqle{crite:1051can provide a definition, and that'thé

thnee,ciiteﬁigﬁtenduto define,difféfent_groups,’not one

homogeneous group.
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2.3 DEFINITIONS.
2.3.0 Before ‘we begin to discuss the various definit-
ions of the term 'compound"in.the,literature} there are

two points which should be noted about compounds in French.

Firstly, the people who have spent most time discussing
'compounds' in French (by which they frequently mean com-
pound phrases: see below)_generally come,froerermanic
language backgroundsvand Seem to'see compounds either'bec—
ause this is the way their native languages constrain them
to consider the data or because of a translation type
approach to the subject. In dealing with French, and in
particular in dealing with French .in coméarison with a
Germanic- language-like Danish, one must be careful.to

consider the material only from a French point of view

- before allowing oneself to make any cross—lingulstic

. generalisations. ~ -

-

.Also,‘we should,note that there are:atjieaég“three
separate phenomena which have been termed compoundlng by
Varlous scholars of French. The first of these we shall
ignore completely, the second we shall have comparatLVely

little to do w1th, and the thlrd w111 form the core. of the

portion, of this study that is dedlcated to French

~‘The first meaning of the term is the one used, for-

example, by Marouzeau (1957), Spence (1969) or hy BenVeniste
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(1966) in the first part of his paper, where he con51ders

A

the make up of the word mlcrobe, pointing out that it is a
French coined term. Th;s partlcular type of compo51tlon,
the hellenic-latinate‘type, we shall consider as belonging
to a separate field of scientific'word—formation.(a field
which may not necessarily overlap with word-formation as it
is normally understoed) . In what follows we shall not
discuss the processes 1nvolved in this type’ of word-format—
ion, nor shall we apply the term . compound' to such forms.

The second type of composition Spence (1969.:5) calls

caqmsééppéﬁbsiffbﬁnel(and we shall term compound phrase.

The compound phrase.is a phrase made up of two lexical items
linked by 4 preposition, typically 3 or de, which acts in
some way as a single lex1ca1 item. Examples wdauld be-

pomme de terre, homme d'affalres, état d'lvresse, fer 3

.repasser. Compound phrases can be further subdivided 1nto
those. which are cases.of sxna2s1a (Benvenlste, 1966.
szna251e) and those which are not. Synap51a may be
regarded as a prlmltive form of lex1calisatlon. “valet de

chambre en. est une, mais. hon coin de chambre" (1bid 92)

The terms close(ly)-knlt and loosely-knlt compound phrases,

w1ll also be used to refer to thls dlstlnctlon, a closely-
knit compound phrase being a case of synapsia4 There would
Seem- to ‘be- a very real 1ntuit1ve difference here.‘g mme de

kterre is felt by the native speaker much more as an 1dée
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7 unigque  (see Bally, 1932:94), as a single word (in some

'pre-theorerical‘sense),than,fsay,'mbrceau de g&teau. The

problem is finding a way to formalise this intuitive
distinction, especially as there is, inevitably, an unclear
_boandary between the two. This'lack‘of clarity may mean
that we have here two ‘squishy' classes (in the sense of
Ross), but if this is the case it is not clear what the
criteria are in which the 'squishinesg' can,be seen-
The third type of composicion is the one with which
we shall be dealing most here, ana the type to which we
Shall be referring by the unmodified use of the term
'compound' when applied to French. These resemble the
Germanic cempounds more closely in that they are made up of
two recognlsable and isol” able elements, each of whlch can
'be allocated its own semantic interpretatidn. Rather than )
attempt'a closer definition at this stage, which would be

to preempt this- sectlon, we can 11st a few examples- haut

charcutler, porte-avions.

2.3.1 - There are basically: two kinds of deflnitlon given
of compounds ——»the morphologlcal and the semantic. The -
morpholog1cal definmtlons are usually variations on, for

example, the definitzon given: by Carr (1939 xxii):
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- "A compound is ... a combination of two

i

independent words .to a higher word-unit."
Compare, for example, Marchand (1955:81.1) :
. "When two.or more words are combined into
a morphological unit we speak of a
compound"
or Henzen (1947:36):
."Zusammensetzungen,(Komposita) entstehen
wenn Spfachelemente, die fiir siéh als
Worter dienen k&nnen, zu neuer Wort-
einheit verbunden werden."

-Adams (1973:30). and Morciniec "'(19>64:44) provide very
similar definitions. Rohrer (1967:86.2) defines a compound
ip French as 4

. "Ein mit einfachen Monemen kommutierbares >
Syntagma der synch:onischen Sprachtechnik,
das nur global modifiziert werden kann, und

dessen unmittelbare Bestandteile freie
. : N o s
xf

' Moneme ‘sind."
Giurescu (1970:§1.1) says that you have to be able to reéogr -

nise two words - to speak of a compound, whilst ln another

e

artlcle (1972 §1 0) ‘she glves a deflnlthn very remlniscent f%

-of Rohrer's: '
" "Definimos el nombre compuesto como una
‘unidad léxiCOfgraﬁmatical‘nﬁeva;fqué
aparéce entre pausas, puede cbnmutarse

con una ‘palabra: simple, puede .ser




determinada sélo globalmente y cuyos

s

componentes se'danﬂtambien fuera de. -
dichos amalgamas;“ ' L
JesperSenJ(ME&:VI:§8;1.1)'givea a provisional definition
of a compound as B

- "A combihation of two or more words so

as to function as one word, as a unit."

Unfortunately, as Noreen (1906536-57) pointa out,xsuch
definitionsrare useless .unless we previously have a definit-
ion of the concept 'word'. It is this factor which leads
~ him to, define a compound (ibid:ZQ) thus:

" "Ett sammansatt ord ... eller kompositum &r ett

sadant, som kan uppldsas i delar; hvilka hvar

-for.sig h@nvisa p& ndgot i spraket befintligt

s;alfstandlgt morfem. "

We can get round. the: problem - though not solve it - by

follow1ng Landmark {1969:2) and saying that a word is a

unlt whlch can be’ wrltten between two spaces "on é%é page:
."'Ord' skal her .brukes i den tradisjonelle '
betydnlng. spraktegn som i skrift skilles ut

med apent rom foran og etter " T R e
-,Thls is to take a pre-theoretlcal approach to the problem.
For ‘a complete dlscussion of the’ questlons 1nvolved see
Lyons (1968 §5. 4) In the termlnology used thare, we mlght
_say that a: compound 1s &' lexéme: which 1s made up of‘a merger

of “two (or more) lexemes. : S . L

. However, even this does not provide us:withma~euitable;lf‘
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definition, es Hansenu(1938:199)ipoints:oe;;

. "Ved adskillelsen equompositum og. komplekst

ord‘plejer,maplatesige, at den fgrste bestar af

to ord, der forekommer:selvstendigt i _sproget |
’_@edensZQet;siqste:lgqeholde: et:ofq og et ele-

ment, der ikke forekommer selvstendigt. Men en

sadan afgransning er 1kke helt tilstrakkellg.

Efter den vil nemlig fx. cigarmager blive en

afledning, fordi -mager ikke forekommer som selv= .

standigt‘ord. En.sammenstilling af cigarmager og

at adskllle de to tllfalde."
Juul-Jensen (1934:18) and Soderbergh (1968 8) . make the same
point- and give more‘examples, almost all of which are
noﬁiﬁalisations‘of verbs: - N
S {_dé:rknackare 7
Swedish | - ; -
-~ . L djurplageri . . ’
raadspgrgsel |
‘.if‘?'.l;d.t@gt ' B A

Danish S
:|-.stenbider

fSkovrider

and examples of a 51m11ar type can _be: found in Engllsh,
'though they are less usual.
: householdere

doorknocker.

There are also words like J_mfru and bomuld whlch one would
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intuitively wish to class as compounds, and which in some
circumstances act like compounds (consider uldkjble‘but

bomuldskjole) but which would be ruled out as compounds

by a deflnltlon of the type suggested by the Ffact that

bom and 1 are not words.

Hansen, however, goes on to argue that such elements
are in fact words, in the same way as hip and hap ARE words,
though they only appear in +the idio;atic phrase hig‘sﬁm hap.
In drawing £his parallel, he takes ﬁo account of the.fact -
that the whole idiom‘hiﬁ”soﬁ H;éﬁébuié be.'a word' (equiva-
lent, perhaps, to ligegyldigt), nor doces he provide any
argumentation te:show that hip and hap are words. . One is
led to suspect that in fact - he is making use of the same
pre-theoretical definition of the word as Landmark, but
w1thout saying so. The problem, therefore, remalns, though
Hansen now ignores it and concludes,(op.cit:lll) bY.giving
the following definition of a compound:

."Sammensatningeﬁ ér,en fdrbindélsex"éfuéo Igé’

(som hveft'for sig kan‘indeholde flere ord,)

| der syntaktisk og betydningsmessigt stdr pa

lige féd med et af tou(elle; flere) ord besté—_’ P

ende satningsled, men morfologisk pgu(ellér)

lydligt (is®r trykmzssigt). viser andre égen-

skaber end dette."
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Although Hansen here distinguishes between the

‘

morphological and the phonolégical.correlates of the
compound, not everyone ddésvtﬁis as clearly. Marchand
(1955:§2.4 éﬁoted; 1969:§2.1.15) particularly is guilty
of confﬁsihg the two:

"For a combination to be a'compound there is

one condition to be fulfilled: the-compouhd

must be morphologically isolated from a

parallel syntactic group. However much -

the Holy Roman Catholic Church or the French -

Revolution may be semantic¢ or psychologiqal
units, they are no; morpho;ogically isolated:
they are stressed like syntactic groups."
The last clause‘in this passage suggests that Marchand has
completely missed the point aboﬁt morphologicaltisolation.
This is explained more clearly by Brekle (1966:19/20) :
.“Aleaﬁsd&ﬂdemkﬁr Kriterium der
,Unterscheidbarkelt des Komp051tumtyps
(girlfrlend) von der parallelen syntaktischen
Gruppe blick bbard muss die morphologische
.Isollerthelt der Ausdrucke des ersteren
angenommen’werden, d h., bel syntaktlschen
Grugpen 1st es grammatisch mogllch, dass
ihre Glleder llnear expandlert Werden konnen,

zZ.B. 'a black wooden board' cees Bel Aus-

druck“““daiKm@DSIEKKBﬁme (girlfrien )

~—



besteht diese MSglichkeit nicht: dae als

Konstituenten des Komnositums fungierenden

freien Morphene bilden ein morphologisches

Syntagma, das in der Regel nicht aufgespalten

werden kann."
it may well be the case that unity stress and this morpho-
logical isolation go hand in hand in a large number of
cases, but the two are not to be taken as the same criterion

]

because of this.

This particular pnoblem is perhaps peculiar to English,
because, as we have noted above (§2.2.l2) it is only in
English that the stress variable can come into play to any
appreciable degree, and this type of syntactlco—morpholog—
ical criterion would, in any case,_have no place in a 4
language llke Danish where compounds can be 1nterrupted.

jord- og betonarbejder.tr ‘
In any case, as we also have seen above (§8§2.2. 21 -

2 2 23) Danlsh already 1solates compounds morphoieglcally

more clearly than does Engllsh

) Rohrer (1967 §l 3 11) p01nts out that 1f one takes the
s
criterlon of morphologlcal isolatlon too serlously, then

this solution. In any case, 1t seems that we have a
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problem in the analysis of phrases Iike

~ -
a specimen American mind
a sehool Homeric grammar
the head four boys
(all quoted by Jespersen, MEG:II: §13 34), or in the
analysis of’
a library comicbook

where 11brary book has compound stress and comlcbook has

compound stress. It is not clear*whether this can be said

to be an interruption of the syntagm or not. -~ T

By and large, then, it appears that the criterion of
morphological 1solatlon is just as’ unsatlsfactory for the

definition of a compound as any other we have looked at.

N

2.3.2 We can see, therefore, that the morphologlc‘
deflnltions of the compound are far from satlsfagiory, and
‘we are’ 1eft,1ook1ng'for a different criterion for a
definition;, Jespersen’ (MEG VI §8 1.3) finds hlmself in
the same positlon- SRS ‘ ‘ e A
'."As formal criteria thus fail us in Engllsh,
we must fall back on semantlcs, and we! may
perhaps say “that We have a compound if the

meanlng of " the whole“cannot‘be 1ogically
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deduced from the meaning of the elements
‘separately."
Kruisinga (1911:§1581) gives a similar definition: '
Y\ compoﬁnd may, therefore, be defined
as a combination of. two words forming a
unit_Which is not identical with the
combined forms or meanings of its
elements."
We have already (§2.2.3) pointed oﬁt?some of the difficul-
ties in looking for semantic criteria for compounds.
However, there is also a-more serious one ﬁhich we can

-See if we consider Jespersen's definition of the compound

in comparison with various definitions of the idiom.

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary (1951: later)
editiénsAﬁgve a révised definition) defines an idibm as

. "An expre551on, in the usage of a language,

that ‘is pecullar to 1tse1f elther 1n gram-

matlcal constructlon or 1n hav1ng a mea;lng h

which cannot be derived as a whole from the

cénjoined meanings of the elements."

138, quoted by Rohrer, 1967:§1. 3 4) tells us that
"Un idiotisme ie. @ un sens qui ne peut '
‘8tre tiré, dans son“éﬁsémbié,‘desgééﬂs”

additionnés des &léments."

e
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If we accept‘these definitions of idiomg -= which appear
perfectly satisfactory at first glance —-— then how are we
Vto distinguish between a compound and an idiom? We are
virtually forcing ourselves into the position where we
have to 'say “that -any compound  is an idiom. Weinreich
(1963:145) does just this. First he defines an idiom as
- "A grammatically complex expression A + B
whose designatum is not completely )
expressibleuin terms of the designata of A~
and B respectlvely“ *«

and then he continues by explicitly including compounds

as idioms; his examples are Fingerhut and Handschuh. He

goces on:

. "For any language possessing idioms -- and
this means every language -- the semantic

descrlptlon is not complete unless each 1dlom,
whether a compound or a phrase or an incom- ’ ‘
pletely productive 'quasi-transformation' ...
appe;rs in the‘appropriate semanticwparadigm§
on-a-par with morphological simplicia and

- productive transformations. Thus rub belongs

" in-a 'field' with SCratch;”abrade, etc.,‘nose _ :'r

with face, nostrll, etc., but rub'noses with

famlllarlty, intimacy, etc.."

That is to say that he would list compounds like Finger- -

o

hut or:Handschuh in the lexicon in any case, because of o
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their privilege of occurrence, and because of the semantic
fields in which they occur. This is a complete antithesis
to the view of, for example, Lees, who would wish to
. generate as many compounds as possible, so excluding them
from particular mention in the lexicon. As soon as we
accept Weinreich's assessment of the situation, we are
accepting that the compounding process is havihg a greater
effect than can be accounted for in transformational terms,
and thus that we cannot, or should not, ~generate compounds
at all. But we have already pointed out (§2.1.2) that
compounding is a proauctive process, and if this is so
then;ene would expect one's grammar to be able to generate
coméounds. And the whole po#ﬁt about idioms is that they
have to be specifically listed. 1In fact, Bar-Hillel
(1955:188) éuggests that ° X
| fA_ngd’fule of thumb would be to insist

that'thé ppmbér of idioms should be .

rather less than the number of words"
which wbuid’nof #eceséarily.be the"éaseiff;comggunds were

all idioms.

Rohrer (1967: §1.5.1) attempts to get over this
problem by deflning an 1d10m 4 '
"als eine Verblndung ‘von zwel oder mehreren’
Waftern; deren Gesamtinhalt weder aus der
Bedeutung der Glleder noch, im Falle von

Transformanten, aus - der Bedeutung der
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zugrundeliegenden Quellensdtze erschiessbar ist"
and asSuming, with Lees.(l960), that because compounds
are productive they are derived from underlying sentences.
First of all, this assumption should not be allowed to go
unquestioned; we shall see later'(§3.2.1) that there are
reasons for‘doubting it to be the case. Further, though,
even Rohrer's definition will classify rgdstrgmpe or
grandmother as idioms rather than compounds.

-

Brekle (1966:21) also admits, speaking of compounds

like blackbird, madman and White House that
C"MitrAusdriicken: dieses Typuslsihd wir

an der 'unteren' Grenze derfidiOmatizitat;"

ThlS confusion between compounds and idloms stems
from the semantlc deflnltlon of compounds, and ‘is’ really
only a problem as lohg as one{1n51sts on defining,'or is
forced‘to'defiﬁe, compounds ih this may. Bearlng thls
in mind, it is’ 1nterest1ng to note’ that Jéspersen felt
that he’ had to "fall back on semantics", and that’

'Kru151nga, whatever he" maz‘glve as a definitlon,'uses

"phonologlcal criteria as well as semantic criteria to
decide when somethlng is“a compound. ‘Thus’ he says (1911.
"§1585 fn 2): ‘

’ }ﬂTownhouse is“a“compéundxhecauserit*haS’”

. uneven’stress; townhall is a compound’



because .of its.meaning, although it

A

has even stress."

2.3.3 We find then that despite avplethora of descrip-

tions of compounding, despite a plethora of definitions of
the compourid, we have no satisfactory definition with which
to work. We can perhaps attempt aaérovisional working‘

definition, but it is likely to be prey to all the -

difficulties we have discussed above.

If we summarise the pointS”We'have discussed, we
can see that a coﬁpbund is a morphologically_complex
unit, made up of two words,(?lexenes) acting as a single
word (2lexeme) . The words or (in most cases) potentially
free formatives may the§§elves‘be further subdivided. ‘
The compound, it is- claimed, shows a degree of phonolog-~
1ca1, morphological and semantic 1solation.» HOWe%Er, these

pOlntS are.better considered as tendencies than as rules,

s1nce we have found - very few 'rules' in compounding that

7'adm1t of no exceptions. We nust conclude, then, that it- ihv
is extremely difflcult to prov1de a detailed deflnition:
worklng from an ana1y31s, though we can, as we have hlnted,
consider 11kely tendencies. This again suggests a 'squishy'

plass. We shall return later (§6) to ‘see: what results can
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e
be obtained in attempting a definition by synthesis, and

to suggest why a definition should be so difficult.
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2.4 '~ EXPLANATIONS.

2.4.1 In traditional grammars -- where there is
generally no attempt made to give an exhaustive deegripticn
of compounding -- we find descriptions of compounds and
compounding, how compounds are formed and interpreted, fall-
‘ ing into two main categories: the descriptions based on
syntax and those based on semantics, though some grammarians
do mix the two approaches (see Lloyd, 1963:750). . Jespersen
(MEG:VI:§8.2.1) gives a semifgrammdtical analysis in terms
of modification, and in thebnext‘paragraph discusees the
grammatical relations of scbject and object in compounds.
hHe;mer’(1971:§717)_gives a grammatical analysis based on the
parts of speech. Henzen (1947:54i-lists some semantic
relationships, but his basic division is by the parts of
epeech involved, as is Darmesteter's (1875). Koziol (1937:
§§87 - 108), on the other hand, gives long lists. of possible
semantic relationships between.the elements of compounds, as
do Noreen (1906:383£ff), Duden (1959:§3715) and " Fleéeischer

(1969: §5 1.2.4). ’ . ’ N

This basic division persists in studies of compounding
rlght“up +o-the -present day, though the ‘advent of transfor-‘
matlonal grammar has changed the concept of "syntax and- m
though most of the moderm=descriptions attempt some kind of
exhaustiveness.  In the most modern studies, the syntax-

based models can be divided into two main branches, those
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based on sentence relations, and those based on preposit-

ional relations.

The first group is typified by Lees (1960) and Rohrer
. (1967), who follows very closely in Lees' footsteps. They
have a sentential source for their compounds, and character-

ise the elements of the compounds by the function they have

in the underlying sentence: Subject - Predicate, Subject -
Object, etc.. Lees later (1970a, 1970b) moved away from
this point of view -aligning himself more closely with the

semantic approach.

, ® .

The second group is exemp;ified by the work of Griéve-
Schumacher (1960) on French and that of iepié.ilgﬂn on German,
although Lees. (1960) and Rohrer (1967) have recourse to it
in a sense in their Subject/Object - Prepositioﬁal Object
classes. According to this school of thought, the under-~
lying source of a compound is 1ot a complete sentence but
a prepositional phrase. 1In French this patticular view
leads to the point where it is considered that noun + &/de
+ .noun construqtioné either are compounds, as spggested-by

.Lombard.(1930:22j or Hachtmann (Die Vorherrschaft Substant-

Berlin, 1912:32, quoted in~Carlssdn,‘l966:59) or.give rise

to compounds diachronically, as suggested by Hatcher. (1946).



82

//,q s
As there seems to be no reason to dlspute the claim
made by Lyons.(1968$§7.4.7), Fillmore (1968:15) and
" Anderson (1971:§1.1) that prepositions are eguivalent to
case markers, and if we consider cases -- either 'deep' or
'surface'.cases, that is either case or case forms ~- as
’expressiug a relationship between elements, then there is
virtually no difference between this second approach and
what we here have termed the semantic approach: both deal
with the relationships between the eléments of.compoundsu
Furthermore, since there is a tendency in some of the most
ﬁrecent developments in syntax towards a much more abstract
and semantics—based deep structure, we can claim that the
three approaches which we are seRarating ouf here are, at
least in terms of modern linguistic theory, merely different
views of the same thing: ﬁhat.theyAare notationalivariants.
However -true this may be, and in many cases the difficulty
of drawing a firm line between pne approach and another bears
witness to: the truth;of this claim, there are. reasons for
dealiug,withrthe1approaches separatelf for~£ﬁe?mom%ﬁt.
Firstly,(thefauthors of the various studies are by and large.
ignorant:of this truth; if only: because linguistic! theory
had- not developed to:the:point:it has today at the time they
were: writlng.. Also, in many cases: authors cause: confusion *v
rather than .clarification by attempting>to link these. -

ﬂvarious aspects. Thus-Teleman: (1970) ‘begins by:giving:a

serles of relatlve clause ‘deep: structures [(opi.cits 38ff),
%
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then adds-some possible semantic relationships between the
elements, and finally states that his relative clauses can
all be reduced to a phrase-consisting of preposition + noun

(ibid:42).

The modern‘continuation of the semantie approach can
be seen, for example, in:the work of Morciniec.(1964;93ff5
and, especially, Brekle (1970). 'Brekle attempts to give a
strlctly formal analysis of this approach, suposedly based
on predicate loglc (but see Bauer, 1974:16). The complex-—
1ty of the system which he develops to do this is quite
'egtraordinary and suggests in itself the difficulty of this
type of approach. ' “

) !

In the next sections we shall go on to 1ook'in\more
detail at these various treatments of eompounding; taking
them in reyerse order. Before we do that, however, it
should be. p01nted out that criticism can be 1eve11ed at‘all
' these. approaches - or ‘rather at all the- exponents GE.them -~
for' their. failure :to note, or to account for if. they do note,
the: spe01al pecullarltles of compounds: the fact, for.
example, that 60 students daneing in a ‘back; gardenteach w1th .
a drink An. hlS hand does not constltute a garden party ’
though a; garden party is-a party that- is: held 1n a garden,

the fact: that one: can talk of.:a; green'hlackboard without P

| there belng any.- contradlctlon in. the phrase, the fact that
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a man who picks up something from a shop é;d delivers
it to his sister's home for her does not ipso facto
become a 'delivery man'; the fact that jokes like the
following (taken from ISIRTA, 11/11-73; BBC,'Radio 2)
are possible:

-— Tomorrow is the ioyal garden party.

-- Oh, are you invited, sir?

-- No, but my garden is;
and so on. All these are facts whiq%‘a comprehensive .

theory of compounding must take into account and explain.

2.4.2 ‘ We have alieady qﬁoted Landmark (1969:160} as
saying that compounds N
C"er s& knapéé'i uttrykket at relasjonene
mellom de to ledd m& underforstds av
leseren selv." .
.Bri.'e'gle'b (1935:6) “is getting at the ‘same thing whenshe
calls the relationship somethin§."transzendenteS“ and
adds ‘that * '
©wBie Vérﬁindung wird allein im Kopfe des
" Sprechenden ﬁnd‘des ﬁ5reﬁaen;gébildetl“:
It is these‘felainnships which the writers who give a
semantic explanathn of ‘compounds are trying t6 character-

ise :and 1list, whether they use only four as does Hatcher
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.-(1960) -or over a hundred as does Brekle (1970).

Hatcher'su(19§6) paper.-is. particularly interesting
in thehlight of recent developments in 'localistic' case
Agrammar.(seekgndereon, 1971),vsince“the four relations to
'-which she attempts to reduce all, or at least most, compounds
AX“these.(perhaPS) comprehensive categories"; op.cit:366)

are very clearly localistic in nature. In a compound of the

form AB her possibilities are — i
@) A is contained in B
B is contained in Aﬂ » ' )
A>B A is the source of B
A¢B A is the destlnathn of B

and these are exempllfled by'seed orange, orange seed, cane

sugar and sugar cane respectively. This system 1s, however,
p0551b1y notas exhaustlve as Hatcher may have w1shed or
belleved. There are compounds Whlch it is dlfflcult to .
- ass;gnrto any- group, and,equally, a large number of
coﬁpounds:Which appear to fit in_to.moreﬂthanioneigroup.r
 On the one hand we have examples like windmill: is the mill
the‘deétination Aor. the source) of the wind here?i is the

steam contalned in" ‘the ShHip in steamsh1p° is the thief

- contained in the car, or. is. the. car the destlnatlon of the ™

thief in: carthlef? ‘can ‘one . say that the fire in flre ‘alarm
’\
1s the source of the alarm, partlcularly 1f the alarm is:

never used'> and S0 on... On the: other hand we have

examples llke 2hr dlscus31on, which Hatcher classes aség



a solution which we gloss aéi“the discussionh comprised

two hours". . But it would appear equally possible to claim
that this type of compound belongs to group and that
the discussion filled two hours or took'up'twd‘hours. Or

again sugar cane which is given as the exemple-type of

A ¢ B might equally well be (:): the sugar is contained in

the cane.

Noreen (1906:383-5) lists 45 possible relationships .

which“qccur in 'adjunktiva'ucoﬁpounds*alone, i.e. those
vwhé;é
- "den ena leden fungerar som biglosa ...
til deP andra,"
and says that these are only the mésﬁ usual relationships.

His 'cases' and some examples are listed below:

lokal,inessiv : hjemlif, lundastudent
temporal inessiv : maﬁdagsfﬁrelasning,.vérvindar
lokal interessiv : Uddevalla—ieléngen-banan
- lokal adessiv :‘Lafs:trand,ivéggskép o
circugeséiv : lifﬁalte '
supraessiv : golvmatta
subessiv :mbyggnad§grund
obessiv :,vastfasqden
lokal ablativ : Stockholmstaget, £akdropp_

temporal elativ barndomsminne

lokal oblativ

*

Vaksalagatan
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lokal allativ

lokal illativ

mensura
pretii
intervalli
komitativ
attributiv
principatus
partitiv
definitiv
ipterferentia
. materia |
kvalitativ
%rebentis
respektiv
limitativ
kausativ
konsékutivl
kommodi
inkommodi
instrumenti
funééﬂtis‘
éééhﬁié' |
:objékﬁiv

resultativ

a

"A\;kx ,

e

0w as s . 7Ty »0 .e e ' .. . '
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Rom-resa, Stockholmstiget

kyrkog&rg, himmelsfird

fotsdjup, handsbredd, mansh&id
femkroneseddel, ﬁiﬁrecigar

dagorder, nattlogi, tredrsperiod

grottallrik

ringfingret, skogstrakt-
bétségél,_tafvg}fam
féreningsmedlem, stol (s)benet
flickebarn, Ankefru
negerslaf, &nkedrottning
guldring, h%;lqck, stenhus
adelsperson, virldsman
kvinnoskSnhet, mannamod
la;ingramﬁatik, lifsstraff

kortfattning, vattendrickande

~gladjetdradr, sjdsjuka

‘dddsfara, ‘sorgebud .| ¢ . ay

barhbiljett, penningpung

rfluggift, stormhake
'koftspéi; stenkast
1'fadersﬁilja, ﬁpde;sk§rlek
',ihagaaﬁs;‘kviﬁnéa&be£¢7 '

urkundspublikation, latinstiidium

boktryckare, dogﬁoisprmetiQn
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prokreatoris///ﬂ : brorson, dotterdottery kaninunge :;
auktoris : snillefoster ;
originis : getmjdlk, schweizerost 3
pro&ukti : akvarellmalare, kongungamoder ‘é
é%éigrocitatis : bondhustru, professorsanka
possessidnis : husagare
ekvativ : gullgul, stenhdrd
similitativ : jarnvilija, 5nglabarn

- analogia : barnasinne, 16k5q3k.

‘>Western (1929:50ff) divides what he calls "egentlige
tatpurusa" édﬁéounds (more or less the same group) into
eight main groups:
1. Subjektsforﬁold
2.  Objektsforhold
3. Stedsforhold
4. Tidsforhold
5. Hensynsforhold
6. Arsaksforhold
7. Sammenhangsforhold
8. Frlere fqrhold.
."Diséé fbidikﬁiﬁ;i;fofﬁold m nétﬁrli@vis
opfattes i v1deste betydnlng. ) N ' . S i
But even though he 1nserts this warning, he has to include

his type (8)/ whlch he explalns by saylng (op c1t 62)

Ceg mange tLthLa er det umullg angl et

bestemt 1og1sk forhold mellem de to ledd,
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idet enten sammensetningen kan vare en
analpgi-danneise efter ett eller andet
mgnster, elleirden kan berd pd en tanke-.
ellipse, eiief begge disse arsaker kan
bvare forenet v J
Hansen (1967:304£f) runs into similar kinds of dlfflcultles,
though he leaves behind the purely semantic explanation and
uses something of a'grammaﬁical approach in places.
. "a) Bt kompositum ... kan svare til de E
forskellige arter af genmitiv. (which are
listed: LJB).
b) Fgrste sammensztningsled kan svare til et
pradikativ. (med eller uden som) eller
et appositiénelt led.
c) Fgrsteleddet kan rumme noget hvormed éndetr
leddet sammenllgnes.
a) ... Sammensatnlng kan svare til en kombinat-
ion af to led (dvandvasammensatnlng)
e) Sammensetnlng kan svare til en'sakaldt man&de—
helhed. '
f)AFF¢rsteleddet anglver hvad andetleddet bestar
.af, er lavet af, rummer ..
K ) Sammensatnlngen svarer tll en forblndelse
af ek substantlv coe og et prap051tlonsled.
h) vMere komplekse udtryk kan danne.ba51s for

sammensatnlngerne.



i) Endlig har vi sammensatninger som”ﬁer

ikke synes at ligge noget bestemt sprogligt
. udtryk bag."

_Almost all the authors who have adopted this semantic
approach to compounds have come up against this problem:
not all the compounds fit the categories provided. Thus
Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.4) says that

. "the ana;ysis of the possible sense

relations can never be exhaﬁstive¢"

Koziol (1937:§87) admits this too, though he thinks that

the‘eftempt is still of value:

/ ~ "Eine vollstédndige, erschbpfende Uebersicht
tiber die Beziehungsmoglichkeigen.ist wohl
nie zu erreichen .... Dennoch ist eine --
wenn auch unvollkommene -- Gliederung nach
begrifflichen Verhdltnissen von Wert, weil
sie zu einer Betrachtung der&bestehenden

lebensvollen Fiille fithrt." .

. . o Rt
Carr,(1939:319),1in slightly milder tone, adds»aufurther

condltlon whlch we have already dlscussed Ain: relatlon +to
Hatcher's (1960) paper, and which is also true of Brekle s _
(1970) book (see Bauer, 1974:15): - . s - A

:"Although:aan‘attemptumay be’made'to classify i

the compounds from a. semantic point of view,.
'f.lt would be 1mposs1ble to state all: the‘
relationships which do occur, and to a551gn

each compound to a particular class."
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2:4.3 '~ Hatcher (1946) argues for French that if we
ignore compounds which are the result of 'calques' from
the Germanic languages'we can'consider‘compounds as
reductions o%‘compcﬁnd'pnraSesf(éee”§2‘3:0vror'this'
terminology) where the native Speaker‘has:to hesitate

" between two (or more) possible prepoeiticnsyfespecially
between 3 andﬁge;‘betweenrég and gn or betwéén-gé’aha'
pour; She cites (op.cit:219): |

"... 'boite 3 lait' mais 'bofte-de violon'; - -

'parc i bestiaux' mais 'pard‘éégg‘éhevauX‘--
et 'poste g'avions;! Et il y a nombre de

compoees enregistrés dans les dictionnaires.
avec les deux prépositicns a et de: cheval 3

T itde) main,'wagon'a'(de)‘marchandlses, gaz gL

o (d%)eau, boite F ‘(de)’ “outils, poche & (d ) hulle.

I1 n'estygﬁére etonnant que, dans les categorles
d&éig:g on ait-fini par’ trancher le noeud ' .
jgbrdien'engemettant la preéosition, plutdt-
que d'avoir'a cnciéir entre deux (ou trois) a,
" possibilités. (L'individu parlant qui veut
*15ﬁcérwﬁn‘eompdsé*he”aoit'paS"d3voir'hésiterf)"
In fact, the examples Hatcher uses ‘are’ not terrlbly con—
V1n01ng. There is a.very clear semantic dlfference between

‘boite and boite de. "Theé difference may be" summarised

thus. bdite'a means 'box meant to contain ,.'box for'

when ‘and only when thlS can’ usefully be contrasted with

i
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'box full of,' 'box containing,' 'box of.' In most cases
this means only when the noun following is a mass noun.

Thus in bofte & lait there is a useful contrast with

boite de lait, but boite de violon cannot be given any

quantitive interpretation (how much violin do you have?
I have a box of violin) and so the 3 construction is nok
appropriate. De is the unmarked form. The same explénation '

is. probably true for wagon § marchandises, boite 3 outils,

¥

. v
though we have not found these "enregistrés dans les

dictionnaires." NO6r have we managed to trace gaz. d'eau.

In the case of poche 3§ huile vs poche d'huile the two are

comp letely different objects, the former being a tray in a
workshop for‘catching oil from a motor, the latter a
éeological formation, and though the same distinction as in
bofte 3/de can be seen to be applying here, it is equally
90531b1e that the change of prep051t10n is prlmarlly to mark
the semantic difference. This only leaves us w1th parc

3 bestiaux but parc pour chevaux and cheval a/de main. It

is unfortunate that Hatcher does not cite sources for these
. RN
phrases, as they are not all traceable in the main French

dictionaries. In particular parc pour chevaux sounds very

much like an idiosyncratic nonce formation rather than a
usual form. But even if they all exist as-reqular forms, it
is not clear whether these examples are sufficient to support
the weight of Hatcher s theory, we shall give the most
generous 1nterpretat10n to the data ‘and assume prov151onally

that they do.
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Darmesteter (1875:117), in a different context, also
points out this difficulty, though looking at it from the
other'sidé, as i£ were: '

-

“Timbré;pdéfé'est—il“timbre de poste, ou timbre

une tenture?"

But Hatcher's theory can hagdgrexpliin all the compounds

of the type timbre-poste. If we consider the more modern

formations équipemeént-vacances, legon-cuisine, message-

vacances, guide-raisin (quoted by Etiemble, 1964:161/2)
there seems to be no hesitation in thé.choice of preposition:-

lecon-cuisine has to be. 'legon de cuisine', message-vacances

-messagergg vacances', though this is not to say'thaq all
modern compounds lack this vagueness. As Etiemble puts it
(loc.cit):
y.ﬁUn4éer£ain nombre~de mots ainsi composés
gardent l'ordre des mots en frangais et se’ . =
_bornent 3 sﬁﬁbrimer 1awprépoéition‘“ |
GriéVé4Schﬁﬁa§héff(iQGO;gtakes‘oVer the ideas of
Hatchef]11§4§1raﬁd'tfieéfho*éhlarge upon them and relate the
lafge$£'écréion‘of‘COﬁpéunain§‘ihiFfenchlto_the‘dgletion
of the preposition in compound' phrases. In doing this,

however, she fails to rely upon the hesitation pointed out
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by Hatcher and freely deletes all prepositidns (de, 3,

poﬁr,'contre,‘par). Once a preposition has been deleted

she has thus no way of recovering it (without appealing
to the competence of the native speaker) and yet it is

surely of importance whether'actualitéienquétes are engquétes

d'actualité or enquétes sur 1'actualitéd (exanple from

Etiemble, loc.cit). More importantly, however, she has no
way of predicting when a preposition may be deleted.
Rohrer (1967:§2.7) brings an argument against this type of
process: i

"Wﬁ;de man im Franz&sischen eine

transformationelle Studie iiber die

Ndmihalkonstruktionen schreiben, so

liessen sich allgemeine Regelﬂ nﬁf bis

zu Stufe der artikellosen Prédpositional-

verbindungen fo:mulieren. Die letzte Stufe,

die zuﬁ Beispiel im Englischen und Deutschen

meistens erreicht wird, ist }m Franz®&sischen

fast immer ungramﬁatisch. Deshalb ware es.

51cher einfacher, mit Ausnahme des Typs

; sujet—attribut, die wenig geldufigen Substantiv
+ SubstantiQ-Komposita‘global ins Lexikon auf-
zﬁnéhmen,rals'éin Vielzaﬁl'VOh syhtak£iéchen,
morphologlschen und. semantlschen Restrlktlonen
einzubauen, um die’ Erzeugung von Formen w1e

*
D brlseur-greve,‘ enSelgnement-sciences zZu

vermeiden."
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Even though Grigve-Schumacher's study is not strictly
transformatiOnal in approach, the éoint would seem to
remain valid. Her study loses force, moreover, as it
would appear that a signlflcant number, 1f not the major-
ity, of French compounds fall outwith her main field of
Ellipse, many of them being classified in very unsatisfact-

ory .sub-groups. ' Farbbezeithnungen, for example, become a

whole category, Auto-, Radio-Typen provides andther. Again,

whilst one can sympathise with her intr&duction of a .

category Historische Bildungen, it seems a pity that she

did not see the further implications of this group (see our
discussion of lexicalisation, §3.3). On a different level,

it is not easy to see why, in a synchronic grammar, thé-

vente should be classed as Neubenennung andethéebridge as a

Fremdbildung.

‘S6derbergh (1968:23ff) also uses a prepositional ‘
analysis, though more as a reflection of the semantic
”relatlonshlp between the compound elements than as a<geep
structure. However, her ana1y51s points clearly to the
weakneSS'ih thls,theory. She lists eleven different seman-
tic reletionShips,'moSt of which are 1inked’tonseveral
preQOSitions. Almost all of the prep051t10ns, in turn, are“
llnked to more than one of the semantlc relatlonships. Thus,
for example, the prep051t10n for is 1inked to the semantic

relatlonshlps where the first element is

«
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1. &ndamélet, avsikten, syftet RO
6. nagon eller nigot som det som ﬁttryckes
- genom huvudleden &r till f6rdel £8r eller
skydd mot
9. &gare till ndgot, eller bi#rare av viss
egenskap.
Again the prepbsitional relationship of av is linked to
the éemantic relationships where the first element is
2. material eller inneh&ll - i
5. fOremdlet £8r eller ;ééultatéf av. en
verksamhet
7. subjekt till en verksamhet eller ett
skeende som uttryckes genom huvudleden.
There is, therefore,_é many to manf relationship between the
prepositional markers and the semantic relationships. Until
this problem can be solved any analysis based on*pr;bosition—
f’;éiwphrases;nggbing to have an irretrievable'QerTstructure.,

b . ,!5:

£
4

Abraham (1969) makes this point in relation to ggpié'é
(1970)ﬁanalysisvof'German, which?uses a similar system
(though Zeplc attempts.:to:be more: expllclt and is rather more

transformatlonal in his approach than is Soderbergh)

Abraham: points out that‘Zeplc analyses,Landschaftsblld as’”. |
BAgensgy, ’
- "d.h. .Bild einer'Landschaft; aber:nicht’

-Bild! von einer Landschaft, Bild: mlt einer

Landschaft --‘oder wird das ‘unter Gensg

verstanden?"
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Theoretically, according to ﬁepié's model,”hausfrau might

come from any of

die Frau fiir das Haus die Frau des Hauses

die Frau aus dem Haus die Frau mit dem Haus

. die Frau im Haus ‘die Frau auf dem Haus -
die Frau am' Haus die Frau vom Haus

or even die Frau wie ein Haus!
andlthere is no way of telling which of these it has come
from. Clearly, this is semantically absurd, but it does -
underline the problem of having an.ir;etrievable deep

structure.

2.4.4 Before the development of generative gramm?r, the
only linguists even to suggest something that might;ﬂin
retrospect; be interpreted as a syntactic deep 'structure are.
those who, like Westernv(1929:51; quoted above) use a -
Subjektsforhold and Objektsforhold.. These gw0a;§1a§$9nships
are the only syntactic ones used by Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.2)

in describing the compounds of English.

Lees® (1560) major transformational work on compoﬁndiﬁg -
changed. all this, however, and no“study;ofﬁcompounding after
the appearance of that monograph haS“been:ableTtoiignore
either it or its implications..~LeeS'sets?out¢the~aim5;off

his work in his preface (1960:xxvi)z .. -
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- "In the following study we shall give ‘an

analysis of English nominaliéations,

including nominal compounds. Bf"analysis',

howevef, we_ do not'mean>a taxonomy of

nominals, nor a ﬁaxonomy of the fragments

léft after some segmentation of nominals.

Neither do we mean a more or less philosophical
~ discussion of the various meanings with which

nominals happen to be used by English-

speaking peoplé. Rather, we shall attempt to

characterize-various ﬁoﬁiﬂél expressions by

giving simple grammatical fules to enumerate N

them. In the course of developing such ruigs

we shall bring out-certain fofmal regularifies

in these expreséions." .
In this passage, Lees makes a clean break with his ;rede-
cessdrs*iﬁ the field. One can compare this book with
Marchand's book on English.word-fgrmation which appeared in
- the ‘same .year and which does attempt some kipd;of~tqégpomy;
But the important words here are 'formal' and 'rules'. Lees
is developing one of the first major applications of the.
theories of Chomskyw(esp. 1957) on tranéformatiénal*grammar,
and it is in this historical context -that fhe;book is seen
most-favourably. . Of course, the.book»isunotiwithoﬁt-faults:
any pioneeripgzwofk»of~this kind that were would be an
extraordinary.work. Some of the,faults;of.the book may

be‘discovered by reading-the many.reviews it gave rise to,

-~ .
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for example Householder (1962), Matthews (1961) and
Rohrer (1966). As a pioneer in the field of transformational
grammar, Lees rather tends to over-stress the formal
explicitness of his system at the expense of some of the
"more or‘less philosophica1‘discussionﬁ»of traditional
grammar which might have shown some of the.rules»to be
over-dogmatic, and might have counselled greater attention

to meaning.

s

We shall have cause later (§§3.2.1: 3.3.1, 3.4.1, etc.)
to present some criticisms.of Lees' book. For the moment
we shall merely point out that Lees was the first to provide
& genuine syntactlc deep structure for his compounds, '
der1v1ng each compound. from a full underlylng sentence. It
is arguable whether this is justifiable or not, but ;F is
certain that the concept in this explicit form -f‘thOﬁgh it
had‘possiblyrbeen implicit in the works of many - grammarians

and. linguists for a long time -- has a revolutionary effect

on descriptions of compounding. o L sy

Rohrer (1967) follows Lees very closely in most ways.
He assumes: a sentential source for compounds, a syntactlc
deep structure, and many of his categories are similar to
or the same as Lees'. But he admits (19_67:50.5) that

. "Anderseits ist unsere Dissertationgiﬁrr

.eine transformationelle Arbeitfnichfr‘

aexplizit_genug. Wirngebenwzwar,d;e e s
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* Tiefenstrukturen an, auf die unsere
Komposita zurﬁckgehenﬂkﬁnntén,.ohne
sie jedoch immer genau zu motivieren,
und ohne zu beschéeiben, durch welche
Regeln diese Strukturen in KomposiLd

verwandelt werden."

tandmark, in his study of compound adjectives in
Norwegian, though apparently slightly unsure of his ground;.
follows the general trend here and claims (1969:161) that
. "Det er rimelig & antarat de adjektiv som
kan omskrives med et analytisk:. uttrykk som
fﬁlgef av de ovennevnte dypstrukturmanstre,
ogsd er dannet p& grunnlag av vedkémmende
énalytisk uttrykk." .
In fact, of course, it is only "rimelig" to presume thig
(a) within the framework of a transformational generative
_graﬁmar,i(b)‘if the analYtical paraphrase has not under-
fgone,unnécessary~transf6rmati§ns,'qr transformatigns‘ggat
come later in the cycle, and so on. One might compare
Botha (1968:122ff) who discusses whether the Afrikaans
cdmpb@d’i‘fﬁili;ekat should be derived from an underlying

Stfuctureicdt?espondipg,td die ‘Familie het n'kat ('the

family has'a cat'). or die kat is van die familie ('the

cat ‘is of the family');'wBotHa'assumeé“fhat these two.
sentences have comﬁletely.separate deep structures, and

apgﬁes on this basis -- albeit not very convincingly =--
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although both;sentences-are analytical expressions showing
the relationships between the elements of the compound. If,
however, we were to assume a case grammar such that the fwo
sentenees above had the same underlyiug_structure.(for
example as outlined by Fillmore, 1968, or Andersou,‘1971)
then it would only be that expression which had undergone
the lowest number of transformations which it wauld be
"rimelig" to take as the basic analytic;llexpreSSion.. In .
either case Landmark's presumptien’is seen to. be too facile
as it stands. Houever, one eah clearly see the influence
of Chomskyan thought on Landmark in the passage gquoted.

-~

Teleman (1970: 37), as was suggested by Hjelmslev (1916:

4) and Lees (1960) before him, takes a relative clause as

the deep structure of his compounds: )
'“Betydelseforhallandet mellan f£érled
‘och efterled. ska vi uttrycka med hjdlp
av-reletiveatser,,eom har efterleden till.: . .
korrelat och i wvilka f6rleden-ingdr som
,(1cke—relatlviserad) satsdel."

However;. Teleman ‘s analysis suffers from the same yweiknass

asrofher;analyses of_the”same-typet(lucludipgcpees, 1960;

Brekle, ;1.970,'~.é£¢,' ): it is purely uni-directional. . IE we

consider. Teleman S. (op clt 41). types 17 and 18 for .

example'
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17 (sb 2 &r avsedd (Sb 2 orsakar Sb 1))~

targas,’somnpulver, g‘assmaskln

18 (Sb'2 ir avsedd (Sb 2 forhlndrar Sb l))

malkula, brandkar, Strejklag

we can -see that whilst the formulae can explain how the

various compounds ate produoed, or alternatiﬁeiy produoe

a taxonomy of compound types (see Bauer, 1974:18), it cannot

explain how such compounds are understood, since there is

nothing inherent in the form of the compound to prevent

somngulver, for example, being 1nterpreted under pattern 18

as a powder for preventlng sleep' If a taxonomy is all that

is attempted, this does not matter, but if a full generatlve
system (i.e. one in which the unique recoverablllty require-
ment is met globally) is required, then it is a fatal flaw.
N
Carr (1939:319) has another very serious argument against

- this type of deep structure:

- "Although the logical relationehip between the -
parts.-of the compouod may be defined and stated S
by a syntactic phrase, such a definition will
not alwa&S.give the meaﬁing of the compound as
a whole. It would, for instance, be 1mpos51ble

: to define the meanlng of the compound Johannls-
wiirmchen by stating the logical relation of Johannls
to wiirmchen, and even if the meaning of a primary

compound can be defined byba syntacfic phrase, the
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compound cannot be identified with it and

certainly has not arisen from it." V
Even thdugh the phrase "arisenbfrom it“ is to be interpreted
historically rather than transformationallf in this
quotation, this remains a very serious criticism of theories

which provide a syntactic deep structure for compounds.

Y
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2.5 .CONCLUSION. ‘

In.this chapter we have attempted to review the main
tendencies- in former discussions of compounding, to show
"up the weaknesses of the definitions proposed, and to point
out some of the problems which a discussion of compounding
gives rise to. In a sense it is inevitable that £his
chapter should have been predominantly negative and
critical in tone.

In the next chapter we go on to build a foundation
for our own theory, which will be discussed in Part Two.
We shall first take ﬁp some points we have mentioned for
greatéer discussion, and look at some.ﬁew problems arising
from these discussions or necessary for ﬁhé building up
of a new theory. In Part Two we shall go on to expound
that theory, a theory which it is hoped will avoid all

the pitfalls we have discussed above.

£
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" DISCUSSION

3.1 DVANDVA AND APPOSITIONAL COMPOUNDS.

3.1.1 Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.2.1) distinguishes copulative

compounds

"AB means A plus B: Schleswig~Holstein
consists of two districts, Schleswig
and Helsteinr"

from appositional compounds:

"AB means: at the same time A and B,

--. the two combined in one individual:

...................

thus:

Alsace-Lorraine ‘maid servant .
SdﬁleSWig-Hélsteiﬁ ' maftre-coiffeur

1 The example is perhaps unfortunate 1n that a maid'servant

is not necessarily a maid who is a servant so mich as a A
servant who is not a manservant; i. e. maid is ‘merely a sex~
marker, ‘cp: she-wolf etc.. . However, this: does not: appear. to.
have any effect.on . ‘the argumentation, and’ we. shall let the
example stand. i o
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The first of these groups is traditiondlly called

by the Sanskrit name of dvandva compounds. The second

belongs to the karmadhiraya. Carr. ( 1939:xxvi) disting-~

uishes between them thus:
"(In the case of dvandva compounds) the parts
of the compound are simply édded together and
one part is noE limited by the other .... These
compounds denoté, therefore, two distinct ideas
which are loosely correlated in the compound. The
karmadhéraya, on the other‘hand, ére compounds of
which one part,. usqaily.the first, denotes an
attribute of the other (e.g. Grossvater), or
stands in apposition to the other (e.g. OE
winedrihten, a lord who is a frlend) The
distinction between the two types is perfeétly .
clear; the karmadhiraya are determinatives in which

-

One part is limited by the other, whilst in the
Dvandva class .the two parts éf the compound are
vsimply‘correlatea; Nevertheless,  some authorlt{@s
such as Storch consider compounds as G. Werwolf

as Dvandva; although the majority ... have
c;earlyj:eéqgnigedlthat these are limiting compounds,
aﬁd hengé karmagﬁa;aya. The compound’Wéthif‘dOeé'
nSt.megn_Ya.maq”aﬁdAa waf,;‘andvthé relatiéﬁ is not
parallel to OI_.G‘_."._'g‘;i.‘s;u‘ﬂf‘a.d‘er;..(son.;:nr'lc;'lvfather)‘,~ but

is identical.inrtypé,with‘90m§ounds_as4G,;K§§£i£:
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'mutter,‘Prinzregent,’SCHafbdck. In these

compounds, which even Storch recognises as
determinatives, the semantically dominant
idea is expressed by one mémber and is
limited by the other(_whils; in the true
Dvandva each member has equal value."
However, it is not obvious that this distinction is so

"perfectly clear". 1In the case of gueen-mother, for

example, do we have a person who'is botlr a queen and a
mother with equal weight on each part, or a mother who

happens to be a queen? Similarly with prince-consort.

Is he a consort who, ihcidentally, is also a prince, or a
prince-and;consort? How is one to:décide? Yet for Carr
and Henzen (1947:83) these are obviously appositional
compounds. Henzen explains thus:

. "Dex Unterschied dieser ‘appositionellen

Komposita' (prince-consort, etc.) von den

eigen;lichenvpvandva -- mag er auph nicht
: iﬁme; so“fperfeétiy'clear"daliegen, wie! v g,
Caeréiaubt'-- besteht dériny dass‘ﬁicht-
wie bei_letzterq,sg;bstandigg Dipgg addiert
erScheineh;r Eln HOSenrdck ist eln Rock, der
‘als:Gan?gs,zgg;eich”ﬂqse'lsti‘bzw,Me;qg_Hose,
die.zugleich'Rock.ist, das echte Dvahdﬁa.
'Hemdhose 1st jedoch an sich weder eine Hose
.noch ein Hemd, sondern eben eine ‘Combinaison'

A. Tobler wurde hier von eine Summe, dort von

einem Produkt reden."
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But this does not appear to allow us to progress at all.

L

We still do not know why gueen—mother or p;ince-COnsort

should be a product rather than a sum.

The problem is further complicated by the fact that,
as Jespersen distinguished between copulative and apposition-
al compounds, so we can distinguish between either of these
and a third type (this was pointed out to me by John
Anderson). In the case of the copulative)compound we-had
the two halves listed to designate the whole; the sum was .
a new unit, larger than: either of the two previous units.
VIn the appositional group, the total was a hyponym of the

head. a maitre-cOiffeur is a type of. c01ffeur, a maid

servant is a type of servant. But whilst a maitre‘coiffeur

‘charchtier all the time. The listed parts are two facets

of the same item. Yet, unlike the case we found Wlth
copulative compounds, we are not given an exhaustive list of
- the parts‘ the total compound is not a new unit larger than
either of the listed elements, rather 1t is a hyponym of '
both elements from which it is made.up.‘ This is where it ‘

differs from maitre-coiffeur which is a hyponym only of

- coiffeur.
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- It seems to be the case that this new type’is a sub-

type of appositional compound. We ‘can distinguish between

In retrospect we can now see that the Venn diagrams at
the head of this section show the dvandva (gcopulative) and
' simultaneous appositional compoundé, but not the non-
simultaneous appositional. There is in these a degree of
modification (ds there is in other noun + noun compounds)
and this cannot be shown in a diagram of this type. .

In fact, of course, it is clear that if we take
simultaneous appositional compdunds as the primary.grou;
and use this définifion of being a hyponym of both ;lements
instead of that cffered by Carr, andrthen say that a dvandva
muét b?;#he éu@ of.égsuparﬁs but must.not fit thg QF%tggi?p
for simulténeous appositional compounds, we are going to
havé very few éaseé of genuine dvandva c&mpounds'at all:
the;gepgréphicéi néﬁésrwili_be‘one of the few groups to be
féund.’;In Engiish £here argJyery}few oi*thesé,.sincevthe
first eiement;rathe; tends_to be replaced bj an allomorpb

ending in -o. Thus while German has Qesterreich-Ungarn,

EnglishjhgsiAustrdéﬁﬁngary.. These compounds are also rare

*
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in French and Danish, but they are fairly common in
Japanese (McCawley, 1971:32/3), and Bengali, for

example.

Generally, it is suggested in the literature that

compound adjectives like bitter-sweet are dvandvas. But
_ these are not a true addition of the parts, but a hyponym
of both .elements again. WNoreen (1906:382) calls this
type adversativa in contrast with dvandyaJor'kugulatiVa.
He also separatés out forms like blé-gul as a separate
category, divisiva because they have a semantic structure
* 'partly ... partly'. This contrasts with Rohrer's view
reported above. .So it would seem thaﬁ‘avandvas are rather
rarer than has been thought.
. .

There is a point abuut true dvandvas which spmggests,
“in any case, that they are not generated in the same free
way as other compounds, but rather accepted as lexical items:
the order of the elements, though ngically notliimiteagby'

the form of the compound,; is firmly fixed. *4o1stein-

" Schleswig or *Eorréiﬁe—ﬁlsace are unacceptable, though they
would dencte exactly the same areas as the forms: found.
This seems to tie- in with-the- fact thaEtmqst*dvéndvaS'are

either names or semi-names. which might have arisen through

the deletion of the word and: Rank-Xerox, vodka-Martini,

whisky-soda, Shell-BP and in Danish gllebrgd, saftevand,
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smprrebrgd, in French Schweppes~citron.

3.1.2 - Hatcher (1952:4,»10),also;includes speciesrgenus

is not a type of tuna. These tautolpglcal compounds “are -
rather synonymoﬁs with the Eirst element: the second )
element gives no further information unless used contrastively.
It is not clear whether these should be grouped with apposit-
ional-compeunds or not; if Ehey shoeld’it would have to be

as non-simultaneous ones, unless we assume that an item can

be a hyponym of itself, which is an extension of the‘ﬁsual

meaning of the term; then this type might be considered to

be simultaneous appositional compounds. ‘.

Although she apparently accepts Jespersen's definition
of an appositlonal compound, and does nct give any wider
deflnltan herself Hatcher. (op.cit)’ includes a lot of Words
in her dlscu551on which do not seem to fit this definition.

A cthsalls stage, for example, is not a chrzsalis and a

stage,'"the two comblned 1n one’ 1nd1v1dua1," as Jespersen s
deflnltion would requlre. Still less does 1t fit our

double_hyponymy definition. And.wh:i.lst:one.—can;see_wha’t:_'T

Y
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she is ‘'getting at by including scalpel wit,'iightning

decisions under appositional compounds in that a metaphor

is present and one is, in Some sense, saying that the wit

is a scalpel, the decisions are lightning, the presence of
the concept of metaphor.is‘crucial, and. the more traditional
is much more satisfactory, particularly when one considers

exampies like Hatcher's bread-and-butter kiss: any generative

model in particular will have a muéh simpler deep structure-
if it.considers these to be derived as similes. Hatcher,
then, seems to include far too much under the heading of

appositional compound.

¢
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3.2 . THE HIP FEATURE. -4

3.2.1 There are two ;eadings for the copula in English:
one which is limited to the present (or to the time defined
by an adverbial modifier) and one which we cah call the
inherent, permanent or habitual reading which is not so
limited. We can exemplify the first of these'readings with
1. He is angry
which is read as 'now' unless a modifier such as 'every
Friday when he lectures in Linguistics' is added, and the
second with | 7 i
2. An elephant is big
which shows an inherent state. We must point out that this
is not a feature of the adjective, since a sentence like
3. HumptyADumbty'wasfgfumpy
has the second reading unless a restricting context is
added, nor is it entirely a matter of the formref the\subject

NP in the above sentences, although this can have some

bearing. (see bglow, §3,2.2). In.Sﬁanish_the two copulas

of_two.copulas is ﬁqqnd in Portnguese and Manx, We shall

return to this point. later.

Now,. if ‘We consider a. series of adjective + noun

compounds -like: madman, blackblrd, gentleman We can see that

the relatlonshlp between the two. elements 1s ‘the same as
that expressed by the second reading of the copula, not the

first. That we are deallng with the habltual/lnherent/
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permanent reading is easily seen if we consider thé
following sentences which wouldAhave to be synonymous if
this were not the case:

4. The man is mad at the momernt, but he'll get better

5. *He‘s a madman at the moment, but he'll get better
which is less aéceptable than the at first sight stronger

6. . ?He's a raving lunatic at the moment, but he'll

..get better.

(Some speakers accept (5), but they apgéér to do so because
they interpret it as 'he's acting as though he were a
madman ...' and not at face value. This shows an interesting
tendency, but one 'which is irrelevant to our discussion, to
impose an interpretation upon an.uttefance whenever possible,

even when it means adding to or ruling out information

provided in the utterance.) That the man is mad and«the

madman are. nct fully synonymous can further be'seen by the
nonﬁqpalytic qualitf of the result of applying Quine's
biconditional test (Quipe, 1960:65) ¢
7. John is mad if and only if John is a madmanS
This distinction would appear to be what Brekié (1970:31)
is getting at when he says:
."Sorkomﬁt_z;B.rbeim-Typ madman in Vergleich
zu der syntaktischen Gruppe mad ﬁan regel-
mdssig das Merkﬁél\'Habituell' als Pradikat
' dem,jeweiligen;detgrminans—Glieaazﬁ;”'

We should note that this semantic distinction between
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compounds and the corresponding syntactic phrase is an
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argument against the derivation érovided.by Lees (1960:
128£ff) where the compound is derived from the syntactic
phrase, or, in-fgcty'against any model which derives
compoﬁndé from tensed sentenceés, 1f one accepts the ruling

that transformations cannot change meaning.

=

3.2.2 If we consider a septence like
8. Men are (male chauvinist) pigs
we see that we have the habitual/inherent/permanent reading
of the cdpuia occurring, and if we trénslate this sentence
‘into Spanish,.we‘have to use ser. Yet the occurrence here
is not exactly the same as it has been in the other ca§és
we have.considered, firstly because we here have'a noun
-after the copula and not an adjectige, and secondly because ‘
(8) fits in to a series of.sentences-like
9. Elephants eat peanuts /s
10. Cats climb trees
11. Men in the peak of condition think nothing of a
“two mile run before breakfast

and so on. This' is what has normally béenvtermédfgenericness

(see Chafe, 1970:189; Chomsky, 1972389; etc.).. Apart £rom
the fact that we haveriup.to-ndw,xbeeﬁ deaiipg.with the cop-

ula only; and thatlgenericness appears-most often‘With verbé

-
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other than the copula, these seem, on the surface, to be
part and parcel of the same phenomencn, particularly‘as
Chafe (loc.cit) argues convincingly that, on grounds of
simplicity, genericness must be explained in the model as
a feature of the verb and that

accom?anles a generlc verb, but non-

generlc otherwise."

=)

-

Yet even if this is true, and it seems rather to go
against the intuitions of most native speakers if it is,
it does net mean that genericness is to be confused with
habituality/inherence/permanende,'which does not require
any particular form of the noun phrase. In fact we shall
conclude that habituality/inherence/permanence is purely a
feature of the verb (see §4.1.2). This being the case,
sentence.(Z)_should perhaps be replaced by )

2a. ThlS elephant 1s big
whlch has an 1nherent readlng Wlthout a generic. One, sosés

to avoid anyreonfu31gg.

We shell not discuss whether we should make any
dlstlnctlon between habitual, inherent and permanent in thlS
context. . The: use of one rather than the other ‘appears to
depend 1arge1y on the lexical 1tems 1n any sentence.

vaiously, we‘can distinguish at surface level between
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12. ' He is habitually lazy

13. He is inherently lazy

14. He is permanently iazy
but this is not to sSay, if we may for a moment, foresee
the resnltS‘of‘our investigation, that the aspectual
marker underlying them is separate in the three cases.
The three seem to be able to co-occur with the same elements:
they seem to be paradigmeticallysr related. For the sake of
brevity in what follows we shall often qugte this
habitual/inherent/permanent feature simply as INHERENT in
block letters and the appropriate part of speech, or HIP
when we requrre a shorter term still in features on a verb,

etc..

3.2.3 Belinger (1967) points out. that there are a
number of adjectlves whlch change their meaning depending on
thelr p031t10n in the NP w1th regard to the noun. Thusfy
for most speakers, when read with unmarked 1ntonation,

15. The responsible man '
‘is by no means the. same as

'16.° The man»respons1bler’

The proviso about4unmarked 1ntonatlon applles through-

out’ thlS section, as 1ntonat10n can overrule the 1nformation
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provided in the syntax. . Of course, this phengmenon is
not reétricted.to the case in hand, and will have to be
dealt with‘e}sewhere in the grammar, anyway, although it is
not clear how thiéwis to be done. Thus an interrogative'
form like -

17. Will you open the door°
can be turned 1nto a command by the use of intonation, or
a declaratlve form like

18. He came yesterday -
turned into a question in a similar way.‘ It is for this

reason that we shall not deal with this problem any more

fully here.

Returning to adjective position and its influence on

meaning we might quote further examples like
“~19% —~The- only apparent" stake T L

20. The only mistake apparent: '
Here there is a distinct semantic shift, apparently due to
the position,of the adjeotive, between 'seeming! and o,
'obvious'. However, there is also a group of adJectives
Whlch, though they do not change their meaning to this
extent when they change thelr p031tlon with regard to the
noun, do “have a slightly dlfferent semantlc value......
Bollnger quotes cases like

21." The only river nav;gablep

whioh:'he.says, impliee.at aigiVen time .(the present unless”
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otherwise specified) as against

22.' The only navigable river
where the river is seen as INHERENTLY navigable. We can
find proof of this:in the oddness of

23. The only navigable river in January.
If we consider examples (15), (16), (19), (ZOj in the
light of this, we can see that, whatever other semantic
shifts.may be going on at the same time, this one is
present as well. Bolinger describes this® state of affairs ".
by saying that before such adjectives may be preposed, they
have to be germane with the ﬁoun in question. We canm
describe it in terms of INHERENCE.2

The importance of this is that &e appear to have the
same semantic iimitatioﬁ occurring -both in compounding and

N
in the preposing of adjectives of the navigable class, a

class which includes possible, soluble, passable, named, o,

' ready, etc..

2 1o say that preposing results in or is a result of
marking for INHERENCE is something of a simplification,
though it is a sufficient statement for our purposes.
- However, if we consider: .. - : -

a) '~ I-saw the nude woman

b). . I ‘saw the woman nude o - : .
we ‘can. see ‘that 4a). is unmarked. for INHERENCE while b) - .
is marked as NON-INHERENT. . The ‘true state of affairs,
then, would seem rather to be a three point' scale, or
possibly a eline,: .. . . ... . . ... e

. INHER?NT | T ONMARKED _‘NON—;NHEBENT

Suchnthat*preposing‘movesﬁthe'reading one to:the left
on the scale.
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3.2.4 The tradltlonal transformat10nal approach to
adjectives has been to generate them from the appropriate
embedded predlcatlve sentence (see, for example, Chomsky,
1957:72, Jacobs & ﬁcsenbaum, 1968:211, etc.) so that
the mad nan is derived froﬁ '
24. NP

the man s

the man is mad. B

This is also the way in which Lees (1960:126) wants to
derive adjective + houn cgmpounds, an approach wg have
criticised above since (4) and (5) would have to be
synonymous if this solution were to be accepted. If we
consider restrictive relative clausesicf this type we find
that the majority of them are not specified as to the
INHERENT or NON-INHERENT reading of the copula. Thus °

25. The only river which is navigable
isa neutralisation of (21) and (22), and

26... The man ‘who is'responsible .

Ka)
et
is.a neutrallsatlon of (1l5) and (16) as can be seen by

completlng it w1th either (26a) or (26b)

26a. Jeels the one who pulled the tr;gger

26b. ...ie'the one who looks after his family.
Although the facts are slightly less clear 1n the case of
non-restrlctlve relatlve clauses, 1t seems that. they are
unspecified 1n\the.same,way. ans;der__“

Y
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27a. Fred, mho is responsible, only directed Joe
to_pull the'trigger

27h. Fred, who ls responsible, is always here on time.
In the few cases where it is not true that both the
INHERENT and the NON—INHERENT readlngs are appllcable to
the relative clause, both the restrlctlve and non—restrlct—
ive relatives are_governed by the generalisation. Thus

28. The'mistake which is apparent....,‘

29. The mlstake, whlch is apparent, ,...
are both related to (20), the NON-INHERENT readln;, rather
than (19). Ready is another adjective whlch works in the
same way, and one would seem to be able to make the
generalisation that when only one of the readings is
p0551b1e in the relatlve clause, it is the NON-INHERENT

N,
readlng which obtalns.

If relatlve clauses are either unspecifled for
INHERENCE or NON-INHERENT, and compounds are always gy
INHERENT, then thls 1s another reason for not der1v1ng

compounds from underlylng relatlves,'or embedded sentences.

-+

3.2;5 There 1s some evidence, even apart from that ‘
mentloned in the 1ast paragraph, that the NON—INHERENT

reading is the unmarked one. semantically the NON—:
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INHERENT reading may be said to include the INHERENT
one in that there is a relationship of unilateral

implication between them.

It is also the case that, to a certain extent at least,
context determines the reading of the verb which obtains.
If, foriexample, one were visitihg a hospital, and were
told by the doctor acting as a guide

30. This is ward six; the men in here are mad
one would probably take the INHERENT reading; buﬁ if the
whole scene were shifted to the local school, and one were
told

s

31. This is class six; the kids -in here are mad

the NON—iNHERENT reading'would apply. In the same way

different readingé apply in the second half of N
-32. I've just poured ink over it so 7 A 1
33. You must be colour-blind! :It's not brown; J che
bird is black.
An& unless one knows Joe, (34) is ambiguous: ) e
34. Don't ask Joe: he's grumpy.
3.2.6 . The -argumentation above has been based entirely

on English and entirely on adjective + noun compounds. We

have therefore two problems: we have to know whether this
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argumentation can be extended to other languages, and we

-4

have to know whether it can be extended +o other syntactic
configurations.

At first glance the derivation would not appear to be
applicable to Danish, because despite the claims for a

distinction between r¢d vin and rg¢dvin made by Koefoed

'(1958:§601) on the grounds that the compound means a
particular type of red wine, namely.claretj the two appear
to be used interchangeably in -the modern language. ;Unlike
the examples like Stormand quoted by Mikkelsen (1897:§37)
and others there is here no change of meaning connected
with the change to compound status. Eiamples of this kind
are rare, but they do oécur.
\,

However, we find in this case that thefe is a -syntactic
difference. We can say -

35. Rgdvinen er lilla

but not

-

36.  Deg :¢de vin er.lilla.

.Themcqfoccurrencé~ofwanfincompatible“adject1Vé“iS‘only

permissible in thetcase,of ;he compound. - We :can compare

‘this with the situatién in English, where an albino could be
+37. A white blackbird

-but never '

38, ™A white black bird.
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or French where

39. Une chaise longue courte

40. Un énorme petit pain

41. Du vinaigfé doux

42. Un petit grand homme
are all acceptable. It seems to be the case that the first
element of a compound is no longer just an extra information
éarrier, but an‘inherent part of the object being described,
to the extent that it cannot be ruled othéé the information
content even by an overt contradiction. .We shall(kefurn to
this point again in §3}4.4. For the moment we shall merely

point out'that once more we are talking in terms of a mark-

ing for INHERENCE.

It is easier to show £hat noun + noun compounds also
have some éuch feature. If we consider words like pestman,
cbalman we see that-the men have a habitual, permanent
re;ationship to the item they delive;: one does nptlbecome

, . T R
a codlman by delivering a single load of coal to one's own

home. A wall map is inherently designed to go on a wall, a

~ fire engine is inherently and habitually used for helping
when ‘there is'é’fire,Vand'SO on. Of course, there are
problems. = = el 7

43. I was only a postman for one day
. is a perfectly aéceptablérsehtenée, but- thig is'because the
word, which happens to be'é'compound} is'the‘naméiofla




profession. It is perhaps difficult to see why there
should be any 1dea of 1nherence, habltuallty Or permanence
in car thief, partlcularly if we are dealing with a first
offence! We seem to_have a case of a lexically (or
sociologioallY)‘condoned.genetaliSation from a single event.
One might equally well ask if a person is a thief after

stealing one object.

The same INHERENCE link can be .shown.for Danish,
mutatis mutandis, and for French, where we find examples

like V1denskabsmand -and homme-orchestre respectlvely. So

we f£ind Barbaud (1971 90) telling us that the transformation
which creates a compound in French
"est une opération qui 'présuppose' au départ
que le terme déterminant Soit interprété
comme étant une qualité ou une propriéte
'inhérente' au terme déterminé.™

We shall return to this to explain why it should be in
. . . : R
§3.4.4. -

It is 1nterest1ng to note, in conclusion, that
Landmark (1969 201) points to a 51m11ar phenomenon in
adjectival compoundlng in Norweglan-

:"'Bllfull' synes narmest ' uttrykke en
tllstand (av biltetthet, eterk traflkk), nens

'full av bller Virker som et oyebllkksbilde av.en
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situasjon (jfr.: Oslo ‘er en bilfull by

-~ det er svert s& fullt av biler det var

i gata i d‘aig. .
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3.3 LEXICALISATION.

3.3.1 It woﬁld'seeﬁ that one of Lees' biggest mistakes
lies in biting off more than he can chew -- or more than is
even digestible.‘ We can see this if we consider his lists
of the various typee of compbund, and in particular we shall

Jlook at his compoﬁnds of the form adjective + noun in his

first group: Subject-Predicate. He begins (1960:128) with
a résumé of his position: - 4
~ "We have already decided to take adjectival
compounds like MADMAN from prenominal transforms
of post-nominal modifier constructions,
themselves’ transforms of relative clause
constructions." '
In other words, he wants a derivation something like
the man, the man is mad
the man who is med .
the man that is mad
-the men mad ' ) 4 L
‘the mad man -
fhé madman .-
If we ignore the problem of INHERENCE, which Lees ‘does not
note, ‘this seems falr enough, untll wwe lookd‘at the other
examples Lees gives of derivations by this means. 'We shall

consider some of these briefly.
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If we take just three of Lees' examples, blackmail,

{

easychair and shortbread, it immediately becomes obvious

that the derivations Lees gives are not suitable for
current English; forhwhile

The mail which is black

The chair which is easy

The bread which is short
afe acceptable, they are not paraphrases ofgthe compounds.

The etymology of blackmail is interesting. Originally
it was a sum of money'you paid to a cattle thief in the
borders to stop him taking your cows. Black meant 'illicit!
and mail 'coin,' 'revenue.' We still have ‘black in the

sense of 'illicit' in black-market, blackleg and blacklist -

but on the whole this sense of the word has died out: oné
does not find
*He was mixed up in some black t¥ansactions
*Lynching is black
though some speakers find
This ship is black
in the sénse that it has been 'blacked' by a trade union
acceptable, and One'éertaiﬁiy does not find mail meaning
'coin'. But it Seems likely that at the timé when the
English were tryiﬁg.to deal with"their'SéotfiSh attackers
(and'vicgkversa) these were acceptable‘(aithdughgthe~QED

lists no example with black in this sense ﬁsed'prediéafivelY),
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so that it was quite legitimate for the compound to be

]

formed at the time.

Similarly, if the Danes were to leave home today, as
they did in the ninth century;'and‘take over East Anglia
and start demanding an annual tribute from the local
populace, it is unlikely that it would be called Danegeld
(unless harking baék to the ninth century invasion) simply
because the word geld no longer exists in‘séandard English.

It would probably be called Scanditax or DPT (Dane Pacific-

ation Tax) instead.

Historical transformational grammar allows the principle
that different T-rules apply at different times in the
development of a-langane, and tradiﬁional philology telils
us that words come into and‘aré lost from the language over
time. These two factors should make dt fairly clear that |
there is no a pr10r1 reason why a compound formed in the
16th century should be expllcable in terms of the‘same s&t -
of rules and the same set of lexical items as explain
currently producgd compounds. That is, a synchronic
grammar may. no~1op§ér<be able to produce compounds which were
first generated several hundred years ago and have, as a
result of the rules operating at that date, become fixtures

in the language.
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Easy as in easychair certainly could be used predicativ-
ely in the appropriate sense at an earlier period in
English, though the OED lists no examples of its being
used predicatively aﬁd gualifying chair. Here we have a
clear case of a lost meaning of one of the elements

becoming atrophied in the compound.

Tall story is not one of the compounds listed by Lees
(1960:130) since it does not have unity sff;és, but it
would appear otherwise to fit into his framework -- better
in fact than highway which he does list and which has been
a compound since at least 859 A:D., and for which the OED
lists no predicative use of the adjective in the appropriate
sense. The OEﬁ gives examples of tall applied to stories
but in predicative usage for 1846 and 1902. It also lists
an example where tall story appears to be a fixed locution
for 1897. Yet today, for most if not all speakers, |

This story is - tall
is unacceptable. The particuiar meaﬁing of Eg;l'igéﬁlvéﬁ{
here seems to have,become fossilised, applicable only to

stories and orders, or occurrlng in the phrase

That's a blt tall.-

As a final -example of the same phenomenon we can take
shortbread, which is 11sted by Lees, and for which the OED-

lists . a predicatlve usago - today unacceptable'—- as late-
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as 1888. The phrase or compound short (=)bread first

appears in 1801. Evidently, then, the type of derivation
provided by Lees was permissible in 1801 when the form was
coined, but it is no longer permissible in a synchronic

grammar for 1960.

This process applies, of course, not only to
compounding, but also to derivation. A few brief examples
sho;ld suffice to illustrate the point. - ; president is ‘
no longer merely 'one who presides': the total word is
made up of more than the sum of its parts. 'Uhyggelig
(eerie, scary, nasty) is no longer the true opposite of

hyggelig (cosy, comfortable, pleasant, easy to get on with)

in most contexts; illegitimate is no longer the true

opposite of legitimate; improper is no longer the trué

opposite of proper. Dearth no longer has any connection

'with dear.

3.3.2 Thé'b#adﬁical“conClusion to be drawn from this
for a study of the procedures ‘involved in the generation’
of -compounds is that a ‘discussicn of compoundiiig should be
concerned only with new formations. We have’limited’pur
corpus to these as far as possible in Part Two by using two

sources: ‘nonce formations and dictionaries ‘of ‘hew words.
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We agree, then, with Brekle (1973:2) when he says:
"Begreift man ... Komposition als echten
grammatischen Prozess, so komnt man zu
dem Schluss, dass gerade die 'Augenblicks-

komp031ta' die Komp051ta par excellence

sind, die 'festen Komposita dagegen -

wegen der Idlosynkra51en ihrer semantische

Struktur, die eine Auseinanderlegung in

eine wlrtlichen Paraphrase verbieten;’als -
meist hochgradig lexikalisierte Pseudo-

Komposita anzusehen sind."

This is not to say, of course, that it may not be
possible to generate many of the already existing compounds
by the same processes as one would use to generate these
'new! compounds. Indeeqd, one would expect to flnd that a
~fair proportlon of extant compounds could be generated by
exactly . these procedures. However, one can never assume
that any. glven extant compound can still be generated by a
productlve process. In a synchronlc study we have flrst to
test theapmmeams to verify that they are still productlve.
After the event, one can then return to look at establlshed
compounds to dlscover Whlch of them can st111 be generated .
by these processes. Compounds which can no longer be
generated by the productlve processes of the grammar we shall

term 1ex1callsed compounds. These compounds, we assume, are

-
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listed in the lexicon like any other lexical item.

Saussure (1915:172) says that
"Mots composés, dérivés, membres de phrase,
phrases entiéres (peuvent trés bien &tre des)
locutions toutes faites, aukquellestl’usage
interdit de rien changer, méme si 1'on peut
y distinguer, & la ré&flexion, des parties
significatives." .

These, he says, belong to langue tather than to parole.

He is saying the same as we ate} but differently phrased

and in a wider context. If we accept this statement of

Saussure's -- and it seems a very fair statement, and one

which reflects our point of view hereﬂ--'We nave more or

less come reund to Weinreich's point of view (1963:145,

see above §2.3.2) that idioms and compounds are dealt‘%ith

by the grammar in'essentially the same way. The7aifference

is that'ﬁhile'Weinreich concludes from this that compounds -

are 1dloms, we are merely claiming . that 1ex1callsed compounds,

like 1dloms, have to be llsted in the lexicon and cannot be

generated.

Our soiﬁtidn’has an intuitively satiszing result in
that it appears to mirror actual 1anguage use. Many
compounds undergo elther phonetlc or semantic modlflcatlon
in the course of their llfe, ‘and thus cease to be trans—

parent. We mlght ‘consider French"“epine from Latln alba
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spina, Engliéh‘waistcoat which for a time became /weskit/,

!
-

German Nachbar from nachgebﬁr and Danish faster from 014

Norse foﬁur—systir.' On the semantic side we can consider

the compounds discuééed in detail above. The point at which
a compound becomes opaque (Getman'Verdunkelt) may well be
related to the point at which it becomes lexicalised in our
sense of the term. |

However, even this view may be too generous to the )
transformationalists, for, if ome is to judge by performance,
native speakers of a'language seem to lexicalise compounds
before this point. In order for a compound to undergo a
phonetic change by which it loses its transparency, or to
remain in the lcnguage after one of its elements has
ceased to be an identifiably independent word of the language

(aubépine and blackmail respectively), it must have become

iexicaliéed before this point. In other words, although a
phonetic change might be the first 51gn we have that a

compound has become lex1callsed, it must, in fact have‘/
been lexicalised for some time and be accepted as a lexical
item in its own fignt‘for the phonetic chénge to take place.
Thus it is that compoﬁndé which are familiar to a- speaker -
are nevéf anai?séd{‘ féw Enéliéh épeakers wauld seem to be
consciousiy aware ofna'hedﬁéhog as 'a éig”which lives in
hedges'. This has received further confirmation in the

course ‘of our study by native speakers' reactions to Danish
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compounds: several Danes mentioned spontaneously that
they had no£ realised for a very long time that a word
like farmor meant the mother of one's father, accepting
it merely as a name for an individudl, or said, when
presented with a familiar. compound, that they did not
usuélly analyse it into its constituent parts, knowing the
meaning as a whole, although they could provide such an

‘analysis to explain the word to a foreigner.

Furthermore, this explains the great amount of stress
put on unity of idea in discussions of compounding. Bally
(1932:94) provides a typical example:

ous appelons composé un syntagme virtuel
caractérisé qui désigne, en la motivant,

une idée'unique,“ N
Soderbergh (1968:6) remarks that

,“Orden"bostad, handduk, riksdag och

vi vid n#rmare eftertanke kan analysera Ny
dém i deres besténdsdelar."
Rohref.(1967}§l.2.2) notes the point of the unity of idea
in a compouﬁd, but passes over it, stating that
ein einfaches Wbrt, wie dle Neubildung

Omnibusbahnhof und nicht Omnlbushof zeigt."

The assumption in this sentence might perhaps be queried,
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but the statement that Bahnhof is a single word is
categorically made, and would doubtless find support from
most Germans. This also explains Householder's (1962:343/4)
complaint in his review of Lees (1960) that

"The vast majority of the compounds discussed

by Lees are in fact lexemes or idioms, i.e.

items learned as a whole by the native

speaker and never consciously analyzed."

However, there would appear to be many compounds which
are never consciously analysed by the native speaker and yet
can be generated by the rules of the synchronic grammer:
many well established compounds in still pfoductive
series would fell into ﬁhis category. We have already .
reserved the term lexicalised for those compounds whioh the
grammar caﬁnot generate; for this other group of compounds
which can be generated by the‘gramhar, but which are
generally felt as hav1ng one prec;se meaning and as being

St

"one word", we shall use the term recelved or frozen, the

latter term being taken from Gleitman & Gleitman (1970:90).

A frozen compound can occasionally be "thawed out” .
for explanatory purposes. Thus we find conversations like
the actually recorded one reproduced below. ‘

- Do we have a cake—t1n°

-- ' Yes, under the table in the corner.
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-- 'No, I don't mean a tin for keeping cakes

4

in, I mean a tin for making them in.
Lexicalised compounds cannot always be so satisfactofily
explained in this wéy. Mousehunt can, i£ is true, be
explained as a man who hunts ﬁice’or a hunter éf mice
(in which case the lexeme has been changed) and pickpocket
as a man who picks pockets; but if we return to our
briginal example, blackmail cannot be explained in terms of
the lexical item§z§£ itself contains uniésg‘one first
glosses the lexical items. For this reason we cannot
agree with the viewpoint taken by Giurescu (1970:8§2.1)
when she says
"Sul piano sincronico, troviamo parole del tipo:
rom. floarea-soarelﬁ&
fr. chien-loup !
it. boccadilupo
che fanno parte anch'esse dalla.struttura
profonda ‘del romene,; francese o 1ta11ano, che

vengono considerati da noi come i com'osti - S

‘gquando furono- coniati, se i loro elementi
componenti- continuano ‘ad” esistere in modo-
independentei " )

Even with“this" final conditional; Giureéscu cannot account

for non—productlve patterns whose elements are recognlsable,

she loses an important distinction.
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There appears to be no clear way of deciéing at what
stage an item becomes frozen or even lexicalised, since
usage varies throughout a speech community and since we
are dealing with péYcholpgicai imponderables here. However,
it does seem fair to say that the majority of compounds
dealt with in the literature are at least frozen (see §2.1.2).
This makes a difference to the seémantic criteria for a
- compound discussed in the literature, since the compound,
once frozen, comes to be the name for a Pérticular (type of).
object which has characteristics other than those spelt:
out in the compound: this would seem to account very largely
for claims that a compound contains semgntically more than
‘the sum oi its elements (see §2.2.3). We'shall be returning

to this point below (§3.4.4).

3.3.3 . Wé have here developed a concept of lexicalisation
which could have far-reaching implications in all partssof
linguistic theory, not merely in the field of word~-
formation. 'Yet the possibility of such a.concept appears to
have been almost entirely 6verlooked, particularly outside
word-formation, possibly because‘its’implicationS‘contradiét
some of the assumptibﬁs implicitly made in most of the
writings on, for example, Generative Semantiés: and Generative

Phonoipgy.
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To summarise our claims about lexicalis&kion, we
have argued that derivations which are historically
justified may no longer be justified in a contemporary
synchronic grammar because of chanées through time in
the grammar and/or the lexicon.  Items derived by rules
which have become invalid for whatever reason should
rather, in a contemporary synchronic grammar, be listed in

the lexicon, i.e. marked as exceptions to synchronic rules.

We shall illustrate this by lookKing at Generative
Phonclogy. In Generative Phonology the search for rules
which willlaccount for all morpho-phonemic variations has
led in many cases (usually, it is claimed, purely coincid-
entally) to a reproduction of historical processes: ;he
phonetic hiétory of the formatives:iS'implicit in the,
synchronic rules for generating the correct phonetic
- surface realisation in a significantly large nuﬁber of

cases,. The impiication is that any speaker who is aware
'that morpho-phonemic variation pro#ides a phonétiéavaf%hnt
of the,samekﬁo:matiV$, who knows,/for example, that divine
and divinitylare related words, must use the rules which
happen to reflect the history of the lanéuage. Yet these
processeé'are notfalways synchronically productive, as cén.
be seeﬁ‘ih twb,ways.:,Firstly,.loan wofds often have.forms
which would not be possible if the rules were still product~

1ve. ThlS is particularly noticeable in botanical Latin

»277
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(this was pointed out to me by Roger Lass, pefsonal
communication). Secondly we have the evidence (although
it is not clear exactly how much weight can be given to
this) of the experiments carried out by'Ohalal(1973).
Ohala asked his subjects to pronounce non-existent
derivations from known words. Some of these gave rise to
forms in which, if the independent phonological rules of
‘Chomsky & Hallé-(1968) were available to speakers, one
would predict phonological changesﬁlvoweLhiaxingr vowel
tensing, s-voicingL velar softening, etc.) to have taken
place. The qésult qu‘that, by and large, these predicted
phonological changes were not observed. . Ohala (op.cit:
%Zb) concludes from his results that'

- "Only in the minority of cases is there the
Eossibilitx that phonetic mutaﬁion of the \
stem in derivations is due to the application
of independent phonological rules." (My streés. LJB.)

Instead -Ohala suggests that "one 'of the prime determinants

of phonological creativity" is analégy,_ahd‘thatfﬁéifs Xt

such as divine, divinity; critic,

listeq in ;hg#igxiggn.- He says. (op.cit:12):
ZQI doubt. that the addition of those

derived forms which involve a. phonetic

cﬂapge in,the,s#e@;wbuld"incteéseuthis‘
nuﬁbgr;(of basic.vpcabula;y.itemsi |

.eicludipg;deriveduformS).by‘very.much -
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certainly not an order of magnitude."
That these items should be listed separately in the
lexicon is exactly what we would predict from the concept

of lexicalisation we have provided.

There is, in fact, a division here between two
opposing views of what a linguistic theory is. The first
view, held by Chomsky in his earlier wrltlngs, and by
Chomsky & Halle (1968), is that a llnguistlc theory should
provide no more than a model, and need not make any claims
about that model, specifically no psychological claims. If
the model works then it has ipso facto provided a valid
linguistic theory. The other view, held by Ohala, is that
a linguistic theory is only valid insofaras it is a
psychologically (i.e. empirically) justifiable model.®
Obviously this statement is a simplification and gives only
the extreme views on either side. °‘Equally obviously, the
two approaches are not always kept completely separate, and
indeed much of the criticisﬁ that has been leveliea aé%&nst
Chomsky and transformational linguistics becomes invalid
if this dichotomy is upheld, even though the linguists them-
selves may not have been aware of the dlchotomy. Also, it
is clear that once a model of the flrst type is set up, it
is of great 1nterest to try and test 1t empirlcally to see
if it 1s also a model of the second type, and that any

psychological verification that may be found —-,although
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in our present state of ignorance on‘how to elicit under-
lying structures from informants this is not likely to be
any large amount -- yil;;he seen as adding to the kudos of
a model of the first type. It is for‘these reasons that
the two views of linguisticrtheorj have become so embroiled
in each other. Occasionally, however, it is important to
'ask oneself to what extent one is dealing with the first

view, and to what extent with the second.

If we take a concrete example we can see the implications
of this. The Generative Semantics school‘is committed to a
policy of lexical decomposition; the Chomskyan school is
equally committed to a lexicalist policy. This means that .

while Generative Semanticists have to derive hunter, shooter,

superintendent, 1nspector, preszdent and presumably author,

E etc. from an underlylng form of 'person whor——s',
Chomskyans have to llSt all these as separate items. Either
model w111 wnrk, so both are presumably suff1c1ent for a

\ch
model of the flrst type.

However, in this particularrcase, we have some semantic
evidence to consider as well: -an ‘inspector is a person who .

inspects in the term“fruit‘inspector, but not in the term

police inspector. In the latter,'inspeCtor 1s much more a

statement of rank than of act1v1ty. Slmllarly w1th suger-

1ntendent, and 1n the case of'president, one rarely considers
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president to mean ‘person who presides'. It seems unlikely,

/
-4

then, that the Generative Semantics approach can, in this
instance, be completely justified'from.a=psycholpgica1 point
of view. . On the other hand, the Chomskyan formulation will
lose the generalisation that almost any verb which takes an
agentive subject can be turned into a nominal of this kind
quite productively. Having coined the verb to napalm from
the noun, we can quite easily create a new term and say of
someone that ‘_ . ‘ﬁ

He has been voted best napalmer of 1969.
So it seems unlikely that the Chomskyan position can be
fully justifieq psycholpgically. The position that seems
most likely to be psychologically justifiatle is a comptomise

one where some of the terms. . (pre81dent, 1nspector = rank)

are listed in the lexicon, and others are generated in a
productive system. This is the system we are proposing

here for compounds as well.

It may be that this concept of 1exicalisation'hés< et
'1mpllcatlons for syntax as, well, but thlS Seems to be far

"'more problematlcal.'

3.3.4 On a much more practical 1evel; it should be

noted that this concept of lexicalisation frees us very
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largely from the restrictions imposed by the "exceptions"

to generalisations we mentioned in Chapter II. Irregular
plurals or genders. of lexicalised compounds no longer have
to be explained by thélsynchronic'grammar: the various
historical accidents that caused these apparent aberrations
are no doubt of great interest, and deserve more study than
ﬁhey have so far had, but they have no part in a generative
gfammar for the present day. Although the concept of
lexicalisation has occasionally, though vefyﬁfarely, been
brought up by other workers in the field (e.g. Briegleb,
1935:7; Brekle, 1973:1) its full value in a synchronic
description of the language seems never to have been
appreqiafed. As far as we are concerned-here, it means that
if applied only to nonce formations (and possibly frozen
compounds, too) a definition of a compound as a morpholog=
ically complex unit composed of two or more lexemes and
shéﬁipg phonological and morphblpgicalrisolation is a much
better definition than we were willing to allow above
(§2.3.3) when we were considering lexicélised examﬁlgé:asgg'

well.
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3.4 STRUCTURAL AMBIGUITY.

3.4.1 Lees (1960) finds himself rather out of his depth
on several occasions when he realises that there is apparent-
ly more than one deeb structure perﬁissible in his .grammar
for some compounds. Thus, for exenple, he says (op.cit:
122) that

"It will happen then that different speakers

will interpret certain compounds, in tgeir

ordinary use, as having some grammatical

analysis other than the one we shall give

them. Far from being an anomaly cr a defect,

this phenomenon is to be greeted as.is any

'exception which proves the rule'.™
Later (ibid:143), whilst considering his group of Subject-
Object compounds, he points out that the verb in these
compounds has been deleted. He suggests that a very small
number of causatlve verbs might make up the paradlgm of

Fan)
deletable verbs, but concludes that

£

J"Unfortunately, hOWever, it seems quite
un'l'ikelj} that ‘all the membets of one large,
,productive class of subject-object compounds
lcan be soetreated in terms of just a few ’
ospec1f1ed verbs w

The 1mpllcat10n, then, is that we have a Series of verbs

being deleted which do not fit neatly 1nto any paradlgm.
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Vendler (1968:92) makes a similar point, but claims
that the co-eccurrence of the nouns in question defines
a fairly limited set of Verbs?

"Take the eompound’noun: milkman. Its

analysis can be represented as follows:

milkman -- manfsells milk
delivers
handles
&C

Here, again, if the co-occurrence of two nouns
/ .
fails to pick out relevant verbs the compound

becomes incomprehensible: milkplanet, father-

man. The intelligibility of milkcow, fireman,

on the other hand, is clearly due to the

availabllity of fairly narrow nerb—classes." )
There are two.points to be made about this. First of all,
‘we can contest Vendler's statement that milkElanet and
fatherman are ineomprehensible. MllkElanet could mean a
planet which in some way resembles mllk, or a planet on~ -
which mllk is habltually drunk, or a planet which produces
a lot of mllk for export (with certain prov1sos about such.
deflnltlons made below, §3 4, 4) and the llteral equlvalent 7
of fatherman actually ex1sts 1n Danlsh as a term of 4
endearment., Secondly, Vendler 1s Stlll left w1th a non—
dec1dable deep structure in so far as he cannot non-arblt—

rarlly deClde whlch of hlS llSt of verbs is belng used.
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We might add, parenthetically, that fairly narrow verb-
classes are only available because we already know what

the words mean: in Ray Bradbury's Fahrenheit 451,

'firemen' are people who light fires.

Lees (1970a) suggests on the basis of criticisms made
by Rohrer' (1966) of his use of the term 'subject', that a
Fillmorean framework, in which there is no underlying
subject, might provide a better soldtion to the problem of
compounding than he was. able to do earlier. On this point,
however, the Fillmorean grammar is just as weak as Lees' is.
If we look at Lees' (1960:143) example of pollce dog, which

he says might be elther dog which serves. the police or

dog which the police use, we find in a Fillmorean grammar -
N\

the same ambiguities arising, and, in fact, the two sentences

would.require different‘case frames (unlike Vendler's : ,
example of milkman). i
. . e Rt

We. have already: (§§2.4.3, 2.4.4) pointed out some of
the dlfflcultles which can arise when a model of compoundlng
has: a. non—recoverable deep structure.v ThlS is: exactly: what

5 [T S

we have here, and we can trace the root of the matter back

to Lees' decision (1960:117) to derive some compounds from
NVN;sentences.r On the other hand, it.ds; not easy to sSee -

what other solutlon is’ open to him.‘ HlS reasons for R

prop051ng a verb in the underlylng structure ~= that it is
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the only way to account for precisely the semantic variation
we find occurring -- appear to be cogent. Furthermore, he
has to have a certain area of indecision to allow for the
various possible interpretations of a compound like snake
poison which, as he points out (op.cit:122/3), might be the
venom from a snakel's glands, or poison laid to kill snakes.3

We shall return to this point later in this section.

Nonetheless, we cannot totally ignore Householder's

comment (1962:344) on Lees' statement (quoted above) that it
"this phenomenon is to be greeted as is any 'exception which
proves the rule'":

"I am afraid I .cannot share his attitude.

I think that this fact casts doubts on the ' -
whole procedure",

or Rohrer's (1966:165) claim that Lees'
"Regel zur Eliderung des transitiven
Verbés in dep Koﬁposita vom Typ Subjekt- A N
Objekt ist folglich falsch und muss neu
formuliert Werden,"

Certainly this problem provides a major stumbling block to

C.

3 This interpretation, which is_thgqretically.possible, might
well be blocked because of the dominance of the received
interpretation. This does not affect the validity of—the-
general point. '
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extant ﬁheories of compounding, particularly in the light
of Fiengo & Lesnik's (1972) non?sqnib which summarises the
current feeling in linguistics that there is no such thing
as non-recoverable deletion in syntax. While this point
had not received any perticular stress at the time Lees
‘'was writing it now seems very likely that a non—recoverabie
deep structure is notkpermissible in the framework of a
generative grammar, if for no otherpreason than that it leads ".

to a non-decidable system. We shall return to this point in

Part Two, when we shall s;ggest a solution to it.

3.4.2 As we mentioned in the last paragraph in relatlon

to Lees' example of snake poison, there is a certain amount

of ambiguity inherent in compounds. Ve can 1llustrate this "’

from the following lists of Danish and English compounds:
gastander, cigarténder, 1ommetander, lynténdér*‘; v
gasllghter, flrellghter, petrol llghter.

In each case the flrst compound is amblguous, and can either

s;gnlfy an 1nstrument w1th which one 1;ghts the»gas4, or an

4 Although this meanlng is apparently no longer current
in Danlsh. ‘ : :
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instrument which functions by gas and lights other things,

)

or, conceivably, a person who lights the gas, provided this
is his normal occupation. In the second compound in the
lists the first eleme;t‘is, in each case, the item which

is 1lit by the lightef (which ie nofmally understood to be
“inanimate, but there is no reason to suppose that an animate
interpretation is impossible). 1In lommetander, the first
eiement shows the place where the lighter is_kept (with
implications of miniature -size), and a 1zn£ander is an

instrument which lights with the speed of a flash of e

lightning. What formal indications have we that these

different logical connections hold between the two elements

of the different compounds? The answer “is: none. One can

invent a context where a different interpretation would have

to be applied. Consider: N

Zeus was very annoyed that he could not thfow.

. _his thunderbolts on that particular day, but he
knew that 1f he hlmself llt the blue touchpaper“
he would have an 1mmed1ate demarcatlon dlspute
on. hlS hands and all of Hephaestus' mlnlons
would stage a- walk—out. Men‘lyntanderen var pa

Aferie:‘eé det var der 1kke noget, han kunne
sige til.
Or altefnefiﬁely:

Blll Sykes had 1nvented a new way of stealing._

J“It's Very 51mp1e," he explalned.‘i"You use fire.
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You set fire to their pockets with this special
‘machine, and all the money falls out. They are
so worried about being on fire that they hardly

notice. Lommetanderen bliver meget praktisk;“

He tried out his invention, and was very success-
ful. The guineas rolled in. Politiet ville

fange lommetanderen, inden han brandte nogen

alvorligt. = ]
This illustrates one of the most ihteresting facets of the
compound. It appears to be a surface neutralisation of a .
number of different logical/semantic/underlying represent-
ations. The result of this is that any glven compound 1s
stracturally_agb;guous. Lees (1960: 117) p01nts this out

with reference to the pair flour mill and windmill, Rohrer
N

(1967:§1.3) with reference to call girl and crx baby .
Similarly, most of the compounds infmg%ﬂax that end in

rap 1nd1cate an apparatus for catchlng ‘the creature

mentloned in the first element mantrap, badger trap,

s

heffalump trap. But the tltle of the Women's le ‘book

The Baby Trap is not intended to indicate an apparatus

for catching bables, but rather a trap which is best .
symbolised by a baby. A

It is not the case, as mlght at first'glance appear to
bewtrue,—~that.~»the~diff—e-rent—poss:rb-l—e—:mterpretata:ons—here~~»-w-_~~

are parallel to the different 1nterpretaﬁlons given ‘to
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the arguments in

The key opened the door

John opened the door.
The different interprétations assigned to the subject NPs
in these sentences can be explained in terms of Fillmorean
cases. Similarly, it might appear, the difference between
the two readings of lyntander can be explained by the case
aliocation of the elements. While it is true_that the cases
present must be different in the two interpretations, there
is a further point which distinguishes this difference from
the one in the 'opened the door! sentences. It is the pres-
ence of the verb in the sentential examples, since the
explicit verb automatically limits the éases possible: with
OPEN and two arguments the subject NP mgstvbe either
Agentive or Instrumental, and since Agents are "typically\
animate" and Instruments "inanimate" (Fillmore, 1968:24)
oniy_one interpretation is possible in“each sentence. This
is not trueAfor the compounds, although wershallrsgeh%gter

LS

(§4.5.3) that there is some limitation which_can be applied.

Let us now considef the following‘vérse'by Rasmussen
(1964:74) : | | o

Alle anemonemaznd

med,stilkrég blomsterkrone

har-en lille sgd og venlig

anemonekOne._
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N&8r de drikker morgendugg
med deres grgnne tunger,
f&r de mange tusind frakke

anemoneunger .

De har ingen bukser pa.

Og nar de gar og.fjumser,

kan man se de vaae, bare ‘ =

anemonenumser . |
How can we explain that when we ceme across the word anemone-
kone here, we interpret it as meaning a wife who is an

anemone (on the battern of kineserdreng, ibid:52) and not

as a wife made from an anemone (cp. uldtrgje), a wife who

resembles an aaemone, possibly in her beauty (cp. lzntander),
S

a wife who lives on an anemone (cp. karruselmakrel, ibid:
148), a wife who 1ooks'after or cultivates anemones (cp.
havemand), a wife who uses anemones as ;art of her job
(cp. t ¢mmermand) or a w1fe who sells anemones {cp. malke— .
mand)9 There appear to be two factors at play here whlch
we shall consider separately. the lex1ca1 1tems 1nvolved,
and the context in Whlch the Word occurs..

It is probably fairly obv1ous 1n some 1ntu1tive way
that some nouns express ba51c relatlonshlps or states of

varlous lu.mi.s:~_i:he_au:ewparad:u_:;m—-:.nstances—e*:?—a—partlcular“w

state or relationshlp.; Thus the nouns tlme and place are
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virtually unmarked forms showing location, man is

minimally marked for human being, thing for an object,

and so on. It would seem toO be the case that this notion

can be extended somewhat so as to include other, more marked,:
nouns. Building, ‘£or example,itends to express some kind

of location, maohine is a more sophisticated object, etc..
This is thertype of information which one might expect to
find reflected in a componential analysis of the vocabulary,

g

or which a case grammar might use. -

Of course, as s£ated this is too simplistic. The
word building refers to an object as well as to a location,
even in a sentence like

Is there a doctor in the building?
Similarly, in the sentence

Theroil in the machine lets it run smoothly
maohine is a location as well as an obYect.

what we would seem to be doaiing with here is‘;oﬁethiig
connecfed‘wiih the semantic make-up of the lexical items.

We know, becaﬁée of the very nature of the articles denoted
by the words, that a bulldlng is an object in which one

might flnd people, and we know that doctors are people. We
know that a machine is an obJect which is 11kely to contain
oil but Whlch 1s not llkely to resemble 011. Thus, when we

come across a compound llke machlne 011, somethlng in the

g : I :
: . . ;ga.*":m
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nature of the articles allows us to make a hypothesis
that it is likely to be o0il which is put into machines
rather than oil which resembles machines {contrast with

needle fish or jelly fish and gold finch). 1In this

hypothesising we are aided by the knowledge that, for
English or Danish, it is the second element that is the
head of the construction and that the whole is a hyponym

of the second element (see §1.1.3). .o

Morciniec (1964:96) draws attention to this phenomenon

under the title of Sachsteuerung. We find, he points out,

. "Keine Formfaktoren, welche die Beziehungs-
arten 'den man in ... trigt,’' 'fﬁr,‘w'den~man
am ... tridgt,’ 'aus',beieichnen wiirden. Dennoch
sind diese Beziehungsarten nicht wi}lkﬁrlich, es
~ wirde niemandem in den Sinn. kommen, unter
Sommeranzug.z.B. einen 'Anzug aus Sommer,‘ unter
'KnabenaHZug einen 'Anzug, den man im Knaben ! < g,
tr§g£' usw. zu verstehen. Solche Beziehungs-
- arten lassen die Bedeutungen 'Sommer' und
"Anzugi,"Kn;ﬁen“und'lAnzug' gar nicht zu."
And later he add§=f'_('qp.cit:100).:
J“Es‘dﬁffteISichtbar_geworden sein, dass die
Beziehungsart in erster Linie nicht vom'- ..
Kontext abhingig ist, sondern durch die -

bezeichnetehfGegEnstande,-Prdzesse, usSw-.
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sachgesteuert wird. ZXurz, die Beziehungsart
ist das Ergebnis der Sachkenntnis, wird von
den bezeichneten Sachen aus gelenkt.'

We shall return to this again in the next section.

Sometimes one of the elements can exercise sSo strong
an influence of this type that the sense of the originally
intended relationship is washed out, and this. fact can be
used stylistically to gain (usually a humoraus) effect.
Consider, for example, the folloﬁing three examples, the
first taken from Polifiken,.“At tenke sig" (9/10-73), the

other two bath taken from The Observer (21/10-73), the first

from the Sayings of the Week column, the second from John
Crosby's column -where it is attributed to Alan King:
"Miss Malice forstér ikke, hvad borgmester
Wassard kan have imod gadehandlerne, da de

jo rent faktisk ikke handler med hans gader."

. "I try very carefully to avoid saying the
word ‘housewife' because I think it is
»very-inéultipg ~~.it makes it sound as if

a woman is married to a house."

"My-wife is. a qreat shopperJ_bDnewtime~shea—— e T

Went out. W1ndow shopplng and ‘brought back

sevéral windows."
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In this final example, however, we have our second
factor beginning £o emerge: the factor of context. Context
can be of two kinds (though it is not always easy to draw
s clear distinction between them): linguistic and non-
linguistic. The linguistic context is easier to illustrate.

We can see it operating in the following poem by Rasmussen
(1964:90) where the poet deliberately destroys the frozen
meaning of the compounds by playing on the structural
ambiguity of compounds and creating a 1ingui£tic context
where only a non-received interprétation is possible:

Rygebordet stod og r¢g.

Hostesaften hostede.

Sygesengen blev sa slgj

og faldt om og pustede. -

Huggeblokken huggede.

Dikkedaren dikkede.

Sukkerskélen sukkede.

-Mekanikken nikkede.

£

Klodsmajoren tog pa kleds.
Si&maskinen: ville slés.

Og det gamle skrivebord
skrev et‘vers til Lillebror.

~...The non=linguistic context is partly the same as

Morciniec's‘Sachsteuerung.(sée”aﬁéﬁéf}"Edémignegawéiéb'be

deictic. "Thus, if one has a money-box beside one's teleéhone

-
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at home to collect money for calls as the phone is used,
one might well say
I must remember to put some money in the
telephone-box
where the situational context makes it clear to the inter-

locutor that the received sense of telephone-box is not

intended. Lees (1960:117) argues that
- "If the well known and dangerous explosive
property of flour dust‘is‘(siC) ﬁtilizéé to
power a mill of some sort, We should call
such an installation a 'flour mill' in the
sense of oﬁr former windmill. Thus, to
explain these various ways in which ;ompounds
are understood, we cannot simply &dllude to the
speaker's and hearer's common knowledge of
their material culture."

Yet it would seem that it is precisely £hisf“common— j

knowledge of ... material culture" to which one is alluding,

in the example given by Lees, or possibly, even wider than

this, the»cqmmon knowledge of possible worlds held by

speaker and hearer:
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.3.4.3 Before following up the implications of this we
shall consider the state of affairs in French. Our
examples in the last two paragraphs have all been drawn from
English and Danish; We could equally well have drawn them
from German, Swedish or Dutch, for £he samé points hold true
in all these (Germanic) languages. In French, however,
the situation is not quite the same.

We can see this if we compare the Danigh lynlds with
its French equivalent (and elémént—by-element translation)

fermeture é&clair. 1In the same way as we saw that lyntander

was multiply ambiguous, we can show that lynl&s is. There
is nothing inherent in the word to prevent its being used to
mean, for example, a lock which is opened by lightning,

N
perhaps under the control of Thor or a wizard. In French,

however, such an object could not be a fermeture'éclair, but

would rather become something like 'une fermeture dont la

Gl& est un &clair.' Or consider the Danishfff¢man§&.EngLi§h

frogman, French homme grenouille. Thé Danish and English

words éOuld; on the pattern of mzlkemand, milkman, bée

interpréfed:és"é man who sells frégSﬁgiVen the appropriate

context; " But this in French would have to be un vendeurAde

grenouilles whilst homme grenouille isvrestricted to the

swimmetr .- o S S .

VU —
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This apparent lack of ambiguity in compounds in French
seems to suggest that although compounds might exist in
French the language cannot or does not exploit them to the
same extent that the éérmanic languages do. This conclusion
is supported intuitively by the relatively low number of
compounds there are in French. It is also supported ;n a
negative kind of way by an a:ticle by Boyer (1968). 1In
this article, which is on the creation of new)words and
the puns used by four of the greatest linguistic innovators
of modern French literature -- Prévert, Quenéau, Boris
Vian and Ionesco ~- Boyer does not list a single pun relying
on the misinterpretation of a compound (compare this with
Rasmussen, 1964:90, quoted above). Inde&d, most of the
examples he gives of lexical creations are derivational
rather than composite. 8o that while there are many exambles
of the type dékodaker (enlever son kodak), pernoter (boire

du‘pernod),’éfdtégiste (employé de la R.A.T.P.), languistigue

(science du baiser), there are very few compounds at all,
and those we 'do find are by and large firmly based on

existing compounds: for example, we find tord-intestins

(for'Edrd—BbyauX),'adultenapigne‘(on kidnapping written a

la Queneau).

Yet Etiemble (1964:161/2) claims that this ambiguity

does exist, at least in the most modern Fformations:
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"On observera ... que rien, le plus souvent,

ne permet de préciser le rapport logique des

deux mots accolés ... actualité-enquétes

pouvant signifier’ enquétes d'actualité, ou

sur l'actualitsg.”
But this would appear to be an exception, although it is
certainly true that in French compounds, as in Germanic
compounds, there is nothing to show the logical/semantic
relationship between the two parts. Thus,';f‘we consider

bateau mouche, bateau pompe and bateau remorgueur we can

see that we have three different logical relationships

-~

obtaining between the elements: bateau qui ressemble 3

une mouche, bateau qui contient une pompe and bateau qui

est un remorqueur. It is this type of thing which Barbaud

(1971) is referring to when he talks of the "ambigulté N
structurale du composé binominal" rather than any ambiguity
in-a given word, as can be seen when he says (op.cit:75):
- "L'ambiguité dé-la striucture de surface du
C(omposg) B(inominal) réside dans le fait - .«
gu'il existe un choix de relations susceptibles
de.slétablirjéntre le premier et le aeuxiéme
terme. - Ces diverses relations déterminent

chacun. une structure profonde distincte."

We must conclude :then that while the French compound,

iike-the Germanic one, ‘appears to be ‘a surface neutralisation

* .
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of a number of underlying logical/semantic relationships,

the state of affairs in French contrasts with that in
Germanic in that a given compound in French tends to be
interpretable in only one way. That is, it is harder to
interpret a French compound in a way which does not co-
incide with its received interpretation than it is to do
this in the Germanic languages: lexicalisation takes a
‘firmer grip in French. Marouzeau (1955:151) goes so far
as to imply that only lexicalised (or at Léast received)
compounds can exist in French:

"L'union de deux substantifs demande une

consécration de l'usage."
Whilst this is something of an exaggeration, there would
seem to be a core of truth‘in it.

: .

French seems to make up for this lack of ambiguity in
other ways, particularly by richer derivational processes
and in the use of compound phrases which can be ambiguous L
in the same way as Germanic compoundér consider,~f6f¥exaﬁple, |
Prévert (1949:165/6):

Dieu. .est.aussi un p;éteur sur gage

un vieil usurier

il se cache dans une bicoque

tout en haut-de son mont-de-pié&té

et il préte i la petite semaine

au mois au sigécle et a l'éternité

*
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et ceux qui redescendent avec un peu d'argent
en bas dans la valléer le diable les attend
il leur fauche leur fric
il leur fout une volée

et s'en va chantant la pluie et le beau temps.

3.4.4 Given the structural ambiguity of compounds --
particularly in the wider sense:in which we have used the
term with application to the Germanic languages, but even

in the more limited sense in which we have applied it to
French -~ and given the non-recoverable dgep structure

which most models seem to provide for compounds, especially
cases like police dog (see above, §3.4.i) where the possible
deép structures have different case frames or (in a-
Chomskyan model) a different linear ordering, one might
despair of ever finding any way of generalising the relation-
ship which holds between the two elements of a compoﬁﬁaﬁ R
Such despair would, however, be premature, fdr there is one

generalisation to be made.

We have'noted (§l.la3) that -an -endocentric: compound
is a hyponym'of“theahead noun. The wodifying element in an
endocentric nominél compound (in Marchand's términolpgy, the

nt) is in all cases the primary distinguishing

-
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characteristic of the subgroup defined by the compound.
If we consider the example of police dog we can paraphrase
this by saying-that the most notable feature of the sub-
group of dogs with which we are dealing is their connection
with che police. Note that this remains true in any of the
readings of a structurally ambiguous compound. In the case
of lommetender, it makes no difference,wheﬁher it is some-
" thing kept 'in the pocket,}é machinevfor lighting pockets, or
a person who lights pockets, the primary defi;ing character-
istic is in each case the connection with pockets. We
claimed above (§3.4.1) that Vendler's example of milkplanet
could mean a planet where milk was drunk or produced. But
this would only be the case if this was .the primary defining
characteristic of such a plgnet, if, for example, all planets
could be divided up according to whetﬁer their occupants-s
drank milk or rﬁm, whefher they produced milk or: beef.

The problem with which we are now faced is how to
fofmalise this feature of compounds. .We shall také$ﬁ§ et
this problem in Part. Two.

- Once we: have noted this feature of compounds we  are in
a position to explain some of the other features which we

have been discussing.
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First of all, we have said that the determinant is the

primary characteristic of the subgroup éenoted by the
compound, but this is not to deny that the subgroup has
other characteristics;‘rather the contrary in fact. Thus
although the primary defining characteristic of a frogman
may be his physical resemblance to a frog because of his

feet, he has other noteworthy features such as his ability

" to swim under Qater, his use of snorkel and/or aqualung, his
rubber suit and so on. The primary definingééharacteristic -
of an armchair may well have been seen, at the time of the
compound's formation, as its arms, but this is not to deny

that it is usua;ly soft and upholstered. This, then, is
presumably what has led people to characterise a compouﬁd

as being more than the sum of its constituent elements

(see above, §2.2.3): all items'denotedrby compounds have -

more features than are specifically mentioned in the

compounds .

' If the determinant in a compound is-always the:p}imar§H,
defining characteristic of the subgroup concerned, this
explains why there is an INHERENT link between it and the
head: the terms ‘primary defining characteristic' and

"INHERENT link' are virtually synonymous in this context.

Since, by the definition we have given above, an

endocentric compound defines a subgroup;fit is obviously
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an ideal way to classify. Thus, if we look at the exemple—
type of adjective + noun compe;ﬁds in English, blackbird,
and contrast it.with the phrase black: bird, we £ind that
while the second tells "us something about the bird it does
not provide any subclassification of birds, as blackbird
does. The most obvious characteristic¢ of blackbirds is
their colour, and hence the compound. Similarly we. can
look at two recent additions to the Danish language:

lilleskole and storkommune. A lilleskole is & school which -

allows individual contact between the staff and the student.
The easiest way to allow this is strictly to limit the size
of the school, so thet the individual student does not feel
that he is a cog in some impersonal machine, but a pereon
reacting within a community.  The language has accepted the
size of such institutions as being the aefining characterr&
istic, though, "of course, not.every,school that is little
is necessarily a lilleskole. Similarlyéusinee this has now
become a classification, there is nothing tautological in

talking about. de sm& lilleskoler. A storkommune is ‘a'new =

administrative area formed by merglng a lot of little
Kommuner.  But there is;no ;eason why an ordinary kommune

should not -be as big, in absolute terms, as one of these

storkommuner‘f The~determinantais not.only -an inherent

defiﬂing‘feature of the subgroup, it is also a classification,
and 1t is as a cla551f1catory label that 1t can be supported

or contradlcted on the surface without any real tautology or
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contradiction arising. This is only true in the case of
lexicalised or received compounds. So an albino blackbird

becomes a white blackbird and not a whitebird; a big taxi

becomes a stor lillebil and not a storbil, and so on.

Finally, we can point out that if it is true that the
determinant 4is always the primary defining characteristic
of the subgroup denoted by the compound, then we would
expect it to be the case that theréﬂwould.Pét be any
compounds where the deterﬁinant is implicit in the head.

This we £ind is actually the case. There are no compounds

with forms like *humanman, *animalhorse, i'ebuildinghouse
(where building is an object rather than an action),
*Elacemoors, though the opposite state of affairs -- where

the head is implicit in the determinant -- is found in Qhe

Vegetable marrow, which might appear to be a counter-
example, is in fact not one, since we have to be able to

distinguish between it and bone marrow. R .

‘Before leaving this topic, there is: one thing which
we must point out about the analysis which we have provided

here. We have been consistently forced into such clumsy

5 Marchand (1969:§2.2.9.4.3.2) also points out that there
are no.genus-species compounds, but does mnot explain why.




168

e

circumlocutions as %“the primary defining characteristic

!

of the subgroup denoted by the compound". This, like

the 1nfluence of the real world outside the purely
linguistic framework It is the nature of the object which
determines its linguistic realisation and the nature of the
non-linguistic context which determines the interpretafion
of the compound. It is the rble played by our knowledge

of the world and the problems involved in trylng to

formalise this which we shall go.on to study now.
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3.5 ERAGMATICS.
3.5.1 We shall use the term pragmatics in a wide sense
to include the entire influence of our knowledge of the
world, "the speaker's and hearer's common knowledge of
their material culture," the 'real world,' on the language
and the interpretation of language. This contrasts with,
for example, Weinreich's (1963:120) use of the term, where
'pragmatics' is taken to include

"attitudes to the content of the aiscoursey .

insofar as they are co&ed" )
and categories such as assertion,Aquestion and demand. We
have shown above that pragmatic considerations appear to
play a large paft in ‘the generation and interpretation of
compounds. What we have to decide now, if possible, is

how this can be built into tne.grammar.

3.5.2 - Under va;ious names and titles, pragmatics has o
enjoyed a long and successful career inrlinguistics.
Gilliéron?s pupils discovered the value of illustrations

for thelr llngulstlc atlases, the first to use them being

Jaberg and Jud in the AIS. (_prach— und Sachatlas Itallens

und der SudschWelz, Zofingen, 1928 - 1960) and the whole

Worter und Sachen school insisted that language change, at

least, could not be explained without reference{touthe

»




170

//,ﬂ .
objects denoted by the changing words. Firth, although
he may not have been able to provide us with a comprehensive
theory of semantics (see Lyons, 1966:293/4), did stress
(Firth, 1935:7) that:
. "The complete meaning of a word is always
conﬁextual, and no study of meaning apart
" from a complete context can be taken
seriously."
For Firth . . - -
"An utterance or part of an utterance is
'meaningful' if, and only if, it can be
used appropriately in some actual context."
(Lyons, op.cit:290).
More modern linguistic theor& also- shows some reliance
on pragmatics. Thus Johanisson (1958:8) says that
- "For bdde gamla och nya ord giller, att
sammenhanget har ett avgdrande inflytande
pé‘begriplighetenJ“ . -
Halliday (1961:§1.5) mentions. "context" as a primary level
at which linguistic, events should be accounted‘for, context
being B
- "The relation:of: the form to non=linguistic -
features of the situations in which lénguagé
operates." - | B ’

Leech (1974:76£f) also uses this term for what we are calling .




171
~ '
/
pragmatic aspects of language. Marchand (1969:§2.2.16.4)
says that
"In general we can thus say that the semantlc

content of the constltuent morphemes largely

predicts the syntactic relation in an under-

lying sentence. I insist upon the word

'largely' heoaose there is no absolute
predictability. The possibilityof a different,

often jocular analysis is not excluded.  In B
itself there is nothing in the word water-rat

to exclude an analysis such as 'water producing

rat.' With this meaning the word would be
quitet;ossible as the name of a toy, for instance.

But as a serious word it does not exist in the norm
of the language, because there ie no denotatum N
for it in the extralingual world. The notm of our
language selects~5hly certain pattetne fromrthe
‘system of p0851b1e reallzatlons accordlng to the
denotata of the extrallngual world. To a certaln et
extent, therefore, the extrallngual denotatum

must also be known 1f our analys1s is to be correct."

Or agaln Adams (1973 63) cr1t1c1ses Lees (1960) because his

“Cla551f1catlon necessarlly 1gnores much of

the 'knowledge of the world' which we brlng

to the 1nterpretatlon of compounds. Most

nomlnal compounds requlre a knowledge of thelr
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referents before they can be fdlly -4
understood."
But it is not only in the field of word-formation that
pragmatic considerationstare necessary. Dreike (1974)

shows that the German prepositions vor and hinter cannot

be understoood without a pragmatic knowledge of the
situation in wﬁich thgy occur. J. Greene (1972:74),

| discussing Bolinger's critique of Katz & Fodor's semantic
component, points out that there is the .

"Difficulty of explaining why, if one did say

The apple is blue one would mean that it had

been artificia}ly coloured in some way."
She then goes on to conclude that
"It will be seen how difficult it is to
draw a line between linguistic and 'real
"life' knowledge."
McCawley (1968:129/30) claims that
"The disamb;guap;on of the sentence

11. The landlord knocked the priest up

in favour of the reading 'the landlord

awakened the priest by‘knockihg on his door,'

is based on factﬁal_inﬁq:mation (as to who
current rgéu;ations gl;gw tq,be,prie§ts)
rather th;n,éu#ely on mgaﬁipg") _;”
and makes further reference to non-lipguistic knowledge

thropghout his paper. Winograd discovers that his computer

-

system has "to have a 'world' for 1énguage to make any
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sense, however limited that world might be. He Séys

(1972:28) :

"A. sentence in natural language is never
interpréted in iselation. A semantic theory
must describe how the meaning of a sentence
depends upon its context. It must deal with
the linguistic setting (the context within
the discourse) and the real-world setting.
(the interaction with knowledge-of non- =

linguistic facts)."

Voegelin & Voegelin (1972) list a series of ways in which

pragmatic considerations are required in linguistic theory,

and despite the'title'of their paper ("On the Rejection of

Pragmatic Considerations ...") they provide no reason why

this

should not be the case,<rather the ebntrary in fact.
“

Chéfe (1971) argues for the belief (op.cit:57)

. "That there is good reason to regard semantic -

This
need
also

from

.Structure as a formalization of human knowledge --

if not all human knowledge, at least of that :@ -
much of it which can be talked about, which
is’certainly a great deal."

is*prbbéblY"bne of the more extreme statements of the
to consider ﬁragmatic factors in linguistics. Let us
cohsider4thé'folloWinéWEWO,frafhérfiéngfhy; quotations

Ross: (1970:fn 20) and Chomsky (1971:186 £n)

respectively.

Py
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"I might remark in passing that it is not at ail

clear to-me that sentences like *as for the

students, hydrogen is the first element in the

periodic table can be excluded on purely linguistic

grounds —— I suspect that the reguirement that there
be some connectionvbetween the NP of the as for
phrase and the following phrase can be satisﬁied

" if there is a real-world connection. Thus while

the sentence As for‘Paris,'the'Eiffel’tower is

really spectacular is adéeptable,;it bedémes
unacceptable if Albuquerque is substituted for
Paris. And since the knowledge that the Eiffel
Tower is not in Albuguerque is not represented in
the semantics of English, I conclude éhat this

unacceptability is not linguistic."

“Consider such phrases as John's picture. In

addition to the readings picture of John and

picture that John has, the phrase might be v

¢

interpreted as picture that,Jth’created,

picture that John commissioned, and no doubt

in other,ways.,,On the other hand John's puppy
is not subject to the latter two interpretations,

though it might mean puppy to which John (my

misnamed pet) gave birth. On the other hand,

it is hardly clear that it is a fact of language
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that people cannot create or commission the
creation of puppies in the way in which they
can pictures. Correspondinély, it is unclear
whether one can assign to these phrases, by
rules of grammar, a set of readings that determine

how they figure in, say, correct inference. Or

consider such a sentence as I'm not against my

FATHER, only against the LABOR MINISTER spoken
recentiyrby a rédical Braziliaﬁ»studeqff Knowing
further that the speaker is the son of the labor
minister, we would assign to this utterance a
reading in which the (capitalized) phrases are
coreﬁzkreﬁtial. On one reading, the sentence
is contradictory, but knowing the facts just cited
a more natural interprétation woﬁld be that the N
speaker is opposed to what his father dees in his
capacity as labor minister, and would be accurately
- paraphrased in this more elaborate way. It is
hardly obvious that what we 'read .into' sentendes .
in :such ways as these =-- no doubﬁ-in a fairly systematic
way =-=.can:either be sharply disassociated from
grammatically determined readings, on the one hand,
or from considerations of facE and belief on the
other."
Communicative .competence,

."The'abilityAto>produce,or.understand utterances
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which are not.eeymuch:grammatiCal but,

in which they ‘are made"

' (Campbell & Wales, 1970:247)
is equally a part of the pragmatic considerations
necessary to a complete linguistic theory. Thougsh Lyons
(1970:287) may have doubts ae to the possibility of

accounting for all this within a theory of generative

————

grammar, it is 1nterest1ng to see that Bar—Hilfel (1971.
v/vi), summing up the results of the International Working
Symposium on Pragmatics of Natural Languages held in
Jerusalem in June, 1970, says:

"It is probably not exa, erated to state that

it was, at the end of the meeting, the consensus

of the participants thatlthe pragmétic aspects, N

or at least some of them, of communication through

‘natural: languages have 'to be treated by 1inguis£ic

theory proper; ‘just like its syntactic and semantic
aspects, and that this treatment cancnly‘be - o«
delegated to 'some other field with a considerable

loss to linguistics itself:" (My stress. LJB:)

3.5.3+ = cOunter clalms tend to involve: not a den1a1 of the

rble of pragmatics ‘in language, but-a ‘denial of the place
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of pragmatics in linguistic theory. Thus we may‘éuote
Hjelmslev (1943:19):
"Idet sprogteorien undgaar det hidtil herskende
transcendente synspunkt og sd¢ger ee immanent
erkendelse af sproget som en i sig selv hvilende,
specifik struktur (1), og idet den sgger en
konstans i1 sproget selv, ikke uéden fcr det (2),
foretager den i fgrste instans en indkredsning
af sit emneomraade, der‘vel paatvinger;sig med
ngdvendighed, men som kun er en midlertidig
foranstaitning. I indkredsning ligger ingen
indskrankning af synsfeltet i form af bortskaren
af vesentlige momenter i den globale totalitet
som sprogets verden er."
Chomsky (1957:17) claims that
"We are forced to conclude that grammar is
autonomous and independent of meaning"
or again (ibid:106):
“Gramoar is best formulated as a self-contained™
study 1ndependent of semantlcs“
where "meanlng“ and "semantics" can presumably be read as
including any pragmatic information. BEven in "Aspects -
Chomsky has no place for any pragmatlc content.
 "The semantlc component determlnes the
semantlc 1nterpretat10n of a sentence. That

is, 1t relates a structure generated by the

.

"
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syntactic component to a certain. semantic

representation. Both the phonological and the

semantic components are therefore purely

interpretive. Each utlllzes information

provided by the syntactlc component concerning

formatives, their inherent properties, and

their interrelations in any given sentence,"
he says (1965:16), and no semantic system which iSNRE£§}X;W B
interpretive in this sense can possibly takeeinto account
any 'real life' knowledge. Starosta (lecture, University
of Edinburgh, summer term, 1974) claims that the grammar
should not haveAto.deal‘with ambiguities of the type
Chomsky (1971, guoted above) mentions, sihce these have
no syntactic reflex. The grammar, he says, should be

concerned only with giving such semantic interpretations as

are common to all possible readings.

One cannot, hOWeVer, make a claim about such pragmatlc
factors to parallel McCawley's (l970a 168) claim about e
selectlonal restrlctlons. McCawley argues that if someone
were to say o

My toothbrush is allve and is trylng to klll me
one would not recommend a course in remedlal English, but
rather a course of psychiatric treatment. Hence, he says,

the features that dec1de thlS belong not w1th1n the grammar

but in some psychologlcal area outw1th the grammar.~ But hlS
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exemplificatory sentence does have a unique interpretation.
The point we are making‘about compounds is that they have. no
such interpretation without the intervention of a pragmatic

component of some type.

3.5.4 So it seems clear that we must have some kind of

pragmatic component, and that there is some quﬁort for the

existence of such a component in the literature. Wnat is

not clear is how such a component would function, and how

it wo;ld be built into the grammar. One of the few concrete
proposals to have been made on this point is Farch's (1974).
Ferch allows pragmatically specified areas of the grammar

in all of the components of thevgrammar,rbut in particular .
suggests that pragmatic functions take up a large'part of

the -semantic internretetion'component. Unfortunately;
however, he does not really illustrate how this would
function in enough detail for us to see how itAcou1d~e§§iy Rt
to the“problém.infhand. It does, however; seem correct to
include a pragmatlc section at least in the semantic
1nterpretat10n component (to account for the various

readings of compounds dependent upon context) and the lexicon
(to account “for” the Sachsteuerung and 1ex1ca11y dependent
amblgulty) ‘and. in the semantlco—syntactlc component (to

account for the generation of correct ‘forms desplte apparent
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ambiguity). The pragmatic parts of the universal “and
phonological components do not seem to affect the grammar
of compounding to any great degree -- and indeed one might

wish to query the existence of a universal component.

Another possible solution might be to see semanties:
‘and syntax as sub-components of a pragmatic component; which
would presumably have similar effécts. Winograd's (1972)
system does not really help us here at all, since his
'real world' can be accounted for entirely iﬁ terms of
three-dimensional co-ordinateé and relative position
within these co-ordinates, all of which may be defined

numerically (seé.op.cit:ll9).

But none of‘this tells us how the pragmatic componeng\
functions. This would appear to be the $64,000 question,
and to answer it -- if indeed any answer is possible ~--
would be outwith the frame of reference.of this work. We
shall thus have to limit ourselves to affirming the: - @
existence of such a component without éxplaining its
functioning. In a sense, this would seem to;be an inevitable
conclusionigiven theppresent state of our knowledge. The
type of pragmatic component envisaged here would pre-
suppose a theory of knowledge and an accurate ﬁodel of
psychologicai fﬁnctions at thé very'leéét; and science cannot

offer us these at the moment. Because of this, pragmatics

-
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is rather .the blank wall up against which 1inguistfcs
runs at the moment. All we can do is look for a way

over this-waii.
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3.6 ADJECTIVES OR NOUNS?

3.6.1 There are in French a number of nouns which are
formally indistinguishable from adjectives. These are
nouns which are inflected for natural gender such as

fermier, fermi&re; gérant, gérante; fumeur, fumeuse; ete;

or those which are unmarked for gender, as stockiste,

cycliste, garagiste. There are also a number of adjectives

in French which are not formally marked for masculine or
feminine, nor phonetically -- though tnis is marked
orthographically -- for plurality. An example of this type
of adjective is jaune. There is also a smaller group of

adjectives which are completely invariable, such as bleu

clair, bleu ciel, bleu horizon, or, until recently, marron

(if indeed that is an adjective). With all these examples
there may be in many cases no formal way of dlstlngulshlng
between nouns and adjectives, and so of saying whether we
are dealing with an adjective + noun group or a noun + noun

compound .

e

- The problem in Engllsh is 51m11ar.. It is a generally
accepted fact about Engllsh that words can change word-class
with relatlve ease (Marchand, 1960, 1969-§§5 1 - 5.7; Vinje,
1970: §3 2.3; Adams, 1973 16) The new word nagalm very

qulckly glves rlse to to napalm, natural glves a natural

(Foster, 1968 23), nonsense, a nonsense (ibid 82), to count

down, a countdown (1b1d 127) and so on. Therefore, when we

a
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£ind something that we have always considered to be a noun

-

modifying another noun, we have to ask ourselves whether

we have a nominal group made up of two nouns, or whether
one of the nouns has chaﬁged its word-class. Whether, in
fact, we have a case of what Marchand (1969:§2.1.4.2) terms

transposition or Adams (1973:16) terms conversion. It may

be argued that since the group exists a discussion of this
type'is merely a discussion of terminology and,Jas such,
irrelevant. But a decision here is going to héve far-
reaching repercussions on the grammar of the language: the
privilege of occurrehce of nouns, the grammar and make-up
of compounds and,  in French, the agreement of adjectives
are all points which will be influenced by "a decision here,
and therefore we would wish to: argue that the point is non-

- 5
trivial. :

. S s
3.6.2 We have thus to consider what it is that makes

ehs think of an item as a noun or as an adjective. Nouns are
distinguished in English

i byrfakiﬁg a.plural inflection

ii by being preceded by an article/determiner

iii by being used as the subject of a'Verb'

iv by being uséd aé the object of a preposition

but in French only by the last three of these criteria, since
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adjectives are also marked for the plural in French. _

‘Adjectives are distinguished in English

i by allowing both attributive and predicative use
ii by allowing adverbial modification with so,

quite, very etc.

iii by allowing comparison (-er, -est or more, most)

iv by yielding adverbs through the suffixation of -ly.

‘The first two of these criteria are not reliable in French

since nouns can occur in predicative position (as they can
less frequently in English)

Que cela est Judas (Moliére)

Il est médecin
and in some constructions nouns can take adverbial modifiers
¢a fait trés président de Gaulle. ~
There are also extra problems in French since adjectives can
occur with articles
Le rouge et le noir
. Oh, le pauvre!
Lee misérables
- etc.

but in French adjectives agree in number and gender with

the noun they modify.

Unfortunately, not all nouns. or adjectlves flt all
these crlterla. -Mass. nouns 1n Engllsh do not normally show

plurallty except when they are used to mean 'types of’'.
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Adjectives 1like late (in the sense of 'dead') and former

!
e

cannot be used predicatively. Adjectives like mere,
principal (English or french), hépatigue do not allow
adverbial modification. hAdjectives like mere, lggg-(‘dead‘),
former do not allow comparison (though merest does exist),

as neither do adjectives like dead, alive, male, female,

which d6 not yield adverbs by the suffixation of -ly

either. Polar adjectives such as dead, alive, married,

single do however often allow a pseudo-comparétive of the

type

He's more dead than alive
or constructions with 'as --- as' which other adjectives
which do not allow comparison do not permit.

_Whilst there is a small %roup of adjectives, recogpised
as aberrant, which may not fit all theSe‘criterié, adjectives

1ike'late ('dead'’), former, utmost, mere =(all adjectives

with which we shall have no cause to deal in what follows)

it would ‘seem to be a plausible worklngAhypothe51s to say

that any item which fits two or more of the criteria

6 Levi (1973) dlscusses these ‘adjectives. briefly, and
assumes . them to.be nonpredicate adjectives derived from
adverbials: We shall ‘accept this-derivation without any
dlscussion, 51nce ‘1t makes-no- dlfference to our ‘point
here. ‘Note," however, that it fits in- very well with the
rest of the tmaxy we adopt below (see §3 5). o
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mentioned above is ipso facto an adjectlve, and anything

that does not, is not.

The trouble w1th even this analysis is that there 1s
nothlng to say that a noun Wthh changes its word-class and
becomes an adjectlve must take over all the behav1our of
‘the new part of speech. Although this is the case for the

examples like natural, countdown and nonsense quoted above,

this does not per se indicate that corduroy in corduroy

trousers is not an adjective because you cannot say
so
*These trousers'are very corduroy
quite
These trousers are more corduroy than those are
These trousers are corduroyly made.
There are also many adjectives which do not fit two of the
oriteriaigiven, and:yet are felt to be perfegtly'ordinary
adjectives: to‘exclude them from the group would be
misleading. ”éonSider, for example, .
- “so
*This‘is‘a -vety Y principal idea
qulte
ThlS 1dea is more prlnc1pa1 than that one
*Thls p01nt is’ prlnc1pa1.

It would seem that the only solutlon is to modlfy our

generallsatlon/hypothesis to say that any item Which fltS
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even ONE of onr criteria for an adﬁective is classified
as such. Thus, because we can say
These are corduroy trousers
These trousers are corduroy
corduroy is an adﬁective in these sentences. Similarly,

words like silk, iron, copper, zinc, nylon will all be

considered adjectives in certain sentences. Note that in
making this point we have also solved a large portion of
theprobien of aberrant adjectlves, though late~as still

outwith our classification. Note also that 1f we take this

as our definition of an adjectlve, steel production, wood

alcohol, silk worm, etc., are still made up of two nouns,

not an adjective and a noun. But again the same argument
can be applied as at the head of this paragraph: how do we
know that these are not adjectives simply because they

occur in these phrases in attributive position? We shall

return to this below.

We can p01nt‘out that the procedures Dawkins (1964 LY,
37) trles to use to dlstlngulsh adjectlves from nouns are
not effectlve for the simple reason that they do not cover
all the data.
“... We can now observe that the formal and
p051tional dlfferences already given- become
even more prec1se when the roles of adjectlves

and nouns as modlfiers are contrasted. Flrst,

ronlg adjectlves take ‘qualifiers:




&

34. vefy nice home (but *very city home).

Second, nouns and adjectives have a definite

positional relationship in nominalizations:

35. nice city home (but *city nice home).

The same relationship hglds up in expanded

sequences:

36. all the ten fine o0ld stone houses.

In these sentences the noun is more intimately

tied to the head than is the adjective; the

two cannot switch positions.”
Whilst it may be true that only adjectives take qualifiers,
the converse that if something does not take a qualifier it
is not an adjective is pateAZly false:

*The very principal work

*The very former president. % \.i
Secondly, the type of example given by Dawkins in his
sentence (35) is mirrored by sentences of the tfpe

The big black house

*Thé black big'house
so-again the converse does not hold true. What all this
beils down to-is that alﬁhougﬂ Wwe can See clear examples
of adjectives we cannot state with any degree of certainty

at what point an‘itéh stops being a noun.

Gove. (1964:166) underlines the difficulties in our

definition when he says
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"Virtually anything that is attributive
can also be predicative provided tha£ (a)
oral usage is involved,. (b) the context is
familiar to the speaker and interlocutor, and (c)
the style is quick and informal. (To the
linguist some verbs are weak and some are ablaut;
to the civil service employee dealing witﬁ tax
returns all day, some are income, some are profits,
some are sales; to the cook one soup is asparagus,
another is chickenf)"
What we need to be able to say in these cases is that for

such and such a speaker chicken/profits/ablaut is an

~jective in these sentences, but not for others. Another

way of looking at the problem is to say that we have here

set up two classes, and though it may not be entirely clear _

wheré the boundary between the two lies, we know it must
exist. . In the last resort items may perhgps be arbitrarily
assigned to one or. the other of the two classes without
this having any effect on the grammatical description of -

the language.

The lexicographical solution to this problem is the

introduction of a label- often attributive (see Gove, 1964).

- "The label often attrib ... at:a main-entry

indicates that the noun is often used as an.

adjective equivalent in attributive positiqn?f

o
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before a substantive (as in air passage,

get used attributively sometimes, the label

often attrib is confined to those having such

a widespread general frequent attributive use
that they could be entered and defined as
adjectives or adjectival elements. The label
is not used when there is an entered adjective
homograph."

{Websters Third Tnternational Dictionary,

explanatory note 6, quoted in Gove,

1964 and Dawkins, 1964.)
This quotation indicates two things: firstly that the
possible argument mentioned above of taking a word to be
an adjective simply because it éppears in’attributive
posifion has been taken up, although it is not put to
practical use here; secondly, the point is specifically
made that all nouns can be expected to be used attributively.

s

- This solution, discussed at length by Gove, is in
essence a practical one, aimed not so much at producing a
cohesive linguistic theory as at providing a rule. by which

elements may be assigned to one category or another in the

dictionaryf(hence‘bftenfattrib rather than'attributive as

& separate category). Thus, while we cah,say that an

attributive is an element normally used as a noun, that in
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its own right fits the criteria given for a noun above,
but not those for an adjective, and that is used to modify
another noun} such a solution is of no great interest inia
linguistic theory, and'We may just as well avoid a plethora

of terms and call such an element a noun.

At this point we can look at the extra criteria
provided by Jespersen (MEG:II:§§13.3/4) of co-ordination
and the use of 'one'. Jespersen argues that if an item
can co-ordinate using and, or or nor (op.cit:§13.31), or
simply co-occur in a syntagmatic relationship (op.cit:
§13.32) with an gccepted adjective, then it is being used
as an adjective; Thus 'in Coleridge's

In a hot and copper sky
copper is an adjective, and similarly so is Devoﬁshire in

In the soft, Devonshire drawl.

If the modified noun element can be rep%gced‘by one, then
this 'is also.-a 'sign that the modifying element is béing.
used‘adjectivally."Jespersen guotes: Shaw: UYL R

I never knew that my-house was a giass~one
Sweet:

‘Between: the -glottis stoppage and the mouth one
Ward:

The American girls, even the country:ohes

and others. :



192
2//N ‘

The difficulty with these criteria is that, if oﬂé can
judge by the examples Jespersen gives, acceptability
judgements are so.variable in this area.

Both the quack theory'and the allegory one (Qarlyle)

White and taper hands (Bront&)

Its (the bell's) hoarse and iron tongue (Shelley)

Such ferret and such fiery eyes (Shakespeare)

A red and cipher face (Tennyson)

Secret, black and midnight hags (Shakespeare}
as well as the example from Sweet'quoted above appear to be
of very dubious acceptability, particularly considered in
isolation, and particularly when not considered as pieces
of verse (Where applicable). For this reason these criteria
are probably-best kept as subsidiary ones if they are to be

considered at all.

The other approach, which we have rejected above without
motivating‘thé rejection, is to consider that all attrib-
utives are functional adjectives;:are nouns .which are,.bi”i
" virtue df:their pbsition, adjectives, evehbthough they
display none of the ustal features of adjectives. Extending
this idea would lead us to conclude that all compounds are
made up of”an adjective’and a nouﬁ; and those whiqh are
traditionally considered to be nouﬁ + nbuhcor Qer£v+kﬁoun
are in fact'funCtibhalyadjéétive.+ noun. Although this does

not necessariiy follow from what we have said, since the

Rt
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compounding process itself might be bound up with “the
difference, it is worth beéring in mind as a possible
generalisation to be ga&ined from this approach. However,
we would have to gain this‘generalisation at the expense
of another, more important, one,. because noun + noun
and adjective + noun compounds differ from each other in a

very important way.

We have shown above (§3.2) that an adjective + noun
compound i1s separated from an adjecti%é + ndhn nominal
group not only by a differencé of stress, but also by a
semantic difference of INHERENCE. But the same is not
true in noun -+ hdun compounds: there, as we shall see
(§3.6.43), the feature of INHERENCE is pfesent whether or

not there is unity stress. The difference betwéen, for
- N\

exémple7,cﬁncrete féctory and cbncrete fictory or héad

stbne and héadstone (see Jespersen, MEG:VI:§8.1.2) cannot

be accounted- for in the same terms as Ehe difference between
black board and blackboard, and .to account for this distiqgt—
T -_— . .t LS

ion we have to keep nouns and adjectives as separate cat-

- egories in attributive position. ' v

We are thus left in a position where we wish to keep
adjectives and nouns separaté in attributive position, but

lack adequate criteria to do this.
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3.6.3 . "Un altro elemento che ci interessa 4

-

& l'esistenza negli ultimi anni, in
francese, italiano e romeno, di alcune
serie di composti ottenuti per tramite
de due elementi, dai guali l'uno si repete,
come per esempio |

fr position-clef
mot-clef
industrie-clef
probléme-clef."
(Giurescu, 1970:§1.3).

Giurescu quotes Dubois (1962:71) and Dimitrescu (1969.:5)

who argue that this type of construction is no longer proper

composition, but a kind of 'pseudosuffigation', since there

is "une perte progressive de la valeur primitive-du

deuxiéme é&lément" (Dubois, loc.cit) and one ought to be able

to eaylthat<"1esrmots composés sont en quelque sorte

uniqges“‘(Dimitrescu, loc.cit). This afgument would appear
to be so weak as to be scarcely worth putting forward. One

- Rt
could argue. the same way for adjectives in Hvenligyin

which can only w1th the greatest use of the 1mag1nation be
separatedrfrom cherhcompquhds:saneed.to refuse to accept
them as‘compoundexwould elmostjbe te qﬁery the very"

existence,qf’eomgounds."It;seemslrather self—defeatipg to

say that ‘these elements do not form real cempqunds because
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they form too many of them. Dansk Sprognavn (1972:11) :‘ﬁ

appears to take the very view of compounds that these
authors seem to be insisting leads to something other than

a compound when they list new words in two categories:

those with "produktivt fgrsteled" and those with "produktivt

andetled."

Rohrer (1967:§2.10) spends some time considering the R

question of whether these second elements (clef ;7 modgle, .f;

pilote, limite, miracle) are in fact nouns at all, or

whether they are adjectives. He concludes on positional
grounds that they are adjectives. Again this seems to be
self-defeating, because to conclude this is equally to

conclude that loup in chien-loup is an adjective, and this

soon calls into question the very existence of compounds

in French. On the grounds of the criteria we have discussed

above ‘we may allow vierge (laine vierge) as an adjective,

but otherwise these elements appear to give rise to perfectly
normal compounds. Indeed, Rohrer goes on .(op.cit:§2.11.3) g

+o0 point out that such productivity is also found in first

generalise that

! "Wenn jedoch’'ein Substantiv als

determinierendes Glied durch das

Gebrauch sanktioniert ist, wird es
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immer und immer wieder verwendet ....
bas gilt nicht nur.fﬁr desrbestimmende
Glied, sondern auch flir das bestimmte."
Although, as we shall see, this %s truer of the written
than of the spoken language, we may say that this use of
analogy is one of the strongest forces in the generation
of compounds in modern French, and Lewicka (1963:142)
goes so far as to call it "le ressoft principal du

mécanisme méme de la composition." .

3.6.41 In English, nominal groups made up of noun +
noun may be divided into two groups according fo one
phonological criterion: whether there is one main eeress
or two in the syntagm. It is by this criterion that Lees
(1960:120)_distinguishee between compounds and nominal
phrases.  Hatcher (1952, 1960), on the otherthand, makes no
distinction, and terms syntagms of both types compounds.
InufrenchmthereAisAno such(stxess difference and no two
groups ofjthislkiﬁd cen’be distinguished. In Danish all
groups qf‘this_type,(if~weeoncedexeept:ca§es ef.elese
appositionv—— see Lee, 1952, for thevte;m,used“with_
application to English;f-wWhich_ean,:infeny case, Be‘n
distinguished on-purely morpholpgieal,g;ggnd§¢by ;he

presence of -the definite particle, and‘certain.cqnstructions
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of quantity such as et pund smgr) have single: stress and

so fall together. What we therefore have to decide, for
English at any rate, is whether the two groups of noun +
noun syntagms'aremdistinguisﬁable:vwhether, in fact, there
is in English a type of phrase half way between an adjective

+ noun nominal'phrase and a -compound. We shall argue that

this is not the case for three reasons: because the stress
criterion is inconsistent; because there are no syntactic

correlates; and because there are no semantic correlates. RTINS

%

3.6.42 Vos. (1952:1 - 10) reviews much of the literature
on the subject of the distinction between phrases and
compounds and concludes, with Kruisipga.(191i:II:15823 that
"any rigid: separation between syntactic groups and.compounds
is impossible." He then goes on (op.cit:13) .to 1i$t many
noun -+ nounh syntagms that he has heard on the BBC pronounced
inconsisténtly with one or two stresses. This list includés.

suck words as fairytale, armchair, weekend, jazz band, cost

Erice,yand“sh9Ws}giﬁ‘nqphipngISe,,that.it is dangerous to.

be dogmatic aboﬁtgthe placing of stress in .noun + noun
collocations.;'In‘his~Ap§endix I, Vos lists the stress
patterns: given by a Qariety of dictionaries for a sample
list of such collocations.  Even -leaving older dictionaries

out oficbnsiQe:ation5andi;qu;pg,at his~entries‘for,NED .(OED) ,
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Chambers, Daniel Jones. (9th edition), SOED and COD there
is an astonishing amount of variety. Consider, for example,

his entry churchwarden, listed by OED as '=~-,--, Chambers as

--'--, Daniel Jones as '--'-- and COD as --'--. We can add
that Hamlyn lists this word as --'-- and Penguin as '=- --,
Whilst not all of Vos' entries show quite so much variation,

the moral is drawn.

This vacillation of stress in compounds hashgeen
remarked upon by various writers. Bolinger (1955:201)

notes that

"My normal stress for cottage chéese is as
marked, but in a locution like 'now don't

forget when you go to the store -- I want

saying‘HcotDtage Dchee/se (H high pitch, D
downiskip, / rise)." . |
He concludes (op.cit:202) that
J“Cértain ... forms show dialectal

= wavering (cottage cheese, fountain pen ...

- ice ‘cream, bean Soup ...) but are still

- uncertain:-enough in-any one idiolect to
-produce-a wavering there, too, due to

.intonation."

LutsdorfU(The1StressingldfiCompdunds’in”Mdderﬁ English.

A’stﬂﬂyfin‘égperiméntal,phonetics, dissertatiOn, Bern,

s




199
~ il

/

¢

1960:146ff, qguoted in Brekle, 1966:18 fn 34 and.20 fn-39;
tries to explain this vacillation in terms of the meaning
of the compound: 7 -
"Vacillation of the stress pattern in a compound
is only permitted when it does not influence the
meaning. As soon as a compound with a certain
stress pattern becomes functionalized (i.e.

' lexicalised: LJB.), i.e. as soon as its meaning
becomes different when the stress pattern chaggés,
there must be'no vacillation and the stress
pattern must be firm."

Jespersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.2) gives some examples of this:
"A 'glass—case (to keep glass in), but a
'gi&ssjicase (made of glass); a 'bookcase (with
shef&es for books), but a 'book 'case 'cése or (
cover for holding a single volume'; a 'headstone
'upright stone at the head of a grave'. a 'Qgég

" 'stone 'chief stone in a foundation, corner
stone;;"

Uhfortunately for Lutsdorf we can report that on the BBC

radio news of 6/12-73 c¢cbncrete - fictory was read as

lation is-not impossible, .though, of course, a lapsus
linguae cannot be ruled out. JesSpersen.{locicit) feels
that such vacillation argues against excluding double

stressed groups from the category of compounds. Berndt
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(1963:306) evidently feels the same, as is shown by his
critique of Marchand (1960): .
- "Will man beispielsweise allein auf Grund
geringfiigiger Unterschiede in der Akzent-

gebung 6pera dir&ctor der Gruppe der Komposita,

Verbindung zuordnen (s.p.18), so muss man
zugeben, dass die Grenzen zwischen beiden

(vgl. etwa milk shike (milk shake), r&dio

16cation, ré&dio-télegram u.&.m. (zit. nach

Jones, 1957)) doch sehr.fliessend sind, was
auch in starken Schwankungen der Akzentbezeich-
nungen verschiedener Worterbiicher zum Ausdruck
kommt."
On grounds'of stress alone, it would seem, then, that there

is no really good reason for making a distinction between

a compound and a nominal phrase.

3.6.43 Lees.:(1960:120) suggests that
. "It is possible that- some transformation rules
in the grammar differ solely in the kind of
unitary stress pattern which: they confer ...
upon. the transforms, for there are many cases

of composites which seem to differ-only in this-

St
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one respect, as for example, M&dison Stré&et-vs.

.........

Perhaps each individual morpheme -is characterised

by always taking in éomposition Some one of a

small number of (syntactic) junctures introduced

into the sequence by the transformation itself

and yielding then, ... the appropriate stresses.

This view is supported by the fact that, at least

in tﬁerauther's speech, ail compoSites”ih;:;ﬁreet

and -cake are compounds, while all in ~avenue and

-pie are invariably nominal phrases."
Chomsky & Halle (1968:93) also suggest this as a solution,
noting that their way of assigning stress to compounds is
completeiyvad hoc. However, this does not seem to be
enough, though there may be some generalisation to be 5
gained here. It seems insufficient, not because of the

existence of words such as ice~cream, peanut butter or

bean souE which can-be pronounced either way, either by
different: speakers or:by the same: speaker An free varlatlon Rt
Gr‘ln.dlfferent registers, for this would only show that

the: border between the -two groups was‘unclear}:butwbecause

of words like'

teacup: .- SRR pint cup:
‘birthdayuparty»‘ : e Chrlstmas party
phyeics:master AT headmaster

troop: leader. SR a:world“leaderz
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face cream coffee cream |
newspaper waste paper
Snowball -rubber ball
coffee table h piastic table
firebirg origamivbird
town house country house

which, though they form a minority, do pProvide direct
coﬁnter—examples to Lees' suggestion. They woulg also
seem to shoﬁ thét it iswnot the‘case that superorgfaates
take single Stress while hyponyms take double Stress, or,
to phrase the Same thing another way, that the more
general the second element, the less likely it is to bear
Stress.

‘Marchand (1969:§2.1.26) attempts to draw a distinction
between cdllocations of two nouns With a “/” stress pattern
and those with a "/ stress pattern on the grounds that the
former merely éxpresses a syntactic relation, while the
latter expresses "y permanent lexical'relatish".’ He’poiﬁtél

to the semantic'distinction betweenvChristmas'trée and

Chriétmaéftréffic;"(Hé also discusses stinmer hduse as

opposed tb'sﬁmmér”résidénce, but the meaning he attributes

to summer~hbu5e'ié“méiked°és5“hOW'rafe"biﬁfthe SOED; though
fummer - house

it is in common usage in German and Danish." His argument

is thus irrelevant ip regard to these two examples;)

However, the very exampies upon which Lees based his
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that this position is untenable: in what way is apple pie

or Madison Avenue based on less of a "permanent lexical

relation" than apple cake or Madison Street?

Marchand's claim (op.cit:§2.1.20) that
"In many cases forestress is tied up with

‘the semantic structure underlying a compound.

A certain semantic relation calls for or
rather is connected with the compound
stress pattern "/ "
or again (ibid:§2.l.26);
"The rule in English is the two stressed
syntactic group while forestress is tied
up with special grammatical 6r semantic
conditions" ‘
is on the whole unconvincing. Apparently the only place
where he tries to justify this statement is §2.2.12.6 where
he claims tﬁat double stressed syntactic'groupé~in the
family;“B consisting, made‘up of A" "are not analysable as
‘A takes on the shape of B'." Thus, to use his examples,
snbwball is analysable:as 'snow.takes on the form of a ball'
but ribber b&ll is not analysable as 'rubber takes on the
form of a ball'. This distinction seems, at the very best,

dubious.
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But if we cannot claim that double stressed noun +
noun.collocations and single stressed ones are lexically
conditioned variants of the same process, and cannot claim,
on the other hand, that the two are separated semantically,
have we anything more than random production? Lexi9alisation
(see above, §3.2) might be expected to play a r&le here,

but it does not seem to. Not only are apple cake, cherry

cake, rice cake, oatcake stressed unitarily, but also nonce

formations which may be totally unfamiliar: cinnamon ¢ake,

nut cake, peach cake, graduation cake. The same effect

may be seen in other series. Thus Sweet's (1900:§899)
suggestion that newly coined compounds have double stress
while "traditional" compounds (lexicalised ones) have
single stress is seen to be false, although the converse --
that familiar collocations of elemeﬂts teﬂa evéntually to
receive unitary stress —-- does seem to be true. There

is also a problem here in that it is difficult _to rule out
the possibility of this being due to some analogy. But
Vos (1952:34) comments on a once-only cdmpound'used with
sihgle stress by Richard Dimbleby in his commehtary on the
lying-in-state of George VI: "the twilight’ of ‘hiis 'death has
dimmed the whole -world-sky". Here it is difficult to see

what analogy could have played a part.

On this subject, Marchand (1969:8§2.1.21) says
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conducive to forestress. The freduent
occurrence of a word as a second constit-
uent is apt tolgive compound character to
combinations with such words.” The most
frequent word is probably man .... The
forestress of such combinations is thus
due to implicit contrast."

But again, apart from the example of world-sky, we have the

examples listed above as counter-examples to Lees' =

-

suggestion to explain. It may be noted, en passant, that
this statement of Marchand's would seem to conflict with

his claims (1969:8§82.1.20, 2.1.26) quoted above.

Another possible factor linked with lexicalisation is
the frequency of occurrence of any“given collocation, but
this cannot be a decisive factor inhtne assignment of
stress either.  This is seen from the variety of stress
heard in most compounds (see above, §3.6.42) as well as
in the baeic double stress of a common word like world war.

'All this would seem to point to there being no
dlstlnctlon whatsoever, and certalnly no semantic difference,
between a noun + noun - compound and a syntactlc phrase, yet
a natlve speaker of Engllsh is reluctant to admlt thls, and
very often we flnd commentators (Sweet, 1900 §893,

Krulslnga, 1911 §§1581, 1586 fn 2; Jespersen, MEG VI §8 1.3)
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trying to use the idea of the compound as a single“semantic
unit. We have already criticised this view above (§§2.2.3,
2.3.2); here we can also point out that éloomfield (1933:
227) has criticised this.view as well, for somewhat different

reasons:

"It is a very common mistake to try and

use this (semantic) difference as a
criterion (for distinguishing compounds).
We cannot gauge meahings accurately ehough:
Moreover, many a phrase is as specialised

in meaning as any compound."”

/éngg? ‘ Yet all this is not to say that some degree of
generallsatlon is not possrble. Vos (1952:37) points out
that |

."Bahuvrihi-compounds seem to favour
first¥element stress, appositional
'compouhus even. stress‘ll

an observatlon borne out to some extent by Hatcher s (1952)

article on app051tlona1 compounds (although lt 1s not

clear that she is, 1n fact, deallng only w1th app051t10nal

compounds 1n thlS artlcle.'gimlet'eyes and plncer attack

(p. 8) are open to question, for example, as is the type

1nva31on shoe ( the 1nva51on shoe is on the other foot', p.9).
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See also above, §3.1.2.) Marchand (l969;§2.l.22) also
notes the. double stress of many appositional compounds.
Sweet (1900:§§800 - '906) attempts to give a dessription
of the occurrence of stress in terms of the logiical .
relationships between the elements of the”collocations,.
but is obliged (§903) to speak of a "variety of other
relations" to gain any kind of overview. Nevertheless,
stockbroker) do fall into the single stress category:;u
(see §902) and*many of the examples Sweet quotes (§904(c))

with double stress .-~ brick house, straw hat, silver spoon —-—

we can perhaps explain as adjectives.

,a\&[é Morciniec (1964:44) distinguishes between a compound

and a nominal}phrase, a 'group', by three criteria:

bedeutungsreleVant:~vThese should all be present in a

compound_but not in a group. However, if we consider the
last one first, we can see that it is important in a noun

+ noun collpcation,twhetherhor not there ;slunitysstress;

back tdoth‘is not‘the_samepas”tooth back, government policy

is notlthe,same'as’pdlicy government, just as armchair and

chair. arm are not the same. . Similarly, thGIG‘WQUld not
seem to be any'difference»in ‘the WortklaSsezugehBrigkeit
of. the two.. types of collocatlon. both types ‘can replace

a single- noun paradlgmatlcally, however many. parts one. can

»
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analyse within them. Moreover, derivatives can be made

from either group, so{that

statesmanship, science-teacher-ish

headmastership, government-official-ish

are all perfectly acceptable in different registers, and
further compounds can be made from either group, witness

the different possible pronundiations of ‘ice cream cornet.

Thls leaves only Morciniec's criterion of unlnterrupt—

ablllty of the elements, and -here the facts are not-so

clear cut. Consider
Political world map -
World political map
Inconsistent government policy
*Government inconsistent policy -
Large office desk
akOf—fice large desk |
Director's,office desk
,(Office)(director's;desk) {as bracket"ed)
What seems.. to be. happenlng here is that a. double stressed .
phrase can be interrupted only if the- 1nterrupt1ng ‘element
then forms w1th the flnal element a new collocatlon whlch
can-be. modlfled as a whole by the first. element cthat 1s,
by 1nserting another element the orlginal semantlc collocatlon
is broken and a new one created, unless the new semantlc
~group is created: no 1nterruption is: possible. However,

this evidence. neLther ‘supports nor contradlcts Morclniec s
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principle, until we apply it to single stressed noun +
noun groups and discover that exactly the same. thing happens
there. Thus whilst

Library green book
is unécceptable,

Library comicbook
is perfectly all right since comicbook is a new semantic
unit.. We conclude, therefore, that Morciniec's criteria

do not distinguish syntactically between single and double

stressed noun + noun groups.

-

3.6.45 On the whole, then, there‘wouldaseemvto be very
little evidence for considering single and double stressed g
noun + naun groups as different syntactic phenomena. The
main'argumeﬁf in favour of a differentiation wodld seem to
be thernativgispeaker's intuition, reflected in.the .
decision taken by Lees (1960:120), Marchand (1969:§2.1.15),
Bloémfféld.(1933:228)-and_others to treat them as separate
phenoména. This intuition could, in turn, rest on £he

difference in stress which appears to be accidental.

. This,; however, -does not-account for the'fact that in
certain cases.theré is a difference of meaning reflected

solely :in the change from single to double stress. Thus
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Josephine Bolton, writing in the Observer magazine for
30/12-73 was able to use'birth'aax in two words, meaning
'day of birth', in opposition to blrthdax in one word
meaning"date of birth' (my blrthday is 9th August, and
not Th&fédaY).r Similerly, at least in Brltlsh English,
not every girl friend is a girlfriend (contrast attested
in conversation). Other similar examples are guoted above
(§3.6;42). Yet.we have stated that there is no observable _
diffefencewbeéﬁeenmsneh éeirs. We shall return‘to‘tnie g :
probiem-in the next section, suggesting how it may be

solved in a grammaf; and suggesting what the mechanism

underlying these various- facts and irregularities may be.

3.6.5 Levi suggests that in fact the category compound
in English cen be extended quite considerably to include
manyigroﬁps Wnich are'treditionally vieweéd as adjective +
" noun.’ She claims_(1973:334) .

J“iﬁat compound initial nouns, in English
’at'ieestf:are conveited into adjectives

Cin Just those cases where an adJectlve

. is available in the Engllsh lex1con."
Rather than looking at the’ modifler in a noun + noun group
as an adjective, she con51ders the adjective 1n some

adjectlve + noun‘groups~to‘be derlved‘from a nOun.
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Let us turn again briefly to. Jespersen's (MEG:II:§13.3)
criteria for an adjective. Jespersen claims that when a
modifier is co-ordinated with an adjective then it is
being used as an adjective, even if it is usually taken to
*be a noun. We have already pointed out (§3.6.2) that
some of these collocations seem to be only marginally
acceptable. But let us for a moment consider those which
are acceptable. They include
Provincial and country turns of wit (Swift)
Mercantile and commoﬁplace exactness (Shelley)
(A word's) iegai or business acceptation (Dickens)
Christian and family name (Poe)
Commercial and Custom-House life (Hawthorne).
Postal and telephone services (Wells)
The Personal and family histor& of scientific men (XKidd) N
The London and American publishers (Shaw):
A great pulpit and parliamentary orator (McCarthy)
County and municipal offices (Lecky)
and so on. If we now consider the natufe of the adjective- * . 2
rathex than the fact of co-ordination, we discover that we };;
are dealing withua_:estriqtedrclass of adjectives. In the i:}
terms of. @stergaard (1974:7) we have an E4 epithet: |
-."Disse adjektiver har samme funktion som
».nominatorer»(i.e.:attribqtiVe nouns. LJBI),_dvs
de klassifiperer;_de begranser heads refeiehde,

mgn_beskriveﬁ.ikke head og kan som fglge deraf

> H
¢
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ikke gradbgjes eller modificeres med

very. Typiske endelser for E4 adjektiver

er -ish, -gg, -al, -en, og typiske

betydninger er geografisk‘herkemst, fag

og stof.”
As well as noe being able to take adverbial modifiers, these
adjectives have another formal marker: they cannot
genefally be used predicatively. It is this criterion

which Levi takes as primary, terming these adjectivesg

nonpredicate adjectives, and it is these she wishes to

derive from nouns.

Levi has several arguments, both syntactic and
semantic; for assuming that this might be the case. Firstly,
though 'true' adjectives can co-occur with ggiﬁg, very,
etc., neither nonpredicate-adjectives or nouns can;
secondly, nenpredicate adjectives can only co-ardinate

with other nonpredlcate adjectives or nouns (see the examples

from Jespersen, above), but. not with 'true' adjectlves,
prefiiés like mono-, Qi—, multi- can be attached to non-
predicate:adjectives~and‘npuns, but not to 'true'
adjectives - (though adjectives -thus prefixed become ‘true');
nonpredicate adjectives like nouns can be distinguished

by features [idef],.[jconqrete}, [ianimate],<Eihumeﬁ],w,

[ fcommon] and, she,claiﬁs, the implicational reletiqpships

between them still hold; finally, nonpredicate adjectives
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can show case relations: Levi quotes among other examples .

. Agentive p;gsidential refusal
Objective oceanic studies
Locative ‘marginal notes
Dative feline agility
Instrumental electric calculator

manual labour.

Eleétric calculator would seem to be a bad example,.

because you do not use eléctricity to calculate, nQrido
you calculate with electricity, rather the calculator runs

on electricity, but otherwise this seems to hold quite

well. Her penultimate‘argument, however, does not hold.
One of the examples she gives in support of her .thesis is
lla intuition of women/*Bostqn
yfemipine/*Bostonian intuition.

While it is true that Bostonian intuition is non-occurrent

as a fixed phrase, it would not seem to be true that it
is unacceptable: compare, for example, Irish logic or

French logic: Multi-coloured would apﬁear to be a counter-

ekampie £o her third criterion, but this may be because
coloured is a past participle, and they do not alWays act
in the same way'as ordinary édjectives, or it may be that
this form is to be analysed as.(multi-colour) + ed and is
thus a~coﬁpletely different type of qonstruction. Despite
these 'minor-objections, Levi would seem tO-have.a fairly T

strong. case inl.her favour.
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Thismcgse*becomes even stronger if we consider some

o

of Levi‘é%géSidﬁai problems (1973:343) in connection
with the present work. Firstly she asks

. "Although the adjectiveshin an _electrical

engineer and the American refusal:are both

nonpredicate and denominal, the first NP is
.a compound (sic) in a way the second is not.
How may this difference be formally characterized?"
We have seen that this problem can be solved by thegaoncept

of lexicalisation. Electrical engineer is a lexicalised

compound, learned and employed as a unit. American refusal

is not so lexicalised, but has to be generated afresh
each time it is used. Secondly, Levi (loc.cit). asks
whether the semantic material deleted from compounds
can be predicted (i.e. recovered). This question will
be answered affirmatively in Part Two. Thirdly, she
asks how ﬁhe permanence of association in compounds and

also in nonpredicate adjective + noun groups like

subterranean explorer can be formally characterised. We'

.hévefalfeady answered this partially with our HIP feature,
and we shall return to the point in Part Two. It is of
interest that the problems which we have had to consider
for other reasons, and which we have resolved with reference
t cbmpoﬁndé,'have'to:be broﬁght to bear to resolve problems
in what have traditionally been considered adjective +

noun_groups.‘
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It is also interesting to note that Vendler (1968:112ff) g

offers a virtually identical-derivation for such adjectives. e

tonal music, theatrical effect,‘TUrkish'coffee, Portuguese:

ship etc. from
Nwh ... is PN
adding (op.cit:112) that
"In most cases we could recover a 'lost'
verb, e.g.: \ -
Punic War.—— war (fought) against Punsri;ic!)
Wagnerian opera -- opera (written) by Wagner."
The parallel between this and ﬁepié's (1970) derivation of
compounds from prepositional phrasesior Lees' (}960)

derivation with a deleted verb is too striking to need any

further comment.

Levi -herself realises that her initial claim (quoted

above) is too étrqng. She quotes counter-examples like

*pictbrial;book picture book . e Q;;
,*Paternalif;gure father figure 23'
*oculér iﬁfgq;ion eye infection R ?gf
*bloody poisoning blood poisoning. i

But even her counter-examples give indirect support to her
claim. We shall see below (§3.7.5) that a general rule in
compoundigg'can_be‘over-riddep‘when to follqw'that rule

would be to causé confusion (see also abqve3§2.2.23), Now,
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we can quarrel with Levi's assignment of asterisks in

the above examplééﬁ'a pictorial‘book is not unacceptable,

but it does not mean the same thing as a picture book.

Bloody poisoning does not mean the same as blood poisoning.

The language or the language user is free to use the
strategies provided by the language for semantic as well
as fof purely grammatical effect. However, despite this,
her generalisation is still too strong; for Levi would

predict linguistic community where language community

is equally possible and apparently synonymous, atomic bomb
where atom bomb is quite possible and again synonymous, and

familial history where we find family history. It may be

that the language permits a certain amount of free variation,

but that is immediately a much weaker claim to make.

This analysis deriving nonpredicate adjectives from
nouns‘haé some interesting results: First of all, it
exélains_Why we never get compound groups (i.e. adjective
+ noun}groﬁps with unity stress) contaiﬂing»fhese adjecﬁiveé.
It aelimitS“ohévgroﬁp of adjectives outside the'groups we
have dealt with above in §3.2. Secondly, it explains why
phrases like ’ . ' ‘ '

Whitekénd‘taﬁér'handsy
are‘unuéﬁélz‘We'éré‘iiﬁkiﬁg’a?itrﬁe' adjecﬁiéé with a noun
rather than a denomindl adjective. Thirdly, it solves

our problem about the status df”aﬁﬁfibﬁéiﬁeé;‘QinCé ﬁoﬁ'w{’
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all the forms about which there was doubt will be derived

from nouns or, in the case of former etec., from adverbs.

In the light of this discussion it is of interest to
look at Bally's (1932:96/7) discussion of phrases like

chaleur solaire.

"Un groupe formé d'un substantif et d'un
édjectif est un composé quand l'adjectif
apparait étroitement 1ié au substantif par .

le fait qu'il repousse la syntaxe de l'adjectif

ordinaire: Ainsi dans chaleur solaire, solaire

ne peut pas se placer devant le substantif

(solaire chaleur est impossible), il ne peut.

recevoir les adverbes propres a l'adjectif:

on ne peut pas dire chaleur tré&s solaire;

enfin et surtout, il ne peut fonctionner

-.comme prédicat: cette chaleur est solaire

.-serait inintelligible." ‘
Spence.(1969$ points -out that if one follows Baily in this,ﬁ B
theﬂ one has to-accept.as a compound. any NP containing an
adjective:in~the;same*dlassvas solaire,-a class which -

ircludes 1unaire,‘8patial; rénal, etc.. This has the effect

(op.cit}8)his,uhaésirable;and;counterﬁ@ntuitive,;;But the

’

grammar must,somehowqcaptgre‘the,fgct,that:ghege;gdjegtives
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cannot be modified and are much more limited than 'true'
adjectives, and besides, the compound nature of such
phrases is only stressed if we consider Walter's (1969:58)
criterion for distinguishing adjéctive + noun compounds

from ordinary groups:

de grande taille ou de grande valeur, l'adjectif

grande modifiant 1l'ensemble sage-femm i.os'il

sage', il faudrait coordonner les -deux

adjectifs et dire une grande et sage femme."

= In des paysages lunaires froids, froids modifies the whole,

whereas if we were to add the conjunction et and get

des paysages lunaires et froids then lunaires would at once

mean 'like those of the moon' rather than 'of the moon'.
Levi (1973:340) points to the same phenomenon in English,

quoting Nixonianfpolicies~as being ambiguous between those

of Nixon and ones like those of Nixon. In the second
case thefadjective_can take adverbiél modificatiéﬁ‘(cp.
‘1555.The‘acrobat's.agili£§ was more feline than human)
and hence; by implication, no longer belongs to the same
group.
Wandruszka' (1972) ‘stresses the/parallels between
compounds énd noun + adjective groups:of this typelin French,

showing how‘both g;bups appear to cover largely the same-
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set of (unexpressed) semantic relationships: robe nuptiale

(dress worn for a wedding)'would appear to have a similar

underlying semantic relationship to robe grossesse (dress

worn -for pregnancy). These adjeefival constructions have
even been attacked on much the same grounds as those on : ?:j!:;
which Etiemble, for example, aetacks compounds, as when !
Le Bidois ("L''Adjectivité&' et ses mé&faits," Le Monde
25/11-59, p.9, quoted in Wandruszka, 1972:240), discussing
phrases like 'débat agricole' and 'prix agricoles', sayéJ

"Nous sommes obligés de 'traduire' pour voir

gqu'il s'agit d'un débat sur l'agriculture et

des prix des produits agricoles”
and later

"Mais un accouplement comme 'prévention

routiére' est choquant et constitue méme, si

1'on y réfléchit, un véritable rébus."
Of course, no native speaker of French would consider these
phrases to be unclear, any more than an English speaker

would worry about farm.prices or traffic safety, sO Le

Bidqis ought not to be taken too seriously here. Nevertheless,
it is ‘interesting to see theee phrases beihg attacked for

this reason.

But if Levi's thesis, that adjectives are used in just
those cases where one .exists, is tenable for English, it

would -appear not to be so for French; as can be seen from a
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a point made by Wandruszka (op.cit:159):

. "In verschiedenen Fillen sind substantivisches
und adjektivisches Determinans gegenseitig

austauschbar, ohne dass inhaltliche Modifikationen

- féminine." - _ P
Obviously, then, it will be more difficult to provide a
satisfactory grammar of this area in French, although the
»choice between one construction and the other in the
examples above might be one dependent on register or style,
the noun alternates being the marked forms, which would
allow one to, generate these noun + adjective.groups in a
way exactly parallel to the corresponding English coﬁstruct—
ions. This might_go some way towards explaining the fact,
noted by Levi (1973:344 fn 4), that the wider use made of
these adjectives in French seems to be equivalent to the

wider us€ of compounds in English:

student politics la politigue estudiantine
tear gas “le gaz lacrymogéne
a family reunion une réunion familiale.

However, such a derivation in French must remain no

more than a DYPOLBSSIS. uniil such time as a grammar of
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compounding parallel to the English grammar has been

motivated for French, for without that prerequisite a

derivation of this type would be nonsensical.
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3.7 LINKING ELEMENTS.

3.7.1 - As Kristensen pointed out in the paragraph quoted
above (§2.1.1), it is the formal aspects of compounds which
most grammarians/linguists have dealt with in Danish, and
for many this has meant simply a discussion of the linking
elements. The same is true, on the whole; for German.
Fleischer (1969:§5.1.2.5), Duden (1959:§§3775 - 3835),
Koefoed (1958:§605), Diderichsen (1964:@3/41,"Mgg;ean
(1950:§296), Raskr(1830:83), Skautrup (1968:264/5), to
mention but a few, spend, relatively speaking, a vast
amount of time on the problem. Spore (1965:§141) deals only
with this problem, giving vastly oversimplified
phonological, morphological and semantic generalisafions
for the occurrence of the different link-phonemes. Iversen
(1924:11)

"Mener altsé at ikke bare.teoretiske, men ogsa

praktiéke hensyn tvinger oss til & forkaste ‘

" bade betydningsinnholdet i sammensettnings-
leddene og det logisk-grammatiske forhold
"meilgm dem som inndelingsprinsipp"

and that you thus have to classify compounds by the Juncture

phoneme they ‘take.

Let us look at a summafy of the facts. There are
thrgeumain‘wayé of forming a‘COmpoundhin‘Dahishijl)Athe'

two roots are set siﬂe‘by sidé:”bibane;“kommuﬁéhdéﬁftal,
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trazbord, papirkniv, etc.; 2) the two roots are linked by

an g:Aunderviéningsminisferiet, stationsbygning, kgns-

sygdom, papirspose, etc.; 3) thé two roots are linked by

an e: ostemad, bgrnehjem, folkebibliotek, julemand, etc..
There are also other minor patterns where the two roots

are linked by (g)n (rosenkdl, galgenfugl), er (blomster-

bed, studentertevy) or by a subtractive form ‘(kronprins,

tronfglger, which lose an ¢ and brillestel, bukseknap, which
lose an r) or by a subtractive form and them an added s

(arbejdsplads, embedsmand) .

There seems to be general agreement that the first of

these options, the historically primary form, is the

.
i
ty
i
g
!
i
i

unmarked one, though arguments for this are not given. Thus
Diderichsen (1946:246):
- "Substantiver optrazder hyppigst i Rodform
naar ikke sarlige Forhold ggr sig gzldende,"
'Hanséqill967:296): ‘
I”Af.dertrerhovedformer for fgrste lea er
‘ugﬁd;ethﬁorm det normale,”
Spore’ (1965:§141): .
- "Composition directe ... est la forme non-
‘_maggﬁéeahil%faut unfmotifipapticuliep‘pour
que la.Fpmpbsition‘ne‘soit pas directe.”
However, the valﬁe of this observation is, to say fhe least,

doubtfil, since it seems to be impossible to predict
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entirely the occurrence of the different juncture types.
Thus Skautrup (1968:264) says:
"Helt klartAafgrensede regler for brugen af de ‘vf?ﬁ
tre hovedtyper:‘stammesammensatning,‘g—komposition

og e-komposition, findes ikke. Analogier (efter

&ldre dannelser), pavirkninger udefra (isar tysk)

og lydlige vanskeligheder kan spille ind.

Betydn1ngsmass1ge grunde for en form kan nu kun

svagt spores ved e-komposition."

Hansen (1967:296 - 300) tries to give rules mainly on
hphonetic grounds, but has also to take some morphology and
semantics and the native or non-native source of words into
account. Iversen (1924:12ff) stafts byrgiving phonetic
contexts for‘;g— and then goes on to discuss semantic
correlates (cp. also Briegleb, 1935). But he has a lot
of. exceptions, and in some cases has to appeal toheuphony
for the 1nsertlon of an element (e.g., p.22, in Erastega,rd)
Noreen (1906 319ff) attempts to give a phonological
'descrlptzon but flnds he has vast numbers of exceptlons.
SBderbergh (1968 16 - 18) concludes that one cannot glve
rules. You usually, she says; get an’ s occurrlng where the

flrst element is 1tcse1f a compound. Teleman (1970:52)

.conflrms this, and contrasts‘




skol bok "hylla skol bokéhylla

"bokhylla £8r skolor" - "hylla f&r skolbdcker"
(compare Briegleb, 1935:24 who points to the same phenom-

enon in German u51ng the examples of HandWerkszeug and

Stein-Werkzeuq) . Both Briegleb (loc.clt) and Hansen -

(1967:297) for German and Danish respectively provide

counter—examples to this generalisation in Bahnhofplatz

and brgdfrugttra. Sdderbergh (loc.cit) says that there is

a tendency to drop this S, possibly because of the
influence of English, in modern Swedish,technical‘language,

an observatiou which Wennerbergh (1961:7) also makes.

Skautrup (1968:264) concludes that the modern-formation
-- apart from some analogous forms -- is phonologically
condltloned, but no study which takes account of words
formed at-all periods in the history of the language is
going to be able to take account of this, which is why the
studies mentioned have so many-difficulties. But if Skautrup
is right he Stlll has . to explaln the variation in. Baglr(s)

pose, blyant(s)holder, infinitiv (s)marke and other such

serles, and all the words where s occurs in some compounds

but notuan,others,wh;ch:have.the sameufirst element (see
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Hansen, 1967:297). It seems probable that we could argue
for Danish in the way that Botha (1968) does for Afrikaans

that the forms of compounds are completely irregular.

There is also another factor that has to be taken into
adcounﬁ, and that is that occasionally variation can have
semantic effect. Hansen (1967:298) discusses this point:

"Ved sammensatninger til mand- er alle tre

muligheder udnyttet: mands- isar svarende til en

som mandebod, -fald, =hul, dels i tilfalde hvor

- fgrste led har funktion som et kvalitetsangivende

3.7.2 Traditionally,; a distinction is drawn between

or‘echt,iunecht:_wefshéll‘translaté?theSe,termsiasx'ro exr,

improper): ‘compounds. Mikkelsen (1897:§39) explains it
thus:

. "En Sammensatning kaldes 1. -EGENTLIG, -naar den
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er opstaaét ved en Forening af to Stammer,

£.Eks. Byfoged,. Graavejr - 2.. UEGENTLIG, naar

. den er opstaaet ved en Forening‘af.toreller

flere Ord, der.oprindelig ere sammenh¢rende Led

(en hel Satning), stbarn (vedf¢jet-Tillagsfald),
Hvidt¢1,4vedf¢jet Tillsgsord)."

- Hansen (1967 302f) dlscusses the same problem, saylng that

DU - - , e

there are two ways of formlng compounds. ) - -

"WVed den ene stgber man en morfologisk enhed af
to ord der tilsammen dakker det indhold man
gnsker at udtrykko Enheden bygger pa et
sprogligt . udtryk der rummer begge ordene samlet
eller adskllt "
These are the proper compounds, and if two words could
-co-occur- in the spokenrohain but have no inflections
héfkedﬂin3the.compoﬁnd they are still proper (storby,
'l'i‘l’l’eo'irl)-. '
~."Den anden-fremgangsméde bestdr i at man broger
»en syntaktlsk forblndelse af to eller flere ord

uendret som en. enhed (juxtap051tlon)- en praste—:

Sen: mandsstemme, m1n moders mal > m1t modersmal £
,-f,.' e

"

(sammensatninger med moder “har ellers moder—y

-

. This distinction‘and its nomenclature are foundéd

in the historical study of oompounds. indoéEuropean formed
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compounds by the collocation of two stems. This is- the
kind of composition that found its way into Greek and
Latin (and less consistently into Sanskrit, although
general rules of .euphonic combina;ion apply to juxtaposed
stems, see Whitney, 1879:§§103, 1249), as reported by
Darmesteter (1875:9):

"La différence essentielle entre la composition

romane et la composition-ancienney—ec'est que.la

premidre combine des mots, la seconde des termes.
Dans (les composés grecs et latins) on ne trouve
que des radicaux nus, dépouillés de toute flexion,
et suivis seulement d'une terminaison qui donne au
composé son unité et son individualité.”
It is only in the Germanic languages that we find compounds
of the form stem + genitive + stem emerging, and this gave
rise to the idea that these were in some way inferior or

<

less genuine than the stem + stem forms.

There are a number of points to be made about this

- -+

distin@tion. 'Firstly, it is, of course, a distinction
that can oﬁlY'bé‘draWn in a diachronic study: we £ind aﬁ s
linking the two paftS'of a cémpound in many places, and it
may not be clear whether or not it has this kind of
genitiﬁe as‘itskédﬁfce;.fufthérmoré the g“which is also
found as a junéﬁure phoneme_goes back to aigenitive éndihg

at an earlier stage-in the language's development, and it is
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not possible to see purely synchronically whether a given
compound containing the e was fo%med as an improper
compound at a stage in the developmenf of the language
when the e still had full genitive valﬁe, or whether it
was--formed as a proper compound withvan‘g added for.othef
reasons, possibly euphony, at a later stage in the
language's history. Since we shall be concerned with a

synchronic study of compounds, this mlght in ltself be

reason enough to dlsregard the dlstlnctlon. However,

there are more important reasons.

When we consider Hansen's exposition of the problem
(quoted'above), there is a certain veriéimilitude about
. the explanation because the forms are presented side by
side and look para;lel. However, if we try to make his
examples definite, we immediately run into problems.

* den_man@s stemmen
% en maﬁds»stemmenr

den mands stemme
manas stemmen

At mandens stemmen

. mandens stemme
The only acceptable combinatlons have only made mand
deflnlte not'stemme. ThlS contrasts w1th

mandsstemmen

where Stemme is definite and mand remains unspec;flc (as
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it does in all compounds that do not have a unique object
or proper name as the first element). If the proper -
improper hypothesis of the formation of compounds were

correct, it would imply that all improper compounds were

formed from indefinite syntagms. In fact, a genitive -

which modifies a noun replaces the article while the first .
element of a compound is a modifier (see below, §3.7.4)

so this state of. affairs is not reaily,surprising, The. -
alternative inte;pretation of the data, th&%w;; is because
of the impossibility of making such a.syntagm definite that
the compound has to be formed, can be seen to be incorrect

if we consider skrivebordsskuffe. Skuffen til (d)et

skrivebord is not a paraphrase of skrive

still formed by making the second element of the syntagm

definite.

Furthermore, there is also a problem in deiimiting‘

the two:types of compound. Is‘storbx!in,the Sentegce

stor: by) proper  or -improper? From Mikkelsen's definition
(quoted above) we cannot tell. It fits both definitions.
However,:if we 166k5at the same word in the sentence

jeg mgdte hende i storbyen (compare ‘jeg mgdte hende i den

store bi)rwg‘havela proper compound (seée Hansen, quoted
above). The boundary between the two seems vague.
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For these reasons we shall not take account of the
proper - improper hypothesis of compounding, but shall

assume that all compounds are proper.

3.7.3 There is also controversy as to what exactly

the linking elements-are:-~Holt—(1956:195)-considers-that-
the linking s is a genitive morphene, whilst in the oppgs-
ing camp, Landmark (1969:35) argues thus;

"Da det er lite rimelig at s og e her barer

noen betydning, vil jeé ikke kalle dem for

morfemer. Jeg vil heller regne dem for &

hdre til det foregiende spriktegn som ka?t

opptre som ord ..., slik at disse spraktegn pluss

s/e blir & anse som kombinatoriske varianter -
av et morfem/en morfemsekvens, som kan opptreM
nar morfemet/morfemsekvensen inngdr som del av
' et mer komplekst ord."
Léﬁamark‘sf"iite.rimelig" is a very weak argument for his
point of View; butﬂHolt's'(log.cit) argument for gig
position, namely that
‘"pet er netop disse bgjningers (genitivens)
bOrﬁfaldnaéf’érfaet ejendommelige ved forleddet
irséﬁmehséfnipgér" '

is historically incorrect since the forms without any
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linking element occur in Indo—Europeah“béforé”the forms
with tﬁe juncture ;phoneme. The strqngest argument fof'
his position is that all the 1inking¢e1ements'go back to
genitive forms (or forms identical with the genitive) at
an earlier stage in-the language. - This is equally true
of the array of linking vowels %ngygdish. But all the

elements except the s have lost this collusion in form (or

identity) with the genitive, and one can hardly take account
of it in a synchronf@ study to conclude with Holt (loc.cif)
that

"Man m& anerkende at der i dansk er flere

udtryksvarianter av stgrrelsen genitiv: -en-

i Amalienborg, og maske det =-e- der foreligger.

i barne- og bgrne-."

AY
i

But there is also a histériéal reason for supposing
that we. are not, in a synchronic study, dealing with a
_genitive here. - In Old Norse the genitive had a wide
ranggxof,markers, depending upon number and gender. in
modern Dani;£ ail~these have died out except the -s
_geniti§e~ma;ker;;:fﬁe;éame may. be claimed for Germén, with‘
the exception that .the feminine has its own genitive form
there. sBut:the~a:réy of -linking vdwelsMipgswedish or the
linking e:in-Danish.are the etymological descendants of
these other'genitive-markers. However, for them to have
survived when all other real genitives changed to the -s ‘

form, they cannot have been associated with any fgenitive
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feeling' even at the time the -s form took over as the
genitive marker, let alone today. It seems reasonable

to suggest on this basis that the linking -s has exactly

the same function in the compound as the linking -e and

that it has no 'genitive feeling' attached to it either. It
is difficult to find direct support for this claim from

Danish (though see below), but we have some evidence from

German that seems to show that thlS is at least the gase
there. Bloomfield (1933:231) p01nts out¥£hat
"In Geburtstag 'birthday' the [-s] is a
genitive-case ending, but would not be
added, in an independent word, to a
"

feminine noun like die Geburt, 'birth'.

Henzen (1947:58) gives further examples of this phenomenon,

including Liebesdienst and Nahrungsmittel. Whilst it is
morphologically impossiblé to add a genitive -§'to a
feminine noun, and we should perhaps on theseﬁgrounds
modify Bloomfield's. "is" to "1ooks like", there is no
contradiction involved if the -s in question does not
reflect a genitive case form, but is merely a linking
element. We find a similar case in Icelandic Where words

like landafrazJi can take a non-genitive -s (frazdi being

indeclinable) in, for example, landafraJisbdk. Briegleb 7

(1935:6) talks of Wortverkniipfung in these cases.
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Furthermore, if Skautrup (1968:264 referred to above)
is right and the form is phonologically conditioned, it
is difficult to see why the -form of the genitive should be
phonologically conditioned (and different from the normal
form) in just those casés where the word to which.it is
attached becomes the first element of a compound, but not

where the word occurs in isolation: contrast, for example,

en barnevogn and. et -barns vogn. Landmark's decision seems

to lead to a simpler description.

Botha (1968:166) argues thus against the hypothesis
that the juncture s is a'genitive in Afrikaans:
"If we regard 'genitive' as a deep structure

grammatical category.-- as Fillmore (1968, p.77)

does -- another possible hypothesis is that -in the
.compounds in which the iink phoneme /s/ forms part
-of‘the phonological representation of the sgecificans,
the formative which oécursras this S;ecificaps is
.cogcatenated in the deep structure with the
grammatical category 'genitive'. This hypothesis
can also be falsified in-both directions. Firstlf,
gizhéughfthé}grammaticéi cﬁtegqu’fgenitive' ‘
appears_in thé déép‘structureAunderiiiﬁQ'the
compouhdS (12)1 fhe[linkvphonémé-/sL;doesrnot.
“constitute arségmeﬁf}of-thééphdndiogical~repres+

“entations of theispecific%%ig;ofathese,“and




similar, compounds ....

(12) EehEunt (pen point, nib)
familiekat (family cat, cat of a family)
deurknop (doorknob)

Secondly, "‘although the presence of the link
phoneﬁe /s/ characterises.the phonological form

of the specificantia of the compounds (13), the

grammatical category 'genitive' does not e
' T . S
constitute part of the deep structures under- ! ’

lying these, and similar,  compounds.
(13) gevegsnasié (fighting nation)

gevoelsleive (emotional life)

amspenning (office medal, badge):"
This argument can be transferred, mufatis mutandis, to
Danish, andnwe can replace the examples in (12) with

forfatterret

.bordben
“‘damekjole . . R N
.and ‘the examples in (13) with '

redningSkorps.

folelsesliv

kvalitetsVarer.

-

There .are-also examples wheré the -s-:is added or
removed during the ‘development of the language, a point-

which:argues again for a solution where it 'is a linking
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element rather than a genitive. Henzen (1947:59) points

out that the first elements in -heit, -keit, -schaft, -und,

-ion, -tdt take an -s today though they did not at the
time Luther was writing (note, incidentally, that all these
suffixes are concomitant with feminine gender). Briegleb's
(1935) diatribe is directed at people who obviously felt’
at that time that it was 'wrong' to use a linking -5, and
who thus left it out.

We shall, therefore, not consider these juncture
elements to be genitive elements, but follow Landmark and

consider them to be combinatory variants.

3.7.4 Unfortunately, satisfactory as this solution may
appear, it is not quite as simple as that. The %roblems

here start to-arise when we look beyond German and Danish.
‘ ' : <

Ry t

e

In Finnish (see Setdld & Nieminen, 1962:§§156, 194)
the first element of a éoﬁpound occurs usually either in
the nominative ‘or-in the‘gehitive (although other cases
are permitted{'particularly if the sébond element -- the
head in Finnish as in English, Danish and German -- is a
nominalisation of a verb of motion). It seems to be.a bit

too much of a coincidence that link elements in genetically

unrelated languages should just happen tbabe_genitives;:
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Similarly, if we look at Lees' (1960:199ff) description
of Turkish compoﬁnds we f£ind the same phenomenon, ﬁhough
here it is not the possessor but the thing possessed that
is marked by the suffix -i/u. A genitive in —igiis
available in Turkish, but it is apparently not used in
building compoﬁnds. As inrthe other laﬁgﬁages, the idea of
possession does not always seem to be present (e.g.:

dil bllngl, 'linguistics' language - know + le + possessed)

-

but it is an overt possession marker that is used.

_ If we turn our attention to French, we find that many
of the syntagms we have termed compound phrases may be
reinterpreted as genitives. Admlttedly, we find the _Same
inconsistencies in calling the -de- link a genitive as we
founa in those discussions that termed the Danish linKing
-§fa‘geni£ive,[but this would ?ather seem to strenéthen
the feeling that compound phrases like )
. coin de cHambre
.véle} de chambre
..chemin de fer
are in fact compounds of a sort. This kind of phrase with
an overt phrasal genltlve also appears in English:
. the age of reason ‘
the eofner of the room
.(though.eﬁe'presence‘of the article in this:secohd‘casei
rather makes a difference;'sinée:%ﬁe'moéiffiﬁg'elemeht'in'a ‘

. compound is normally non-specific and non-definite urless
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a proper name or unique object -- see Seuren, 1973).
Interestingly enough, one exception is Sanskrit,
where the use of the genitive in the first element, though

attested, is rare (Whitney, 1879:§1250). It appears to

be frequent in a range of other languages. -

'wThe answer is that genitives do play a part in coqpounding
in the Germanic languages: synchronically in Iéelandic
(and possibly English, see below) but only diachronically
in German, Danish, Swedish. We do not wish to deny the
r6le played by the genitive in the devélopment of compounds
in Danish, only that it is synchronically speaking a

genitive that links the two elements of a Danish compound.

We mentioned briefly above that a genitive is more )
like a aeterﬁiner.than a modifier. The justification for
this ciaim is as follows. 1In a genitive like

, fred's house

Fred's is paradigmatically commutable with the, that, this,

etc., but not with big, brick, white.

There are of course (at least) twod types of genitive

in English, as illustrated by-théﬁaﬁbigﬁity of a ;ady's hat.

In one'reading~this means  the hat belonging ‘t6 a specific

lady. This is whatf¢ste:gaard/(1974E6)'térms>thé determinator.
In ‘the other reading, lady is not‘specific and names the

{
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type of hat, the type that is worn by the female of the

species.- @stergaard (loc.cit). terms this the nominator.

As we mentioned above, the moéifier in a compound is,
unless a proper name or a uﬁique object, noﬁ—specific, SO
that the genitive in its determinator function can clearly
be separated from the compound. This is further shown by

the following paradigms:

(a) Eton's system of education : R
The Eton system of education
The Etonian system of education
> (b) Anderson's grammar
An Anderson.giammar
An Andersonian grammar
where the deter@inatorygenitive is semantically distinct
from the compound or denominal adjective + noun forms
(the lattex twé being synonymous). Even here theré are
some excebfions, as, for example,
(¢) Devon's climate
“The Devon climate
The_ngonian climate
but the major tendency is as .illustrated in (a) and (b).
- It is, however, not clear(whether or not one ¢ n
separate the compoﬁnd fronrstEEEEnce of genitive + noun
whereuthe,genitive is a nominator.»,Wigzell.f1969;227),

does,claim»that
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"Genitive constr&ctions do not characteristically
exhibit the same degree of internal cohesion
as compound nouns and to rega%d them as
modified compounds would in most cases be
misleading"”
but his examples suggest that he is merely considering
determining genitives. @stergaard (loc.cit) links the

two, Quirk et al (1972:§13.55ff) consider both as equivalent

types of premodification.

It may well be the case, then, that modifying (nom-
'iﬁator) genitives also form a sub-class of compound, along
with the of phrases which we shall discuss in the next
paragraph. The difference between an of phrase and 's
premodificationiwill then presumably be a function of the
types of noun that allow 's genitives and of genitives

(see Quirk et al, 1972:§§4.97ff). It certainly seems true
that the vést majority of genitive + noun constructions
that fall into this group have animate first elementg

(a_lady's hat, a farmer's wife, a bird's nest, an examiners'

meeting, cow's milk, etc.). One outstanding exception is

summer's day (incidentally synonymous with summer day)

where'summer”iS“clearly‘a %emporal noun (Quirk et al, op.cit:

§4.98(g)) which also permits 's.

2 If this is the case, then it seems likely.that there

is some systematic distinction between compounds: and nominator
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genitive + noun, possibly lexically conditioned. On the
whole nouns denoting human beings:.seem to take the genitive
construction when they occur in the nominator, unless the

second element is a derived ﬁominal: lady killer, manhunt.

Nouns denoting animals seem. to vary between the two

constructions: sheep's head; sheepskin; ‘cow's milk, -cowhide, -

cat's cradle, cat gut. One of the deciding features may be

- something to do with the 'recognisability' of the animal in

s

'£Hé item denoted by the complex, but this cannot beathe

only factor, as is seen by sheep's eye and By dialectal

cow juice in opposition to cow's milk.

3.7.5 The . solution {0 the whole problem of the linking
elements is particularly involved;,but it seems to be

.

something. like this.

'-The linking elemenﬁs are lexically conditioned, that is
that 1n ‘the 1ex1con, along with any noun, is listed the "
form lt takes when it becomes the flrst element of. a

compound. -This . is probably to lose some generallsatlon‘since,

for: example, all words in- -1on~or"—tet~1n Danish—are-901ng e

to take a, llnking s (statlonsbygnlng,'universitetsuddannelse)

but. the hlgh number of analogous formatlons does not allow
us to ‘state. general phonologlcal rules. - It,m;ght be

possible to include some kind of redundancyr;ules:tougain .
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the: phonological generalisations here. This lexical
conditioning'can then be over-ruled in the following ways:
i) In a lexicalised compound which is not generated
by the grammar anyway, but listed in thé lexicon;
ii) 1In specific cases in order to avoid confusing
homonymy. Briegleb (1935:10) gives the example for. German
of Sommerszeit ('summeftime' as in 'in the summertime we

love to go for picnics') vs. Sommerzeit ('summer time' as in

'British Summer Time');
iiji) Certain words can have two or more possible forms,

either in free variation (papir (s)pose, blyant(s)tegning)

-

or with a semantic difference between them (see Hansen, 1967:

298 on mand, gquoted above, §3.7.1).

It would seem that this rule of lexical marking can be
extended~tofsiress_assignationuin-English, although we have
presented arguments against this above. In the last section
we were, even if we-did not say so in so many wqrds,
dealing;with lexicalised material, a constraint laid>up6n

[ us by thé format of the works quoted and réferred.to. If we

\/ .
consider non-lexicalised material the rule does not seem to
be so proneltO»exceptioné. The,vécillation in stress can

©T T77Ttheén be‘explained pa;tiaily by prosodic features, .as noted
by Bql?nger, apd-part;¥ b¢qause of the ngrmél;lack_of

semantic effect of stress.vacillation. (but see Lutsdérf,

quoted above, §3.6.42). -
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With these provisos in mind, we can now claim that as

the presence.of a particular linking element can be lexic-
ally marked on the first element of a Daoish compound, so
stress can be marked in English, but on the second element
of the compound. Thus -cake always leads to unity stress,
while -pie always leads to double stress. (see Lees, 1960:
120, quoted above, §3.6.43); occasionally lexicalised

compounds break_the pattern, so that we find, for example, = .

mathsnaster, phy;ios master, etc., with compound stress, but

headmaster with even or second element stress; in specific j%

cases stress difference can be used to avoid confusing

homonymy, thus birth day vs. birthday and girl friend vs.

_girlfriend (see above, §3.6.45); and certain elements can

have two forms, either in free variation (ioe'cream) or
with a semantic difference (coffeecream with double stress,

- but face cream with compound stress).

It seems that we can even explain the of paraphrases

in this way.-_If we consider the German word Narrenfreiheit
(the'extra allowance made: for court jesters who could do
and say'things in ‘their professioaal capacity for which
other people might be punished, and, by extension, any

such allowance) we find that we have to translate it as

freedom or llberty of fools {or the alternative form with

an 's- genltlve) 5'E}S‘oollzl.bertz and foolfreedom are ‘both

unacceptable. If we follow this through we find that all

e .kl&;r



d

. 244 //" >

compounds in -freedom or ~liberty are unacceptable. We -5

~ have to use a paraphrase.7 Similarly, age (= era),

though it can be preceded in a compound by a concrete noun

u(stone_agef;ixoh;age)T_can_never—be—preceded by. an abstract

noun ( reason age but age of reason; mystery‘age but age of

mystery). Here we have a clear c¢ase of variation between
two forms on semantic grounds. It would seem, therefore,

that we can con51der such of phrases as 1ex1cally condltloneg

forms of compounds.

This principle cannot account for éll of phrases,

~

however, since the of phrase seems very often to be a

~ stylistic variant of a compound. Consider:

correlation coefficient coefficient of corxelation

viewpoint (ih one sense) point of view

peace lover . lover of peace

deer hunter hunter of deer.
It is difficult. to say when these stylistic paraphrases are
allowed. fFrq?'Ehe examples quoted, it might appear that
they are permissible if the head of the construction is

an agentive or the determinant is abstract. While there

7 As if to prove this statement.incorrect, The Observer
17/11-74 had a headline 'Editors to see Foot -on-Press -
freedom’.. . This may be a‘case where _newspapers are ahead
of .everyone else (see §1.1. a).
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may be some correlation here, these conditions are not

sufficient; as is shown by the fact that’peace worker

does not give‘worker’of‘peaCe.but‘workér‘for'peace. It
does appear to be the case that for an ©of phrase with no

article to be possible, the determinant must be either ?

semantically singular or grammatically non-countidble,
but again it is not clear vwhether this is a sufficient
condition. We shall limit ourselves to noting the

alternative source of of phrases.

5
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3.8 VERB * NOUN COMPOUNDS. o

3.8.1 The'main probleﬁ with ve:b:+ noun compounds

discussed inAfhe literature is the form.of the verb, and =
this is particulatly.trueuéf French. Darmesteter,(1875;l46ff)

argues. strongly that this is an imperative, not only in

)

French-and the other Romance 1anguage§,’but.also.in German

and English (op.cit:155). This claim seems to be‘based in

Darmesteter points out (op.cit:148), 14/15 of verb + noun

¥

compounds in French are formed With first conjugation verbs

where there is no difference between the’imperative: singular,

the stem and the third person singular of the present

indicative. All of the examples listed by Darmesteter for

English are equally vague between the imperative and the

Darmesteter. (op.cit:160) claims, however, that it is

impossiblé_that %he.yerb.shquld_be a stem, aithémé‘Verbal:-

tire-botte, fac-totum, Bleibimhaus. Le verbe -

ne_présente:donc:point une idée générale d'action,

mais 1'id&ec d'une action s'exerce sur un objet;

par suite ;e_Vérbe_sb;tJdé-l?abstfagtion'pour
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entrer dgns la réalité vivante: il est donc

personnel, et il faut y voir absolument un

temps pérsonnel_"
Now this is a very weak argument. Darmesteter i making the
mistake, made equaily by others in the discussion of the
linking -s= of Danish compounds (see above, §3.7), of
confusing form and functioh.r He assumes that if the form is
equated with that of the infinitive or stem then the ge_manti'gu
effect must be that of the same part of the vgrb; He does .
not allow for the fact that an idenﬁical form may fulfill
several functions: the clearest example is perhaps the
suffix -s in English which can show plurality, genitiveness
~or present tense, third person singular; one would not wish
to say that genitiveness and plurality must Ee equated'
sémantically becauserphey happen to co-incide in form.
Furthermore, Darmesteter is assuming that the stem of a
verb must-have'a consistent impersonal semantic effect. But

one -could equally well argue that the stem is merely the

maximally unmarked form of the verb; and-is-vague as regards*ﬂ*fiﬂ*;

(im)pefsonalneSSi showing only which verb is present.

Marouzeau. (1955:90) criticises Darmesteter's: claim -

that the verb in- ‘these:compounds is an‘ imperative on -

semantic. grounds:-

. "Quel sens peut;évoir l'impératif (et ./

adressé-§ qui?)udansvpasse—mohtagne?“-
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and again (op.cit:91):
"Quelle vraisemblance de qualifier un paresseux
(fainéant) en l'invitant précisémént & -ne
rien faire {fais n&ant!), un vaurien en
lui enjoignant de ne rien valoir?"
Even Spitzer's solution (quoted in Lloyd, 1966:258) of

seeing in such words jeering nicknames does not seem to

give a satisfactory reply to these questions. ‘=~ - §~

Even Darmesteter (op.cit:166) has to renounce his claim
for a synchronic imperative:
"Enfin, reconnaissons les faits dans toute

leur gravité. Pour le vulgaire, 1'impératif,

s'il a jamais existé dans nos composés, n'y
existe plus actqeliement,ﬁ
Lateruﬁqp.cit:175/6),he modifies this rather:
"Deux forces agissent pour former nos composés
verbaix: i'une‘primitivé; la force qui les a
crééS“E lzorigiﬁé'avec le verbe 3 1'impératif,

et qui, toujours ex1stante, est encore plelne

d'act1v1té 1 autnapostérleure, la- force
analoglque, qu1 imite et appllque aveuglément,
sans se soucier des erreurs, 1es formes dues

a la premiére." -

Summing up his pOSithn, he says (op c1t 177)

"Les composés sont formes prlmltlvement,

-
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et de nos jours encore, avec l'impératif.

Une analyse inexacte améne § y voir des

créations avec l'indicétif; mais la science.

gui rend compte de cette erreur a le droit de

la co;riger, et 1'on peut admettre que logiquement,

sinon en fait, tous les composés contiennent

1'impératif."
Yet it is on the level of logic that Marouzeau's axguﬁents
(quoted above) have greatest weight. Note, héwever, that
if we assume the force of analogy creaéing compounds on the
model“of original imperatives,'We can then recapitulate our
arguments against the genitive analysis of the Danish
linking-+s- in compounds. Originally the fofm of the verb

may well have been an imperative (Lloyd, 1966:257. says that

"the evidence seems to“be beyond dispute on this point), and

this would account for the rendez-vous series of.exampl;s

quoted above, but this does not mean to say that it has to
bgmgg;imperativemig a synchronic study. This conclusion is
reinfdrbed becéuse‘ali ghe'clearest examples of imperative

formations are in non-productive (lexicalised) series.

But what of the a;gumentg that lead Darmesteﬁér to

admit that some of these verbs look 1ike“ihdicative5?‘ The .

arguments here apply solely to French, ‘since ‘the form of
the verb doés not cdincide with the form of ‘the ‘indicative

in Danish, English or German.

i
]
i
-4
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|
i
|
|
i
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If we leave dside his examples from Latin and Old
French, examples which deal mostly With proper names,
Darmesteter (op.cit:165/6) has two main reasons for
admitting a resemblance with an indicative in some
compounds. The first is that in some words

"De eréation moderne ... le peuple qui

les a formés y a mis assurément le temps

qu'y indique l'orthographe actuelle, le

présent."

‘ab&tfjdur;~"1n fact, all this shows conclusively is that,
at the time the orthpgraphy for these words was fixed, the
.verbal element was not considered to be an imperative.

His second reason -is the gender of these words: they are
all mascullne, Whlch is the unmarked (neutral) gender.

Darmesteter explalns this by a paraphrase in ce qui ....

ThesewargumentsvDarmesteter does not consider to be
particﬁlarly Eerceful. " But-if they are not terribly strong

argumenrs_in fayour of an indicative, it seems to us that

they are stronger arguments against an imperative, at least
in-a synchronlc grammar.

This, then, is the point of view which we shall adopt
here: the verbal element- of a verb '+ noun compound is,

Synchronically at leaSt; not an imperative but rather aome
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kind of verbal stem. In this we follow Lewicka (1963:133)
who says that in these’ compounds
"Le premler element, quelle gu'en soit

l origine, est ressenti comme un radical

© verbal pur.”

3.8.2 Marouzeau (1955:89) cites a large number of

toponyms (Hurlevent, Chantemerle) and a very few lexicalised

non—toponyms ‘(croque-monsieur, marchepied, penseb&te) of

the form verb + noun where the noun is apparently the deep-
structure subject of the verb. These are exceptions to a
general rule which says that in a verb + noun compound in

French the noun is. the direct object of the verb, which

.

The same is not true of Danish and-Engllsh. In English

there are a few examples of the type‘bakehduse where the
sedendvelement_shows the location of the activity of the first,
Aalthough'tﬂis'Series'ddes not seem to be productive. In

Danish there are many more of this type, and the series is

productivef‘flyveplads,ﬂektiVebord,'flyveskrift;'Skriveskrift,

etc.. These normally have English equivelehts‘with‘forms iy
in -ing in the first element. |

-
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But théré is one very great problem with first element
verbs in the Germanic langu;;és, as is'pointed out by
Landmark (1969:66):

"I noen tiifeller kan en vanskelig avgjore

om det er verb eller substantiv en har for

seg .... Det gjelder i de eksempier hvor

fdrste IC formelt sett kan vare 1) bade

verb i infinitiv og svakt substantiv:

'ripe/fast', eller 2) bade verb uten

infinitivsmorfem og sterkt substantiv:

istyrt/sikker'. Det ser ut som ¢
forskjellen mellom ordklassene substéntiv
og verb er 'ndytralisert' (opphevet) i
slike tilfeller."

It is also the case in‘Déﬁish and Norwegian, though Landmark
fails to point this out, that the -e on the end of what .
looks like an infinitive might in fact not be an infinitive
-e but a 1inkiﬁg'-g‘(see above, §3.7). We can see this -
problem ‘very élearly in relation to English, which, as we
have already haaloccasidn to note (§3.6.1), is notorious

for alloWing,WQ;as to change word-class without any concom-
itant change of'forml'”Bakéﬁduse'and'drébeidgeVare two
cases whére there is nc noun of the same fé%mvas the verb in

the first element, and they are both lexicalised, but if we

look at cookhousef'fall=guy,”déredevil,‘raEerSnakef‘breék—
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the form alone( the first element could just as easily be
.a noun as a verb.‘(See Koziol,'1937:§ll7 anm., and, for
similar remarks with reference to German,-Carx, 1939:175)
There seem particnlarly to be very few productive series
where the first element is not thus ambiguous in English.
Possibly componnds with make- as a first element are an

exception to this.

In Danish, though there are, as Landmark points out,

large numbers of compounds where the first element is

undecidable in this way, compounds like rejseleder? rejse-

kompagnon, plantepind, taleevne, arvegods (see also Hansen, -

1967:316), there are still many compounds where the first

element, again judging by the form, must be a verb: the

examples quoted above in flyve- and skrive- demonstrate this.

In Danish and English, then, we find that the categorial
adherence of the first element in so-called verb + noun
compounds is not;as certain as it mlght seem. We shall return
to consider some of the 1mpllcat10ns of this later. (§4.3.1).

In French, on the other hand, such ambiguity of adherence
virtually never oocurs. Firstly, in the vast majority of
cases there 1ssno nominal element homonymous w1th the

verbal element in questlon.‘there is no nomlnal element of -

and yet each of these ﬂs repeatedly found as the flrst

element of a compound. In cases where there is a homonymous
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clash, there is very often a control element in the gender
of the compound. If both elements are nouns, the gender

of the compound will normally be the gender of the hedd, if
the first element.is a verb the compound will normally be
masculine (see above, §2.2. 24) Thus'marche'ied, for

elements did not make a noun + noun reading absurd,\would
still have to contain a verb because it is masculine.
(Darmesteter, 1875:193 lists some counter-—examples where
comoouhds, though evidently containing a verb semantically,
are of feminine gender. Robert, however, assigns masculine
gender to most of the few of these he lists -- e.g.

chasse-marée. There would appear to have been a movement

of regularisationiin the three quarters of a century
intervening.) There'are thus very few examples in French,

examples withiégr;g- being the exceptions to prove the rule,
where there can be any doubt that the first element of these

compounds is a superf1c1al verb.

3.8.3 A further problem arises when we conSLder the vefb
+ noun compounds of French and English where the noun is
the dlrect object of the verb. So far We have dealt only

with endoCentric'cohpounde, and have definedztheEe as being
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hyponyms of the expressed head of the compound (see §1.1.3).

killjoy, we £find that they are not types of feu, nigaud,
throat and joy at all. The real head appears to be
unexpressed: we are dealing here with exocentric compounds.

This is not true for Danish where lasebog, bankekpd are

types of bog, k¢d and thus endocentric compounds.

Rohrer (1967:§1.4.2) argues that in French, compounds
1ikelgorte-plume have an agentive "Nullmorphem", and are
in fact parallel to German Federhalter. Later (op.cit:
§2.15.2) he suggests that these ére, however, not
exocentrics ("Nullableitungen") but are tol be reckoned as
'noun + noun compounds, the first element conéaihing bqth
the idea of the acfion and the idea of the agentivity. It
is difficult to see the distinction Rohrer is trying toﬂ
draw here: there seems to be no‘real distinction betweeﬁ the
two groups, only a términological one. Also, since the
distinction between endocentric and exocentic is fundaﬁent-
ally a distinetion at surface structure levei, it cannot
take accountlof possible_zero morpbé which only show up in
the deep structure. Further,'We haverééen above (§3.8.2)
that thése first elements act differentiy from the way in
which one would expect a nominal head of construction .to -
behéve.~ We cannot therefore”hgree with Rohrer that these afé

nourn + noun compounds like science-teacher, but we shall

consider them to be exocentric compounds.




PART TWO

THEORY




CHAPTER IV

THE GRAMMAR

4,1 ADJECTIVE + NOUN.

4.1.1 Before beginning to talk about the generation of
adjectigg_+ noun compounds, we must look at the concepts of
ambiguity and vagueness.l Starosta (lecture, University of
Edinburgh, summer term, 1974), although not actually using
the term 'vagueness', suggested that ambiguity is that which
has syntactic consequences and thue has to be accounted for
by a grammar, while vagueness has no syntactic consequences.

Chomsky's (1971:186 fn) examples of John's picture and Johnfs

puppy, he argued, are thus not ambiguous, although they may
have the various interpretations which Chomsky allots to
them. -Starosta's semantics only gives that. which is common

to all possible readings. The shooting of the hunters, on

the other hand, is ambiguous, since only in one reading can

one add by the natives. Obviously, such a distinction is .

going to depend to some extent upon what one takes to be a

A

1 The term 'vague' is used remarkably vaguely, if we may use
the word, (see Binnick, 1970). We do not here use the term
in the way Kooij (1971:119) does, for example, when he points
out that native speakers of English can argue about whether

a dress 1is yellow or brown because "the. range :of referential
application (of the colour terms) is not unambiguously de-—
limited."  We shall use the term in a sense closer to Lakoff's
(1970a: see below).
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'syntactic consequence' and thus upon the”scoée one
attributes to syntax, but nevertheless the distinction

would seem to be fairly clear.

Lakoff (1970a) proVides a different test, and one which
gives different results. He takes some "clear" examples on
both éides.

1. Selma likes visiting relatives
he says, is clearly ambiguous, while

2. Sam bought a new lamp
is vaguye because he may have paid‘$5 or $100 for it: no
specification is given. He points out that

3. Selma likes visiting relatives and so does Sam
;s nevertheless only_two ways ambiguéus, not four as one
might predict, since "visiting relatives" cannot be given a
different interpretation in the two halves of the sentence.
On the other hand, for

4, Sam bought a new lamp and so did Sandra '
to be true, it does not have to be true that they both paid
$5. The construction has a multiplicity of readings. He
suggests that this might be a test for ambiguity as opposed

to vagueness.

Lakoff's test cennot be applied to noun phrases in
isolation, of course,.but if we consider

5. Peter likes John's picture and so does Fred
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we see that by Lakoff's test this is ambiguous, éééfé)it
cannot mean, for example, Peter likes the picture John
painted and Fred likes the picture of John. His criterion

clashes, then, with Starosta's.

One can see several things which might account for
this: Starosta seems to be looking for some external.
criterion, while. Lakoff starts off by assuming some kind of
definition for ambiguity and vagueness, and seeks only a
test by which to judge doubtful cases; Starosta is looking
primarily at ambiguity, Lakoff's criterion is much more
determined by a prior understanding about what "vague"
implies -- and his vague sentences are 'vagug"in a very
woolly way. As we understand Starosta, he could only aliow
a sentence to be wvague on a pertinent pﬁint, but by Lakoff's "
criterion a sentence like .

6. Peter painted John's picture o
might be vague not oﬁly with respect to whether he used oils
or water-coiours, but as to whether he was a foot—and-mouth
painter or used his:hands, how big the picture was, whether
it was a good likeness, whether it was realist or abstract
and even whetlier John had one eye or two. At this level the
distinction becomes merely trivial, for it seems unlikely
that any sentence could fail to be vague, as indeéd is
pointed out by Mistler—Laghman.(1973:550). In facgt, one

wonders to what extent the word 'vague' is appropriate, and
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whether 'irrelevant' might not be a better term, particularly
in the light of Gricean principles‘which state that the
speaker gives all relevant information. For this reason

we find Starosta's distinction more valid, providing that he

can adequately define a 'syntactic consequence’.

However, despite this, Lakoff's test can prove useful.
Firstly it is easy to apply, and secondly it appears to be
the case that it defines a laéger set of constructions than
does Starosta's. It alsc makes a definite decision one way
or thes;other. 8o that, although Lakoff's test might define
as ambiguous some constructions which one, by Starosta's test,
would wish to regard merely as vague, it is unlikely to
define as vague anything that Starosta would define as
ambiguous. Thus if we use Lakoff's test as a test for
vagueness, it will define a common core of vague sentences

which, provided:the information is in some way relevant,

would be defined.as vague by either of the theories. Fﬁrther-
more, while'Starqsta's criterion can only provide negative
evidence for a construction's being vague~(thé evidence

bsing that one can find no syntaétic difference that depends
upén the .double. reading) Lakéff's provides a more positive

kind of test, if one is testing for vagueness.

If we now.return to Fhe examples we: considered in §3.2

showing the two readings of the copula, we can apply Lakoff's
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test to them. Making a new sentence based on (30) and (31)
from §3.2.5 (This is ward six; the men in here are mad:
This is class six; the kids in here are mad) we can get

7. The kids in here are mad and so are the men in

that asylum.

This sentencé, accepted by native 'speakers, has only two
possible readings, one in which everyone is permanently mad
and one with the mixed reading for the copula. In fact.
the mixed reading (the kids are temporarily mad, the men
permanently so) is the more natural one. The other two of
the four readings Lakoff's test for vagueness would predict
(where the men are mad at the moment and the kids permanently
or where both are merely mad temporarily) are syntactically
possible, but are rulediout by the pragmatics of thg
situation. By Lakoff's test, then, the different readings
for the copula.are not a case of ambiguity but a case of .
vagueness. That"is,_we do not have to produce two separate
underlying structures to account for the differencé .

A}

noticeable at surface level. >

A further argument insfavour of the two readings of
the copila. being a case of vagueness rather than ambiguity
is available if .one accepts Binnick's: (1970:151) statement

that

-

"The presuppositions involved in-ambiguity ...

ate always linguistically bound; indeed they ‘are
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linguistic in nature. It is wrong to
think of ambiguity as a case of a word or

expression representing two or more 'ideas,'

but fé%ﬂéf it is a matter of two or more

linguistic terms or categories. Otherwise S

Wé;;oﬁld have to argue that they is

ambiguous-because it can gloss both (Spanish)

ellos and ellas." - -

In the same way, the two readings of BE are not linguistically
coded in English, although they translate SER and ESTAR.

BE is“thus vague rather than ambiguous.

Kooij's (1971:67, quoted in 2Zwicky, 1973:103) main
criterion for ambiguity is that

"... If in‘a grammatical description, more

than one structﬁre, let us say structures

A and B, are assigned to one and the same
sentence, there should be other sentences

in that sdhe language which within the
framework of thé'sgmeAgrammatiCal'description
uﬁambigﬁouéiy have the grammatical structure
A, ‘and bﬁher séntences, which:unambiguously

have the grammatical structure B."

Now, as we saw in §3.2, the only cases where one of the

two readings is completely ruled out ‘are (a) when the verb

to be is not exPreéSed or (bfwhen an adverb spécifying just'
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this difference is added.

Zwicky (1973:101) argues that one cannot argue from
material added as in (b).

"It won't do to claim that (10) (he set up a

private army (receﬁt past vs remote past)) can

be ‘disambiguated' by just or some time ago:

(14) He just set up a private army

(15) Some time ago he set up a private army

because if (10) is merely_yague, then the 4

adged material will supply the necéssary

semantic content, whereas if it is ambiguous,

the added material will select the necessary

semantic content."
To a certain extent fhis argues against the test proposed
by Starosta (see above), although Starosta's test does
include far more material than is eliminated by this proQiso.
With this point in mind, we can see that Kooij's test, like
the others we have mentioned, points to the two readings of
BE being a éase of vagueness, not ambiguity. Other tests
proposed by Zwicky (op.cit) lead us to the same conclusion.
Thus, if we have two rivers, the Mbawe .and the Igioto,
which are navigable in the two different senses (see §3.2.3)
we can still say -

8. ' The Mbawe and the Igtoto are navigable.

We thus conclude that there is no reason to suppose that the
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different readings of the copula in English‘(or, by
extension, Danish, French, German, etc.) are caused by
ambiguity and thus require two separate deep structures,
while there is, on the contrary, some reason to suppose that
the distinction is gerely vague, and requires only one

Q

deep structure.

4.1.2 Brekle (1970:58, 1973:7/8) claims that there is no

tense. category present in a compound. Lipka (1971:§4.2.3) bor

and Teleman (1970:38) also take this position. Rohrer (1973:

3-5), on the other hand, makes the apparent counter-claim
that ténse is a category present in word-formation. We ﬁust
insist on the wgrd}ﬂépparent" since all Rohrer's examples
come .from derivation not from compounding. But Rohrer is.
following- Lees (1960) who derives compounds from actualised
sentences which, in the model in quéstion, must contain a -

category. tense.

‘Unfortuna;ely,-two different processes appear to have
been.confused in this discussion of tense. Let us consider

the following from Rohrer (1973:4):

. "Moreover, if we interpret words like winner,
' ‘owner, etc. temporally,’why not also interpret.

simple words like un aveugle, une ‘femme, ete.
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as ambiguous with respect to te;se? o

E. Bach is aware of this possibility and

1nterprets certaln NP's like my wife as

'x {is, was, will be} my wife'."
Let us assume that this is, in fact, what Bach says. Now it
seems fair enough to say that some nouns afe tensed and some
appear to be ambiguous with respect to tense. Thus, to use
Bach's example (1968:100) . ) -

9. I knew the beautiful girl when she still had

braces on her teeth and hated boys |

demands a reading whereby the glrl is beautiful now, ‘while

10. My wife went to the cinema for the first time

with her faﬁﬁer

‘makes no -specification as to the tense of wife. In many cases
tensiﬁg of a noun pﬁrase is redundant anyway in that it
merely agreés with £he predicate of the sentence in which it
occurs (see Anderson, 1973b). However, examples like those
discussed by Bach (1968) would appear to be numerous enough
to demand that nouns should be tensed in a grammar, in the

way suggested by Bach (1968) or Anderson (1973b). The same

kind of argumenﬁ'can'be applied to compound nouns, as is
shown by |
11. T knew the madman when he was two years old
and sane
12. The tenderfoot has become an'experienCed scout
13. Our houseboat will be made £rom a converted barge.
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If we extend Rohrer's (1973) aréuments to cover compounds as
well we end up with an underlylng structure rather like
that of Lees (1960), perhaps

14. I knew the man (the man is mad)(whenfthe man was

two years old and the man was sane).

However, we have séen in §3.2,1 that there are semantic
arguments against this kind of derivation.
We have argued then that all noun phrases, not onl& casee

of word-formation, are tensed. It is thus trivial to say

that compounds and morphological derivatives are tensed, and
indeed thlS misses the true generallsatlon. Yet to this
extent one can agree with Rohrer that compounds are tensed.
This doee not, however, seem to be whathrekle‘has in
mind when he says (1970:58) that
"Weder im Deutschen noch im Englischen e
" Tempus- odfgyModalkategorien u.d. im
Bereich der Komposition und Derivation .
konstitutlonell eine Rolle spielen.® -
What Brekle seems to mean here is that the-relationship bet-

ween the two elementsfinside the compound, the relationship

between mad'ana-mah in;madﬁaﬁ is not tenSed.: TﬁeSé elements,

as we’ have already seen (§3 2), are related by a feature of -
INHERENCE, Wthh is. aspectual in nature, and semantlcally an
INHERENT feature cannot be tensed: the aspectual category

INHERENT entails a semantically '- seless predication. On éj
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this level, we must agree with Brekle, Lipka and Teleman
that compounds are not tensed, thﬁugh they are aspectually
marked. This is sﬁpported intﬁitively; a blackbird is not
a bird Which was'black two hours ago, a bird whiéh is black
right now or a bird which will be black in a coupie of hours'
time; it is a bird which can be defined by its blackness.

Similarly with Danish and French examples like lilleskole

and petit pain. : . . -

4.1.3 ' It seems further that mood2 and negation are as
.irrelevant to compounding as tense is, but the evidence here

is far more tenuous.

In the case of.mood the'arguments‘appear to be primarily
negative: it would seem counter-intuitive to coin a compound,

say ‘tre

2 It is mot clear exactly what Fillmore (1968:23) means by
the term mood which he does not expand, We assume here_that
it'includes#(a)Tmodal'verbs;'(b)"statement/interrogative/
imperative. " 'Mood' in the traditional sense of indicative
vs. subjunctive would seem to ‘be ‘a surface structure category
and as such irrelevant here. - ‘

-
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fact, suchla source would not fit with the determinant's
being the primary defining characteristic (see §3.4.4) of
the subgroup which thé ccmpcund denotes, since although a
tree-axe may, migﬁt, could pe'used for felling geraniums,
E— N ,

as an offensive weapon or fok chopping the firewood, its

primary function is that it is used for felling trees.

Similarly, one cannot envisage a compound of the
form tree-axe where one is questioning the fact that the axe
is intended for cutting down trees, nor Qhere one is
commanding'that it be dsed in this way. We have already
(§3.8.1) argued against the thesis that verbal initial

elements in compounds are imperative.

Brekle (1970:59) contents himself merely with
saying that ) ‘
'"Analcg (to the case against quantifiers in
compcundé) a?gumentiert werden kann bei dér
Annaﬁﬁe“der'Irfelevanz der Kategorien 'Tempus',
"Modus' etc. fiir die semantische Seite von
Kompositionsstrukturen"
although this ié'perhaés not quite as clear as one might
wish. Even.Rohref who sets out to show (1973:2)
" "That most ‘of the elements that Brekle and )
Fillmore include gc‘the"modality',compbnént

'“"“can*bé”fouha“in“élements*of'wordfofmatibn“
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does not argue in favour of mood in word-formation and
indeed his conclusionv(op.cit:ll) includes speculation about
"Why sentences which are specified for. tense
and mood cannot be transformed into compounds"
thus apparently contradicting the main thesis of his paper.
It seems then to be generally accepted shat mood plays no

part in compounding.

Negation is an even more tricky problem. Rohrer (1973:
2/3) argues that negation is present in word—formetion on
the basisﬂof derivational pairs like
15. Il n'est pas probable qu'elle vienne
"'16. Il est improbable qu'elle vienne
which he claims are synonymous and derived from each other.
First of all, these seﬁtences, end others like them, e.g.
17. That man is not sociable
18. That man is unsociable
19. Le chef n'est pas content
© 20. Le chef est mécontent,
are not synon&mous; since the form with the negative in the
derivative seems to be consistently stronger, and so strictly
speeking one should not be able to derive the second from the
first in each case zat least not directly) without allowing
transformations to change meaning. However, this does not
really provide any counter-evidence to Rohfer's,claim that .

negatlon plays a réle 1n word—formatlon, only to hls impllc;t

clalm that sentences 11ke (16) are derlved from sentences

> .
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like (15) or from a common source. Brekle remarks (1973:7)
on this poin£ tﬁat he has
"Nicht behauptet, dass Negation im Be;eich
der gesamten Wortbildung keine Rolle spiele --
also Derivation mit eingeschlossen -— sondern
(sich) auf den Bereich der Nominalkomposition
eingeschrénkt."
Unfortunately, he provides no argumentation or evidence in
favour of his position: he does not tell us how he would

wish to deal with words like non-starter, no-go-area, non-

event, non-sens, non-intervention, non-violence, Nichtsnutz,

Nichtschwimmer, Nichtwissen, ikke-fagmand, ikke-abonenter,

intetk¢n, ingenting, icke-rdkare (all lexicalised compoundsa).

iheré seem to be two different ways of dealing with this
type of compound: thé first is to derive the negative
element from the modality component (in a FiilmoreantgramTar)
or' from a standard negative 'constituent' (in a Chomskyanr
grammar) and to merge the negation with the head of the
compound by transformation. This is more or less the
procedure employed by Rohrer for derivation. However,
there is a vast difference between _

o 21. Herdecided‘not to-hear the -suit

22. He decided to hear the non-suit

&

a

3 All compounds used as illustration in this chapter are,
unless otherwise stated, observed, non-lexicalised examples.
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23. Det er intet k¢n

24. Det ef intetkegn
{although the examples quoted above do not.necessarily_giée
such clear distipctions) which, if this method were employed,
would come from ﬁhe same deep structure and so be synonymous.
The alternative solution is to say that the negative element
is an adverb in the ;ame way as any other adverb that
provides the first element of a compound, only it has a
negative semantic effect. This does not necessarily rule
out the possibility of lexical decomposition, since the
adverb ggde could have a sentence embedded under it. This
solution, the one we shall use, a1£hodgh we shall not go
into the nature of the possible lexical decomposition of
ﬂegative adverbs, means that the negative element of the

modality is irrelevant in the generation of compounds.

4.1.4 It would appear then, from the above‘discussion,
that the only part of Fillmore's modality constituent which.
we have to generate when deriving compounds is thg aspect
node.. ,Buﬁ ﬁe can now. see that we do not, in fact, even
éeedktoAgeneraﬁe that, and that to do so would actually

involve us in a contradiction.

~




271 . /f,ﬂ

We argued above (§4.1.1). that the distinction between

the two readings.of the man is mad was caused by vagueness,

not ambiguity, and that we thus did not require two separate
underlying structures to account for these two readings.

Yet now we appear to be iﬁ a position where we have to
generate two underlying structuree:igeflectlng exactly this
distinction, in order to distinguish compounds from normal
sentences. Buteif’we”iook more closely at the times when we
actually need to generate this aspectual marker, we find
that they are very strictly limited: we need it to generate
compoundsy to prepose navigable class adjectives end'in the
'generation of agentives. It would seem that in each of these
cases we can»generate nc modality constituent, and account
for the aspect by a redundancy rule which marks the aspectﬂ
asﬁ[+HIP] in just those.cases where no modality is geneéerated.
(The term f:edundancy rule' may be rather misleading ﬁere,c
since,iNHEﬁENT‘aspect may.-be seen ae a natural result of

a failufe tc'generate.a’Mcdality constituent.and thﬁs

further specifj mocd, negation, tense and aspect.) In this
way We_ceptufe,the ﬁarkedceséiof,the'IﬁHERENT aspect (see’
§3.2,5); acccunt_fcf:the.Vaguenese,of;mostcEnglish sentences
in respect of. this distiﬁctionf:and-we canrstill generate
a normal aspectual marker to. account: for sthe:different
copulas. in Spanish, etc.. We thus leave’the pragmatlc

component. or co—occurring adverbs -to account for the

INHERENT reading whep it applleSxelsewhere»;— as in-fact‘we
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already had, by impiiéation, when we concluded that the

distinction was not an ambiguous one.

Now, there are three ways of not generating a Modality
constituent in these cases. The first is to insert an

optional rule whereby

25, M—@ B
but in a dependencfjgrammar this rule is just meaningless, . |
and if the rule is taken to be a Phrase Structuke rule as .
in the ﬁorks of Fillmore, then it breaks one of the basic(
constraimts on such £u1es, that constituents must not be ' ‘E_f”
rewritten as @. Thg second possibility might be a rule of :
the form

26. 'S —» (M) * P.

One difficulty with this rule is that it would then have to
be coﬁstrained so that the M was only omitted when the S was
the daughtér of an NP, and then not in every case. This is
not impossible, if, for example, NP cannot govern S'but an.
arbitrary symbél,'%ay Z, which is then replaced for the

left hand symbol in (26). However, in this case, the
generalitylbf embedded sentences being of the same structure
as maﬁrikﬁéénfénces is lost. Also, this rule is apparently
redundént, in that tree-pruning might apply to it. This
woulﬁ'giQe our-third, and preﬁerred possibility of embeddingA
P directly under #he NP insteédrof S. :Our‘redundaﬁéy rule

would now specify aspect as [ +HIP] in just those cases where

»
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P was embedded rather than S. Such a solution cannot lead jfﬁ ]
to confusion between adjectives that form compounds (like ﬁl
mad) and adjectives that are preposed (like navigable) since

no adjective appears in both classes.

We are now, therefore, in a position to distinguish

between the man-who is mad from which, we will argue with

Vendler (1968:85ff) the mad man is derivéd, and the ma@man =
(lexicalised example). In the trees below they have both
been put intc the frame
-27. The —--- Yan away.
Tensed predicates on NPs and nouné below case nodes have
been omitted for simplicity. The same principle can,
‘mutatis mutahdis, be applied to sentences including navigable

class adjectives.

280 A
: P

A v
- )4
T/\0
past perf RUN AWAY man pres mad mln

The man who is mad ran away = the mad man ran away

29- /‘S\
M ’ /P\ )
A \'
past perf RUN AWAY many mad
. e
The madman ran away. WLCe SSeds o

)zwctépvl\_'szcﬂf ‘
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By embedding arprpposition rather than a sentence our
model gains a_éehefalisatibn. fhe.difference.between word-
formation (or'at least some. parts of it) andisenfence
construction is defined without'the use of an extra
component (see Rchrer, 1973 2). The genefalisation, however,
can only be galned in a Flllmorean grammar, since there is
no constituent in ‘@ Chomskyan‘grammar which covers the items
we have found it unnecessafy to‘generape. If‘we wanted to,
allpw for the embedding of a sentence without an Aux‘in'a
Chomskyan framework (the nearest we could get to an equivalent)

we should need an extfa, restricted, PS rule in the base to

permit this, and the generalisation would immediately be lost.,

4.1.5 Once again, we have argued this derivation purely .
on the ba51s of Engllsh examples, and we have to ask whether
the pr1nc1p1es 1nvolved can be extended to cover the other

languages we are deallng with.

All- the factoré seem to apply in Danish as they do in
English.. Qné‘gan argue analpgqu91y for the vagueness of
VERE, and We ﬂave‘alteady seen (§3.2.6) ﬁﬁat there‘is
INHERENCE in Danish, aSIWeil. ANoune appear to be tensed
exacﬁly in the same way as inaﬁngiishf'mood and'negationvseem

to function identically as far as our portiOQVOf the. grammar
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is concerned: the only difference seems to be that there

is nothing in Dahish to equaté with nafigable class

adjectives.

If we wish td distinguish, say, lille skole from €3'“
lilleskole, in,vfor example, :
30. Hanvgér_i en ——- %{fﬂ
we can do it in the same way as we have shown above for !
English.(abbreviatiﬁg as béfore): .. . L fi&{

31. s ' L

.
- /PR

A v A L

‘ . T o}
pres habit  GA han i pres rskole [ lille,
Han gar i en lille skole. r

32. S

//\
M . P
T~ T
A v A L
‘ \ ’///\\\\\
Vv O

pres habit GA& han i 1lille skole

Han_g&r i en lilleskole.
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The transformations applying to the output of these
trees, however, become more complex,ih Danish than in i
English, particularly if the O node is marked as [+def] or
[+pl]. . The definite form of (31) will have to give

3la. Han gar i den 1ille'skdie
and the plural (definite)

31lb. De gidr ‘i de smd skoler.

The definite form of (32) is

32a. Han gar i lilleskolen
and the plural (definite)

32b.;De gér i lilleskolene.

Of course, this problem does also apply in English as far as .
plural formation is‘concerned, but the problem appears more
co%plex in Danish. In fact, it can be solved in the same
way in both languages. As we mentioned above, the trees

(28), (29), (31), (32) are abbreviated, and if we expand, -

for example, (32) below the L node, we get

33. L\\\\
P
/\
\ Q
Ty
~i skole - lille @ skole:

(the tense is not’included in this diagram). It is presum-
ably the ‘top N which is marked for definiteness, plurality

and so on, the lower N having the same features copied on
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to it since it is the head noun:which-shows the number and
gender of a compound (éﬁt on the subject of copying, see
below §5;3.42 for a modification to this stateﬁenf). Where
P is immediately dominated by N everything below P must be
treated as a single unit -- as one tword' -- by successive
morphological rules. This accounts to some extent for the
paraqu about the notion of a compound word pointed out by
Allerton (1972:321): : ' EAg;;'ff
' "By compound word we generally mean a 'word'
made up of two or more other 'words.' Now |
if a word i= defined as some kind of minimum
unit, such as the minimum syntactic unit
amenable to Lyoné"tests of permutability
ﬁ(!positional mobility') and uninterruptability
~ (1968:202) hbw can both the compound word (e.g. :.
"~ railway) and the component words (e.g. rail and
' ‘yéx) simultaneously conform to these criteria. of
‘,minimalness (2" '
. We can find furﬁher.support for this wview in the behaviour
.of'havigable,class adjectives. - If another word is inter—
posed.between a.preposed.adjective of this type and the
following nou;,-£he~fesultﬁis,usually‘an_odd phrase, if not
an unacceptable one.;'Wheré»a_phrése of,this.;yPe is
judged.écceptable,vit»iswvery,often]becausevtheginterposed
. item forms a new semantic~whole; often a,compbund, witb-the

noun,..and the -navigable class adjective is.then seen as.
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preposed fo the-new‘sémantic unit. For example,
34. 'The officer commanﬁipg
35. _The,comﬁanding officer™

are noun phrases which are affected in this way, and
36. The commanding tall offlcer

is odd unless one imagines a subgroup of officers who akre

r

tall officers, with omne of them in command of the subgroup;
he could then be described by (36). Similarly,
37. The only soluble difficult problem
ig an odd construction. (Cp. §3.6.44, where we saw the
same criterion;definihg a.compound.) This criterion of the
creation of a new semantic subgroup seems to a large extent
to.coinciée"with the different'types of adjective in -English:
Bé:\ The commanding American officer

is acceptable (a) because American officer is a semantic group

adjéctives and is thus permltted to co-occur with comm andlng
and after it.

Dahisﬂ does differ from English: in the drray of adfeété
ives it allows. to form cémpounds. In English, the only
adjectives which compound are either“Germanid or very early
Romance loans, mainly monosyllablc but with a number of
disyllables (partlcularly among the.Romance 1loans).  As well
as the equlvalent.of the Germanlcaadjectlves, Danlsh allows

compoun 1g wWith a number of more recent: adjectives, partic-

e

g l.'v.
fi‘::
ok
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ularly loan words'ih_igk; We may quote

" steialcenter, triviallitteratur and*priﬁatbyggeri. But

Since thege adjectives can be used both attributiVely and

predicatively, the not appear to contradict any of

the generalisations we have.proposed.

4.1.6 The problems facing us in French are completely
different. Here the major difficulty is deciding when.we
have an adjective + noin (or noun + adjective) compound,
and when we have a normal noun phrase that includeé'an
adjective.

Rohrer (1967:§1L.3.10) gives us some critéria for this,
and he later returns to the problem (op.cit:§2.12.1). His
criteria are as follows:

1. Thé'poSition'of.the adjective is fixed

2. The adjective cannot be adverbially modified

©3. ' The adjective cannot be co-ordinated

4.  Du, de la, de'1', des are used before a preposed

‘adjective, rather than de
5. Single word synonyms exist
6. In some cases the position of the adjective is

k3

abnormal

7. The compound is dealt with as a unit when other
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adjectives are being positioned.

The difficulty with all these criteria is‘ﬁhat'they
might eqﬁally well be used to identify idioms,  and indeed
one suspeqts thatvinsofay as they identify compounds it is
lexicalised compounds which they distingﬁish, not ﬁonce
formations. Only one of this type was found in our‘corpus
and that was six-pack, whiqh is so obviously a loan from
English, that it scarcely needs to be taken into consider-
ation, and thg Commission de Terminologie de l}ORTdeid
,Egiﬁffranc—jeg (for 'fair play') but again thié is in a
special category (a) because it is a caique, (b) bécause it
is artificial and (c¢) because it is probably never used
anyway: If it can be shown that there are new colnages whidh
fit all of the applicable ériteria Rohrer lists, then there
are productive adjective + noun (or noun + adjective)
compounds in Fﬁéggh, and they can be generated in the same
-way,as we»havehgenerated cohpounds in English and Danish.
But individually the criteria are not all valid: the position
of the adjective,ﬁay_be fixed for other reasons; there are
some adjectives which cannot in any case be adverbially
modified (see.§3.6.2); the criterion with des etc. instead
of de is only of value when the adjective precedes the noun,
and then only with the plural, since the other forms. can
exist before adjectives in the sihguiar’aé'well; single word

*

. synonyms exist for any number of phrasés (for example
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"A small time—piece.with awepripg—driven movement and of a
size to be carried in the pocket“ (50ED) and "watch")
without the.phrases-being regarded as compounds for that
reason. 3,6 and 7 appear to be the best criteria Rohrer

gives, and even then 6 is oniy of use in a small number of :Uwﬁw'“

cases.

But it rather seems that, if one discounts loan-words C j
and calques, adjective + noun (or noun + adjective) compounds
are not generated in French: rather, ordinary NPs built up
. of these configurations are lexicalised. This conclusion
would‘appear to be partially Supported, at least, by the
relatlve lack of spec1allsed meaning of French 'compounds'

of - thlS type.

It should perhaps not surprise us that this should be
the case: adjective + noun compounds are not very productive
in English, either, thoﬁgﬁ we have noted a few. Freeshot
and‘ddlddrink may be«lex1callsed in American English, but
are not 1n Brltlsh Engllsh freegost, the GPO 'S new service,
is certalnly a recent formatlon, and the nonce formatlon
bluebook was overheard, meanlng‘address book' since the

orlglnal address book of the famlly in Whlch thlS was current

was blue. The pattern is much more productlve in Danlsh.
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4.2 NOUN + NOUN.

4.2.1 we héve already noted (§3.6.2) that nouné and

’ adjectiyes act'differently with respect to cpmpouﬂding -
when they occur in attributive positién. Our goal here ‘
is to explain that difference in the framework of a grammar.
In doing so, we have also to take into account the other
facts we have nétéd about such compounds, in particular
their structural ambiguity (§§3.4.1/2) and the‘féct that

the determinant is the primary defining characteristic of
the subgroﬁp denoted by the compound (§3.4.4). In the

light of the discussion in the last Section, we shall assume
in what foilows that a compound rather than a clause results
when a proposition rather than a sentence is embedded, and
that £5 specify the compound we only need describe the

proposition.

In the'last section we followed Lyons (1968:§§7.6.4/5),°
Lakoff (1970b), Anderson (1971) and others and implicitly
acceptedtthétradjéctiveé should be generated under the V
node, Withdut aﬁy’d;scussion of the problems involved. Nor
do we wiéh £o'téké’ﬁp this point now. But this meant that
we had éAdbmbieteJéiprSition.cbﬁbosed of a V and a case
node to embed in order £o:generé£e a compound. This i no
longeruﬁrde WHehiWéﬂétért4to lobk at nbﬁn:+ héﬁn cbmpouﬁds.

Tre verb ié‘miéSing.'
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However, we have seen that Lees (1960), Rohrer (1967),
Brekle (1970), Teleman (1970) and others postulate'en
underlying verb, deleted in the surface strué'ture. We have
earlier criticised this proposal (§3.4.1) for, K leading to a
non~recoverable deep structure. The flrst problem to be
solved would appear to be to make the two points compatible:
to. get, in other words, a recoverable verb in the deep

structure.

For this to be possible either the verb in all compounds
must be the:same, or it must belong to a very limited set
of verbs (possibly semantic primitives like CAUSE, BECOME,
BE: see MoCawley, 1971:30),‘and preferably the‘former, as
even the limited second alternative might lead to undecidable
deep structures. Lees (1960:143) rejects this possibility
in any case: ) ' .

" "It seems quite unlikely that all the

members of one 1arge.productive class of

'subject4ohjeot‘ooﬁpounds can be s6 treated

Jin terms of just a few ‘specified verbs"
though ‘this judgement might ‘be rev1sed in the light of more
modern linguistic theories of lexical decomPOSition. (Werth,
1973;'fof ekample, assumes a deep structure for compounds
on such a basis, which'acquires'a complexity difficult to
descrihe; fequiring“teﬁ‘embedoeé seﬁtenoes,'somehWith £6ur

aréuﬁents;‘to;eeeountufof”wineeéressl) " The éhéhces'ofufindihg




a single verb to cover all possibilities seem slim,
particularly when we consider examples like Lees' £lour mill

and windmill.

Yet this is perfectly possible as soon as one stops
looking for a verb which is either a surface structure verb
(as Lees was doing) or a semantic primitive. If we postulate
the existence of a PRO-verb of compounding, then the problems
can be solved. Such a verb would require a constant
interpretation, and would have no surface structure form at
any time. . It would have to be interpreted to show a
relationship between the two elements tf the compoﬁnd, though
not to state what the relationship was. A linguistically
realtéad meaning for such an element might be "stands in
such a relationship as oné might expect, given all contextual
factors, to". Such an interpretation, and its lack of
precision, findé support in Adam's (1973:88) comment that

"In many cases the first element functions

as a sort qf mnemonic device, a reminder of

the nature and associations of the object or

notion that the whole refers to."

We shall symbolise this. PRO-verb by generating an element

COMP under V. -

A PRO-verb of compounding of this type: builds :into the

grammar the semantic ambiguity of compounds which we: discussed
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in the last chapter (§3.4) and a reference to-the pragmatic
coﬁponent (see §3.55; it also explains the variety of
different relations that exist between the two‘eléments of

a compound, including those which previous commentators have
found beyond the scope of their theories. To illustrate, we
might use the dialectally lexicalised examples of Eééus bug
and Jesus boots. The latter means 'boots such as Jesus
wore', i.e. sandals; the former means 'a bug which walks on
the water in the way that Jesus did', i.e. a water-boatman.
Even these very different and very complex relatiénships can
be accounteg for by the VCOMP. Furthermore, if this
hypotpesis is correct, it expiains.thé failure of semantically )
based desgriptions of”chpounding in thé past to account for

all the possible relationships (see §2.4.2).

This PRO-verb might appear to be like the PRO-verb
proposed by Motsch (1970:216) or Barbaud (1971:95 et passim),
but in fact it is~rather different from either of these. It
becomes clear in Motgch's article (1970:217) that by a PRO-
verb he understands’'a neutralisation of surface verbs suitable
in the’coﬁ£ext, rathefqin’the same way as Vendler argues
(see above;'§3u4.l).‘ Barbaud's PRO-VP “is merely a VP not
realised at surface level, but-which”has“tﬁe function of a
full VP. Veryrpften; ofher relational elements (comme,

contre, etc.) are also.generated. Our VCOMP is the only

a

relationéi element linkingithe two'§5ftswof~the\gpmpound,
¥
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and it is not related to any surface form at all: it is a V

used only in the process of compounding and is a deep struc-

ture semantic unit without surface realisation.-

We can see how this functions if we consider the

following compounds:

.

dragekimono danger month coin lecture
paskelykke evening discussion sac congélateur
alpakkajakke satin shirt blazer velours
kantatester education convenors vendeur literie
39.
v o} i
) ’ \N N
COMP drage kimono
‘ danger month
lecture coin
40. P -
) e
pARE Q L )
\\\\N‘ \\\N
coMP lyéke péLke
discussions evening
) sac

congélateur
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e A

v 0 . S
\\\\ \\\\
T N
COMP jakke alpakka
shirt satin
blazer velours
42, P
/N
v Ag\\\\\ 0
N
l |

coMp star kantate
convenors education

vendeur literie4

In every case the heaa.of the compound is marked because

it also appears outside the embedded proposition, and it i§
this thgt-separates the series shown in (39) and (40). It
will be noted that inside an embedded proposition there can
never be any prepositional marker of case, even where thié
would.be obligatory if it were a sentence that was embedded.

(in (41) for example). Indeed, the case nodes appear to be

Some of these examples contain nominalisations, and for
them a modified structure, though one which is not incom~-
patible with the structure glven here, will be proposed in’
§5.3.43.
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totally redundant in these embedded propositions when one
takes into account the interpretation we have given the
VCOMP. We shall return to this point later (§§4.5.3,

5.5.3).

4.2.21 ‘Most commentators in the past have used a system
related to this to account for some compounds, but for most
of them it has been a fairly restricted number that have
been explained in this way. However, using the VCOMP we
can account for a much higher proportion of compounds

without having to use a different underlying structure.

Firstly, we:-can account for compounds which compare

the head with the modifying element: franskbrgdsfyr, atom-

smasher fists, onage Bclair. In §1.2.3 we decided that
verbs like resemble should fit in a case array of an
Instrumental and an ebjectiQé. The same case array but with

the VCOMP will thus produce compounds of this type.

43, p
P
Vv I 0
T~ Ty
coMp anslgt klippevag
shadow frost

cour puits
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klippevagsansigt
frost shadow (type of make-up)
vcour-puits )
though this configuration will not necessarily always

produce this reading:

- M
v

I- 0]
' NS Yy %
coMp trumpet cail
motor larmen

though in thegse.cases it is the O rather than the I which is
the head of the construction, and in most cases where the
instrument is the head of the construction it is unclear
ththgr i£ should be regarded as an Instrumental or as a
Source:

.- beauty-fluid ’ e

fértykkelsesmidler.

In any.casé;‘any posgible cbnfusion here is set aside if
we insert: in the resemb1e cases an émpty Experiencer node as

Fillmore suggests..-

- N
v E 1 o ,
v Ny )
| I |

COMP .9 h&nd gople

goplehand.
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4.2.22 We have seen above how a case array of an
Objective and a Locative can generate compounds like

drégekimono;vpéskelykke, danger month, evening discussions,

etc.. But we have;also seen (§1.2.3) that aﬂ‘Objective
plus a Locative‘cgse‘afray'canfaccount forﬂequativé' )
séntences. Compounds which appear to be related semantically
to equative sentenceé-are appositional compounds like_5

-dukkebgrn. kineserdreng ‘ pumpegris

‘garden shed flatlet  smock-blouse refresher deodorant

anges—garde-chiourme auteur-compositeur

5 malitre-carrossier.

In §3.1.1 we pointed out that strictly speaking one

could distinguish‘two types of appositional compound, the

simultaneous like boucher-chareutier and the non-simultaneous

likermaitre-coiffeur (lexicalised examples). However, both N

thesejsﬁb—types~may'be included under the equative compounds:

There seems to be little reason,to‘sepérate them. It should,
nonetheless be noted that a difference can-still be seen,

,sincé one could equally well say, without a change inlmeaning,

l'auteur est un éompriteur but‘pot‘le maitre est un carrossier.
—\AVVV . - .
See note %, p.287.
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Although, as may be seen from the examples, this type
of compound exists in each of the three languages under
consideration, there is a very significantly”ﬁigher proport-
ion of them in French than in the Ger¥rmanic languages, ahd
they provide one of the prefefred methods of compounding in
French. In our sample,rwhich was a small one (approx. 130"
items in each language) so that it is difficult to draw
hard and fast,;onclusions from the data, appositional
compounds made up approx. 4% of the total number of Danish
compounds, for English they made up approx.3% of the total

number, and for French approx.30% of the total number.

yghe problem of confusion between appositional VCOMP -
O-1L configu{ations and the same configuration containing
a genuine loc;;ional locative is not to be taken too
éefiousl&. Firstly, the nature of the VCOMP itself and the «
reference the VCOMPvmékes?to the pragmatics of the éituation
should be sufficient to prevent any misunderstanding. b

‘Secondly, however, thé€ natire of many of the lexical items

would mark as aberrant any attempt to interpret the Locative

case in.real space terms -—- dukkebgrn and kineserdreng

providelgood'examples_éf this. And finally, in a surpris-

ingly high number of cases a locative interpretation other
than that which we provided for equative sentéences (see

above, §1.2+3) is possiblé. In the examples above == chosen

- at random -~ we may consider pumpegri§, garden:shed flatlet

~

w
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"and anges‘garde-chiqurme. Punpegris may be seen as a (toy)

pig CONTAINING a pump. Garden shed flatlet, as well as

being a flatlet which is at the same time a garden shed;

might well be a flatlet IN a garden shed; and anges-garde-~

chiourme might not only be ahgels who are priscon warders,
but angels IN shape of prison warders. Similar analyses

may be provided for other abpositional compounds.

- Both appositional and similial compounds, which in
most models are given separate structures, may thus be
explained ‘by; the same structure in our model, a structure,

moreover, which is already required to explain other compounds.

.4.2.23 © But it seems likely that this same structure

can a130‘handie dvandva compounds. As we pointed out in
§3.1.1 a dvandva is the suﬁ of its parts, so that some kind
of co-ordination would seem to be required. Presumably,

such ‘a configuration.WBuld be something like

a6 //)R\\;\\
v . o -
l\/l\, ,
LS Eh
I

| 2
coMP

There are, however, certain weaknesses implicitmin this
configuration. In.it,,the.VCOMP;is;redupdant,-since the

reduplication of a noun under any case node demands co-ordin-

hd .
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ation anyway. This does not mean that this configuration
is impossible, nor that it wouid nof’broduce the required
result, since the VCOMP in this case would merély be
interpreted as a co-ordinate relationship, but it offends
against the simplicity metric. Also, some kind of
transformatioﬁ;i ruleMQQuld‘be fequired to delete and in
these configurations in just those cases where P was
embedded or where VCOMP .was present in the Proposition,
either part of the disjunction béing a sufficient stimulus,

since the two are ultimately related.

A simpler description coﬁld be obtained if it were
assumed that co-ordination were a multi-place predicate. If
this were the'case,'dvandva compounds could be generated
in exactly the same way as other noun + noun compounds:

S
v Q

R \N

coMp . - |
The VCOMP would be interpreted in the ‘same way as the

co-ordination éredicate for these compounds.

FdlloWing McCawley. (1970b:92, 1972:516~540), Anderson
(1974a:27 et passim) makes just such a suggestion, namely
that

. "Coordinate substantives are generated via
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a replication of nom(inative) permitted

only ﬁnder a coordinating substantive

predicate."
In'a Fillmorean grammar, where predicates are inserted into
é;case array ‘rather than casé arréys being p£edic£ed by the
predicate,.this statement would have to be -inverted so that
any replication of Objectives required a co-ordinating A
substantive predicate. While this suggéstion of Anderson's.
should not really be considered in isolation from the perti-
nent generalisation about quahtifiers and .co-ordination, we
shall take eut this single point for consideration here.
Anderson (op.cit:29) shows that ﬁo-higher quantifier
predécates would be necessary for simple co-ordination of
~this kind. If we allow Anderson's theory here we gain a
generalisation as far as the grammar of compounding. is
concerned,’ since all endocentric noun + noun compounds can .
thep be_genefated in ‘the same way. If Anderson's theory is
nQpraccepted, then the configuration (46) or one like it
will have to be:uéed‘to generate dvandva nominal compounds.
further evidence from a field other-than either compounding
or quantification is required here to show whetlier Anderson's
sﬁgééstiogiishof-oyerallIValue. Until' this 'is forthcoming

we accept'it‘and*thefgénéralisatibn‘it provides.

‘It'may'seEm unnecessary to spend so much time on a
section of compounding which is -- at least in the languages

with which we are dealing -- not very productive. Our
- o '

%
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sample showed no true dvandvas from Danish or English and

only three from French: Ehaxuﬂi—daiquiri, Baccardi-tonic,

Baccardi-Coca-Cola. But this does not mean that dvandvas

are not productive,'particularly in this age- of business -

‘mergers (see abowve, §3.1.1) and productive patterns should

all be provided for in the model.

The method of generating dvandva nominal compounds
which we have accepted here has one advantage. It has
often been claimed that compounds are binary, that is,A
however many elegents go into making up a compound it can
alwajs be split into two major elements, eéch'of which may
be split in two, and so on. By and large, this holds true,

as may be seen by analysing even very long 'joke' compounds

like DOnaudampfschifffahrtsgese115chaftsunteroffizier or

spofvognsSkinneskidtskréberfagforehing. But as Wandruszka

(1972:147) points -out, this fails to hold in dvandva
compounds, which may" have three elements of equal status --—

bleu4b1anc-rOﬁge, Rank=Hoyis-McDougal -- and there would seem

to be'ﬁé~theoretical reason why there should not be more.
This.can be;built-into‘thebgrammar.very simply by a constraint’
to the effect that in afPrbposition_which contains VCOMP

only two‘casefnodeé’may,be‘fealised;ét surface level unless

the case nodes are identical. A longer compound like

arbejdspladsdemokrati would be—built‘up E§9§_;W”m_”7””,Wwwww

-
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48.

Ny

COMP demokrati plads COMP arbéjde plads

so that the final compound, though made up of three elements
would only be the realisation of two case nodes. We shall

look at this in more'detail later.

4.2.3 Once again, French différs‘enough from the
Germanic languages to merit particular comment, not only in
ifs apparent favouring of appositional compounds (see
above; -§4.2.22) “but also in the ways it seems to motivate
the compoundihg processes. ' ‘

We have already (§3.6.3) quoted Rohrer's (1967:§2.11.3)
_remark about dompounds in French that

. "Wenn jedOCﬁ ein Substantiv als

determinierendes Glied durch das Gebrauch

sanktioniert ist, wird es immer und immer

wieder verwendet .... Das‘giit nicht nur

fiir das bestimmende Glied, sondern-auch =" = Tm—

flir das bestimmte."

>




This would appear to be a keynote for qqmpounding in French.

The use of a word like"idée_in.a-(lexicalised) construction

of the type idée vacances, immediately_gives rise>to"a host

of others: idée cuisine, idé&e tricot, idée gdteaux and S0 _on.

Itmwas~very~n9ticeable"inmour—sampletOf"non*lexicaiiSed*“j'; S
French noun + noun compounds that approximately half of
them had at least one fptoductive' element in this sense,
and even a new word like body (= ‘bodystocking', not listed
in DMN), once it had been;used in a compound) was able to

form a whole series: bodypclo, bodytotal, bodygym, bodysweet,

bodydanse, bodynu, bodyspring.

It ie true that there would appear to be a gap here-.

- between "the written language, and particularly the wrltten
lahguage of journalism and advertisihg, and the spoken. It
night be:perfeqtly aeceptable_journalese +to write la gﬁestion

éducation et'le probléme'finances «5+«y but it is unlikely

that thlS would be spoken at anything other than the most.
"1nformal level. ,Slmllarly, many of the compounds to be

found in advertlslng slogans (e.g. blazer velours, Jupe

coton) are. probably never used in the spoken language

unless in_direct quotation.‘ Nonetheless. these structures
obviously exist in the language, even 1f they .are not _
A fully exploited: the questlon of how frequently they are used

would seem to depend upqn reglster_alone.‘_

-
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But this in itself would not be enough to account for
all the compounds in French, and there is'another very
important force acting to create compounds: it is linguistic

borrowing, and hand-in-hand with this we find loan trans-

la€ion.

It is very often difficult to tell in retrospect
whether a new word is’'a. loan (or calgue), or whether the
inndvating language has created the samé structure from
its own resgources. A case in point might be missile
air-mer. Evep clear evidence of the prior existence of
a wordkin another language is not really sufficient to prove
a new word to be a calque. Some cases, however, particularly
loans as opposed to calques, are clear. Examples are
mini-jupe, pace-maker, play~boy, safari-photo (all from DMN)

. v~
attaché-case, ball trap, film couleur (meaning a roll of film, .

une pellicule, and not-a film as shown in the cinema),
flashcube.and others.  Because of the difficulty in
decidiﬁé;just when a word is a calque, it is very. awkward

tqfeya;uate the . importance.of loan-words and loan-translations

as innovating forces in the field of compounding. The
influence,;however,_appears‘toibe considerable;;and may be

one of the main.sources of compounds in.modern French.

It is not clear just how far this borrowing goes. . The

- French readingupublic has, ¢in recent years, been repeatedly:
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admonished ;bout the new franglais being spoken in France,
and (American?) English seems to be the main source of new
loan-words in French. The question is whether éhis process
has gone beyond the loan of just words. The third main
source of compounds in French seems to be the language of
advertising -- a branch of French particularly open to
transatlantic influence. And English language advertising
ténds to make good u§é of cémpounds, if only to save space.

Eye-catchefs like 25% Intfoductory Discount Offer, The

Sunsilk Setting Lotion Sprays, Air cushion comfort; Salon

. )
dryer efficiency are important in advertising. So too in

French: Prix festival, carrosserie materiau antichoc,

crayons double nuance (advert for eye make=-up) shout“frbm

the pages of magazines. It might be that it is mérely the
desire to save space that has motivated this proliferation
of comébunds in French, but it seems at least likely that

there'iS'some‘dégree of conscious imitation irvolved. 2nd

even ‘constructions like id€es-cuisine, which could scarcely
e Originate in a direct dalque -from English,-might well- - -~

originate in a desire to imitate English style.

" But these three heddings are not neéessarily enough-

for example,‘do not really seem to fit under any of them; -

In these few cases we appear to have genuine French compounds.

=
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Barbaud:i1971:114) insists that
. "Le composé binqminal niest pas une

importation étré;gére"
whatever Etiemble might think, but it would seem to be only
a small proportion of compoundsrthat_give evidence of this_
in French, and compdunding certainly appears to be limited
in French in ways‘in which it is not limited in the
Germanic languages.

Some of this argumentation may seem specious, in that
for virtually any Germanic nonce compound it will be
possible to find lexicalised or frozen compounds which
contain at least one of the elements. This should not
surprise us too much in languages like Danish and Germaﬁ
whgre practically -any noun can become a compound element.
Thé diffErence between the state of affairs in these languages
and‘ﬁieﬁch\iies in the insistence that French appears to lay

on this condition, which gives rise to whole families of

words in, for example, =choc, ~limite, -miracle, -clef,

_mbde, etc. (see\§3,633),,as well as less extensive groups

in =-sport, papier-, wagon-, —méison,.etq.: and in the
relugtance'thét_Erench shows in creating new. compounds which
cannot be att;dhed to such series unless it is very strongly

motivatgd by a loan, or by space-saving necessity.
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4.3 VERB + NOUN AND NOUN + VERB.

4.3.1° We have already (§3.8.3) seen that French compounds

as exocentric compounds. We shall thus not take them into
consideration in fﬁis section, but deal entirely with verb

+ noun compounds in Danish and English.

We have also seen (§3.8.2) that in these two languages

it is often very difficult to decide whether the first

element in (lexicalised) examples like rejsekompagnon,
rattlesnake is'g noun or a verb. In our previous discussion
we considered this mainly from a formal angle, but thefe
is‘frequeﬁtly no semantic evidence which allows one to judge

either. Is a rejsekompagnon a companion on a voyage or a

companion who is travelling, is a rattlesnake a snake which

rattles or a snake which has a rattle?

There would appear to be two possible solutions here.

-

Theéfirstwisntouconsider;theefirst—elementminwthesefcompoundswr~r~

as a nominal element which is a form of a verbal root, in
the same way as the infinitive has traditionally been
regarded as-a nominal element. “Indeed, in»manj>languages
the infinitive can take overt néminal markeré in. the form of

s . i -
articles ete.. Consider German*da33iaufenffdaS”Glauben; etc.

and French le savoir, le pouvoir, &tc.. Thé alternative is

to generate -the firstlelement in Eheseic0mpdunds’as{a normal

L

h g
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verb, with a rule to the effect that a verbal element

generated in an embedded P as opposed toc an embedded S -
will have @ different phbnéﬁic form in may cases,‘é form

which, in Danish, for example, is very often identical to

the imperative form: knakbre¢d, bygméster, (lexicalised

examples), and often identical to the infinitive form:

legebutik, byttehytte. In terms of trees, this is a

question of whether a compound like legeklub should be

derived as in (49) or (50).

49. P
V/O\ i
Ny
_COMP 1e$e' klt!lb
50. /K
v I,
N
lege | klnllb -

A derivation like (49) brings verb + noun compounds into line
withjnounm*ﬁnoun.compouhd;,»a derivation. like (50)--brings-—- — - - rw—-

them into line with adjective + noun compounds.

The difficulty is to make anything other fhan an
arbitrary decision here, since there does not appear to be
any hard evidence one way or the other.. There are, however,
two points which tend to Suggest that the solution shown in
(50) might be the better. - Firstly, fﬁé'éonfiéﬁratioﬁ we a

.
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drew up forAadjedtive + noun ccmgounds was.based on the -
supposition that adjectiyes.should.bé.generated as verbs
(following Lakoff; %970b et al). It would seem rather
inconsistent,-then,‘Po;generatekadjective + noun and verb +
noun compounds differently. ThisAa:gument is, of course,
far from conclusive,.as it could be that the configuration
for adjective + noun coﬁpoundSAShould’be changed to resemble
(49). Secondly, there is a.technical reason. We shall see
later (§5.2.1) that the model can be extended to allow for
French verb + noun compounds as well. However, if the verb
in these compounds is_generated'under an Objective node,

the result is two OGbjectives in ﬁhe same Proposition, since
the noun in these compounds is invariébly in the Objective
case.. Thé;e is no reason to suppose that the verb in French
verb + noun compounds is any different in nature from the
verb.ithhe English and Danish verb + noun compounds cited
above, and indeed, both types of verb + nohn compound can .

be found in English (see §5.2.1). On technical grounds, then,

coupled with reasons of consistency, it seems that a
deriVation as illustrated in (50) is more convenient, and

it is the derivatioh~we shall use. ’ .

4.3.2 Noun + verb compounds are very much rarer,

though lexicalised examples may be found in Ehglish:
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sunshine/'sunset;'hEEEEbleed. Hansen (1967) does not

include this structure as one of his types of compound for

Danish, and we have not found any clear examples of it, so

this section may be taken as applying only to English.
Noun + Verb-compoundSVSeem to differ from verb + noun
compounds in their preferred- case arraYs,Cé}and I being
preferred here, A, I and L being préferred in the case of
verb + noun compounds, but'otherw}se they may be generated

H

in precisely the same way:

51. /p\
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4.4 AGENTIVES.

4.4.1 By an agentive compound we shall mean a.-compound

which is morpholbgically mérked*§§ the presence of the
suffix cer (-or). Not all such compounds are necessarily
true semantic agents: some of them denote experiencers

(e.g. those in -lover) others, as we shall mention below,

~

instruments. Examples of the first group (agents and

experiencers) are compounds like country lover, factory

and it is unclear whether we should also include in this

group Danish compounds in -ant, as pornofabrikant. Rohrer

(1967:§2.7) points out, however, that constructions like

briseur%grévé are unacceptable in French. Wandruszka

(1972:156, then 175f) comments on this and points out that
this semantic relationship is almost always expressed by a

de compound .phrase in French. Our remarks in this section

‘"“Wiil accordingly be limited to Danish and English.
Iy
First we must distinguish between forms. which are
genuine compounds of this type, and forms which, though

superficially the same, have a different bracketing. Thus,

bears a placard' we would not wishato“ahalyée-(léXicaiised)
honeymooner as 'one who moons honey'. Similarly with

»
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moonshiner, mobnlighter( bootlegger, left winger, carpet-

bagger. These are all made up of a compound or idiom + -er:
honeymoon is a compound in its own right, placardbear is not.
In the case of mbbnlighter the problem-is different, since’

being transferred from to do a moonlight £lit. In left
ot

winger we seem to have a slightly different use of the
agentive ending, as well, wﬁere it appears to mean ?someone
who has a connection with'. Héwever, this is a problem in
derivation rather than compounding, and we‘sha}l not deal
with it further here. 1In what follows we shall be concerned
purely with forms bracketed like: (placard)((beééi(er)).
~yinie (19}o:§3.5.5) implies that compounds that do not

fit this bracketing may be more frequent than is generally

assumed. He considers the new formation revolverintervjuer,

which must be soméone who gives a revolverinterviju. He

suggests that lystlggner and fjernseer must be dealt with

in tggjﬁgmg;mayimme%ﬁ]‘«wm__m_h .

-Many. cbmpohndS'og.this*fOrm do not denote an agent at
all, but an instrument. - The following examples are all

instruments rather than agents, though there is no. grammat-—

ical reason why this should he the case: carry-cot tramsporter,

N , net weeesSahily TR
hair conditione ,ﬁ’c’e‘—'c‘r‘e‘am maKer, waste bin freshener, and

Danish Tinjeskriver. We shall ‘assume that apart from the
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case node marking the suffix, these sets of compounds are

identical.

If we use an analysis with VCOMP as we have been doing

above, we obtain, for placard bearer, kalendervender

52. P
P N
v A (0]
S Ty
COMP . bearer placard
vender kalender

However, upon gonsideration, it becomes qlear that the VCOMP
is always going to be interpreted as if it were the verb

in the agentive element, as indeed was implicit in our
discuss;on above. Thus it might seem reasonable to suggest

an underlying structure

53. P

R

Vv = A o
Ny YNy
bear o ~ir plalard
vend l ;er kalender

Brekle (1970) assumes a solution similar to (53) in some
cases. There is, however, a third possibility, which we

.must not diécard'at once, which-is c¢loseér to-(52) than to

(53):
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54. P :
v//ﬁi:;ih_“_‘~_‘__““b
\\ Ty
. /\
N
‘ .
COMP bear PAO placard

vend -er kalender
Of course, this situation only arises in the first place if
one assumes a transformational approach to lexical insertion

rather-.than a lexicalist one.

Tree (54) looks as if it contains a redundancy, as the
subtrée is embedded into a tree which is v;rtually identical
with it. This does depena‘rather on how the transformation
'leading to the insertion of words like bearer is formulated:
it‘may be simpler to formulate if it occurs in a Proposition
by itself, for example. Further, there is the problem of
how:thg cycle will‘opgrate on a tree like (53). In (54) thg
agentive will be inserted on the lowest application of the
cycle,. the compound ph“%he next, but if the agentive only
is formed on the first application of the.cycie to (53) there
is nQ,verbileit with which to form the compound, and if the
first cycle does ﬁorm the .compoynd straight_away, then thé
rule$ f9;_the1generation of agenﬁives_may:have‘toﬂbe.slightly
diffepent wﬁen the -agentive oqcé;g in a compound from when

it occurs in isolatidén. ' If this is the case, it may be an

hd
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argument'for preferring (54) £3;153), but if, as seems
likely, this difficulty can be avoided without too great
a modification. to the system, then the evidencé is not
sufficient to point one way or the other. (54) then only
gains the generalisation of having the.samerlexical items
-always coming from exactly the same tree, and this has to
be balanced against the loss of generalisation in the

repetition of constituents.

4.4.2 Let us consider possible evidence for accepting
one or the other of these solutions. - Evidence in favour
of (5;) might be adduced if there was no case in which
an agentive which could not also exist in iseolation. could
form a ‘compound. . If this were true, solution (54) would
allow,one,to,spécify the restrictions on agentive generation

only once, without the.presemce of the extra case node

clouding the issue. -

- The converse of this is that if there are agentives
which occurhoniywiﬁ/compounds,"theéezwill,7preSumaﬁly, have
tO'beigeneraﬁed as:.in (53) rathernfhanfas.ihf(54).unless
a restfictiOn'isuiﬁposedwso'thatfsuch.fo:mSJﬁay only arise
when>embeddqq:beloﬁ'auPrépositioplcontéiﬁipg:VCQMP;:.It.is,

. in fact, this ‘converse which applies; as can be seen:if we
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consider the following (lexicalised) examples:

Da: cigarmager o *meger
husholder *holder

Eng: housekeeper ?keeper (in this sense)
householder *holder {(in this sense)
carpet sweeper ?sweeper

Juul-Jensen (1934:18)‘gives a list of agentives which can
only occur in compounds in Danish. They include -bider,

-geznger, -rider and others. Many of these examples are

lexicalised or at least received, but it seems likely that
at. least -ridexr; and -mager are productive, though no examples
occurred in our sample. It is not clear whether there are
any productive series of this type in English or not.

There is also an argument in favour of the solution
shewn in (54). It is a semantic argument, and perhaps not
as convincing as the Syntactic argument in the other direct-
ion, but it cannot. be ighbred;

“UIf we cenéider a (lexicalised) agentive compound like
zbo%keeger;Tﬁe can see that a zoo-keeper'iS'not a man who
keeps'ébos“in“tﬁe“wey'that‘a’cat'owner“ié.(pace'W6meﬁ's 1ib)
a' man who ﬁewnéucéte. “He is ratheria keeper'in a zoo.

Thus 'we have - a“ ‘motivation for w1sh1ng keeEer to be inserted
as a lexical 1tem into the tree before lt reaches the stage

of compoundlng; we want a tree (55) ‘which is of the same

type~as (54).

e
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55. 24 .
I
\' o] L
AN AN
AN N
P
V/\
' {
VCOMP keep - -er 200

This construction is then interpreted as 'keeper does whatever
one would expect a keeper to do under the circumstances in

a zoo.' .The alternative, using a structure like (53)

would be .
v A L i
S \N \N
keep -er zZ00
which would be interpreted 'someone keeps in a zoo' -- a

meaningless sentence. Similar examples can be found in

Danish where the structuxe in (54) seems more appropriate.

We may cite systemdigter which is not 'én der digter

systemer' but 'én der digter efter et system' and gastearbejder

which is not 'én der arbejder gaster' but 'en arbejdér, .der
er en gast', so'that the matrix Proposition-does not even

contain an Agentive.

Marchand (1969:§2.1.6.3), though he does not distinguish

between the two groups in any formal'system'asvwe'have:done,

h
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claims that | »
.“St:ictiy speakipg.there are two types of
compound agent substantives, the type deer
hunter and the type watchmaker. In the first

case we are dealing with a combination of two

independent lexical units, deer and hunter,

a sb/sb compound, aﬁalysable as 'hunter of
deer;' Watchmaker is different in that only
watch is a lexical word while maker is a
functorial derivativé which megﬁly renders

the syntactic relation S-P of the underlying
sentence fﬂe makes.' To'the first tybe belong

such combinations as ballet. dancer, cigar

smoker, coloratura singer+-crime reporter,

language teacher, spellihg reformer ...."
AlthqughiMaréhand's‘argumentation does not appear to be
paxtigularly”strong here, since watchmaker‘can Qurely
be analysed as"méker of watches' to reflect 'hunter of

deer', yet it seems likely that his compromise solution is

’ the-best here, alloﬁing both types to exist side by side.
Exactly whatchiﬁefion,should be used to separate the two
types is; ﬁnfo:tunaﬁély, not clear. Nor which of the two
solutions should be the preferred one, though“Marchand comes

down heavily on the_side‘of the type shown in (54) . But

N ’
the grammar should include both possibilities. A decision as

to which type to use in which case might be found in a
complete grammar with a'égmplete lexicon where lexicalised

>
3

A
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agentiQe nocuns (or, presumably, receiveé ones as well)
would have to be inserted in a tree like (54). One could
then Bay, as Marchand is presumably trying to saf} that
if a paraphrase in 'one who ---s =---' is required, a tree
like (53) will be necessary, and if a paraphrase like

'q -—er of ---' is required a tree like (54) will be
needed. Marchand falls down, however, in that he has no
fixed concept of lexicalisation mor any fixed lexicon to

refer to.

4.4.3 A slight extension of fhis system can be used to

generate such notoriously ambiguous examples as criminal

lawyer, two-dimensional mathematician, natural historian,

etc.. In their normal acceptations ,(a person who deals
with criminal law, etc. etc.) they can be generated in the
same way as any other compound +er agentive (see above

§4.4.1): -

" g7, /////F\¥\
A

|

2COMP -er COMP law criminal

9
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In their alternative readings. (a lawyer who is™a criminal
etc.etec.) they can be;generated from trees like (54). The
use of the element COMP in (57) to produce an agéntive,
although it makes semantic sense, is a definite extension
of the use to which we have previously put it. We shall
return to comment on this extension in Chapter VI. If

lawyer is a lexicalised form, as seems likely, it may be

necessary to generate it rather than -er under the A node

in (57).

Hew  can lowaye (. be

T

c].e,v\ i F ,cxffe.cl oS =TAU QC}QVVU/T\JQ, 7

(o Wb, ‘to low' ) \

/
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4.5 LIMITATIONS ON COMPOUNDING.

4.5.1 Soiggr; we have been talking as if the generation
of compounds was an entifely.free process witho&t limitations
of any kind. However,.Jeépersen (MEG:VI:§8.1.5) points

out that e

"A term 1ike‘Carly1e's mischief-joy is felt

by most people asvforeign to the genius of
the language',

Rohrer (1967:§2.7) points out that forms such as briseur-gréve

and enseignement sciences do not occur in French, and

Barbaud (1971:83/4) points out that com,,unds like bateau-

bateau, batedau-navire are non-occurrent (though one wonders

to what extent this observation is correct when a wider range

of contexts is considered and given the existence in some

dialects of pomme-pomme as a contrast to pomme de terre), so
there 'is obViously'some»kind.of limitation applying to

‘compound generation.

We have ‘already discussed (§3.6.5) one kind of limitation
in English in Levi's (1973) hypothesis that the modifying
elément ‘of ‘a' compound is-‘an adjective in just those cases

whe#e an adjective ‘exists in ‘the lexiCOn‘for"Ehglish. This

.1imita£ionu§cqounts for the 'foreignness' of mischief-joy

(presumably a directltranSIation'of German Schadenfreude) :

mischievous joy might not carry all the connotations of the
German word, but it is a<grammatiga1 phrase. - We have also

mentioned (§3.4.4) that there are no genus—species éompounds

.
k3

A

LR
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in English. We have to discover whether there is any other

limitation applying.

4.5.2 Barbaud (1971:80~84) provides ten rules for the
"contraintes internes" on compounding. These rules,
however, are not so much limitations on the words which
can co-occur as limitations on ﬁhe semantic readings of
the relationship between the elements given a specific
co~-occurrence. ' Barbaud works within the framework of a
Chomskyan grammar (see §1.2.1) and assumes that each noun
is marked with a series of features, including~[jcommun]
[+concret], [tanimé&], [ thumain] . It is in terms of the
co-occurrence of these features that he limits the relation-
ship‘readings. For example, his rule 4 (op.cit:82) states
that |

. "Si deux noms.éommuns humains sont

lwconcaténés,wilsmpéwpeuventmétablir,

Qu'une relation attribut',

and he cites examples like lieutenant-détective. Not all

his rules-are so neat, h%wever. Consider, for example, rule
9 {op,ci;;83)
. "Si deux noms concrets sont concaténés,
ils peuvent é&tablir entre eux sgit_une:refafion

P

attribut, soit uﬁe rela n métaphorique,
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soit une relation de complémentarité...,"
the difference between the three groups being explicable,
according to Barbaud, in terms of presupposition (Barbaud's
term for what we have called pragmatics of individual

lexical items)- and formal identity: -

Unfortunately, Barbaud's constraints do not seem to be

sufficient as they stand. Baccardi-tonic cannot be explained

at all, and neither can Baccardi-Coca—-Cola since there is no

“SN qui pré&céde le terme antéposé ... muni
. des traits’| collectif] et[-vectoriel]."

Lapin-symbole ('Play Boy' -avait accepté de donner son l-s

a une;trouge de scouts) breaks rule 8 (loc.cit)
"Si un C(omposé&) Blinominal) a pour
constituants un nom commun‘animé, suivi-
a'un nom commun inanimé, il ne peu£ établir
~gu'une ‘relation mé&taphorique",

maitre;film {fun m~f de Fellini) breaks rule 6 (loc.qit)

rﬂ>w“Si-un>cBrawpourycbnstituantswun»nom~commun .......
— ’hﬁmain suivi ‘d'un nom commun inanimé&, il peut
gtablir, indifféremment soit une relation

métaphorique soit une relation de complémentarité"; -

sauce-crevette breaks rule 10 _(O9P«cit:83)

. . N .
"Si uh CB-a ‘pour constituants un ‘nom ‘commun:
concret suivi 'd'un nom commun animg, il ne peut

- @établir qu'une relation-métaphorique"
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and so on. And his constraints are of even less value

if we consider Danish and English with their much wider
structural ambiguity, so0 that anemonekone means a wife
who is an anemone (and thus breaks Barbaud's rule 6) but
could equally well mean a woman who.sells anemones (which

might fit rule 6) or a woman like an anemone (which would
A=

AN

fit rule 6). ggpb above, §3.4.2.)

Henzen (1947:48) notes that there is a tendency to use
monusyllabic or at least uni-morphemic words in the first
elements of comppunds in German, and one suspects that there
is some truth in this in other Germanic languages, although
it cannot be stated as anytﬁing more than a slight

tendency as formations like partnership area and sgvnigheds-

grad show. Roziol (1937:§77) also claims (for English this
timé) that latinate words are less often used in compounds
because of their foreignness. This might, however, be a
mis-interpretation of the facté, and it may be that latinate
words are used’less‘pftensin first elements at least

because of the existence of corresponding adjectives.

4,5.3 The obvious place to look for limiﬁations when
using a case grammar is in the permitted case-arrays.

However, this is not as simple as it sounds, mainly because
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it is not always clear which case particular elements

should belong to. For example, in beauty guide is the

guide the Source of the beauty, the beauty the Goal 6f the
guide or "a bit of both? Or is the guide the Instrument by
which one obtains the beauty? One suspects that the advert-
iser hopes the customer will read it as OS or OT whilst

" himself believing it to be GO. We have classified it as GO.
Some other examples are even‘more awkward. Nonetheless,

-we have attempted to show that the case arrays are seveééy

limited.

Since we have allowed seven cases, (see §1.2.4), but
not allowed two occurrences of the same case node.in any one
Proposition, one might expéct there to be 7 x 6 = 42
different possible combinations. The table on P. 321 shows

this not to be the case.

The table is filled in with éxamples taken from our
sample for the languages under consideration. Always .
subject {:o the limitations expressed in the first parag;:aph
.above, we believe we have covered all the combinaﬁions
occurring"infthat-sampleu-~However,-werwould-not wish to
claim that it is impossible for any combination to Ee
formed which is not filled in in the table. ' In fact we be-

lieve this not to be the case. The table should be taken as

a guide only. We have underlined OI and LO since these
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case arrays are used for resemble compounds and equative

(i.e. appositional) compouﬁds respectively in\sll three
languages. We do not give examples of these constructions

here.
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- O HEAD

glaces maison

bour policy
trumpet call
beetroot juice

CASE ARRAY = - FRENCH ENGLISH DANISH
E A
IAa
O A vendeur literie lmenthol smoker jkagekone
2 S A bgrnemagts-
=i ‘ representanter
« G A jcollaborateur '
- |commerce.- extr. . :
L A kgkken—-alkymist
A E
IE
(o] spécialiste lon-darts enthusiast
2 gues distances
B s
m G
L
A
E
% 0 hair conditionerlinjeskriver
mS Y
o G
L kitchen
appliances
A commando raids [salger-vrgvl
'E - good neigh- fruegpsker

betjent-blik

fﬁbh;bﬁﬁomooommmmm¢moooo co| HHHMHHHEEE

coin-lecture

I
S- .
G body-danse beauty advice - missebarak
L sac ‘congélateur [bone cancer . eventyrvasen
A -
i ’E _ -~
g I :
EV O S (flashcube exercise sandal {fortykkelsesmidler’
0 ‘G ? air-mer
NRA 1) o - .
A
g E
g I
o0,
(O ? air-mer
L : ‘ -
A opfinderland
g - e S b
I carbon-ribbon h
2 T typewriter: . e
8 O L bain mousse danger month dragekimono
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The first point of interest to emerge from this
table is the high degree of correlation between the three
languages. All the more so since the gaps in the Danish
colump at LI, OB, IO, IL and in the English column at LA,
AL would appear to be accidents due to the size of the

sample rather than genuine gaps in the system.

The second poin£ of interest is that with very few
exceptions all the permissible combinations contain either
an O or an L or both: OL and LO are the most common
combinationé. Twa of the examples which do not fit with

this generalisation, collaborateur commerce exté&rieur and

bgrnemagtsrepresentanter might very easily be req%§§sified
as AL (IN externél trade) and SO (to what extent is a
representative an Agent, anyway?) respectively. Both of
theseAwere the only examples in their particular categories.
'Théﬁrﬁouid leave oniy thé French example air—ﬁer.(in

missile air-mer) which we shall consider again later

(§5.5.2, which see also'for=other doubtful examples).

In any case, whether or not this turns out to be a
true generalisation -~ and it is certainly a significant
one -- it is obvious that the case arrays used for
generating compounds are severely limited. In a Fillmorean
framework where the case array cmxﬁaifhe.predicate, only

the -admissible case arrays can select VCOMP as their predicate.

4

-~




323 ;7 )

Thus it can be seen that the case nodes are not redundant

in a grammar of compounding, even when a VCOMP is beipg

used (see above, §4.2.1).
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4.6 CONCLUDING EXAMPLES.

To conclude this chapter and summarise the discussion
in it, we shall look at the generation of two examples:

franskbrgdsfyr and carbon ribbon ‘typewriter.

Each of these examples can be broken down to form

binary parts at each level of analysis -- franskbrgdsfyr

gives franskbrgd and fyr, then fransk and brgd, carbon

ribbon typewriter gives carbon ribbon and typewriter, then

carboil and ribbon, type and writer. In each case we start

with the deepest level -of the analysis, the innermost
brackets. Franskbrgd is an adjective + noun compound. It

is frozen,ﬁbut we have seen that this type of cogggund is
still productive, soO the grammar éan_generate it if required.
Since we only need consider a Proposition, as a compound . ’7
rathér than a relative clause is the résult, wé'generate

franskbrgd thus:

58. P
.///(»$>\
A Q -
N
N
fransk | bred.

In carbon ribbon the carbon is on the ribbon. Ribbon is
thus a Locative, carbon an Qgi%??;f%;:)Once again we need (0

. only consider the Proposition, but this time we shall need

the compouhding'predicaté VCOMP :

f?

-
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59. P

/N
\' (0} L iE
\ \ e
N N ..

COMP carbon ribbon.
Although, strictly speaking, it is redundant in the case
-of franskbrgd, since there is only one noun there which
can be head,  each of these Propositions is governed by a
Noun which is the head noun, and must be identical to one
of the nouns in the embedded Proposition if the generation
is not to be blocked. Note that in (59) O and L are both

present, so the presence of VCOMP is permitted.

Now let us switch our attention to tzgggiiter. We

have two possible trees here, but since a writer in

isolation is not the same thing as a -writer in typewritter,

-being an agent not an instrument, we shall choose to

generate the whole at once rather than generating the

element writer first. Again, only a Proposition concerns

us, and again the head noun must occur governing that

Proposition.
60. P
V/\
Ny

write -er type.
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Now we have to embed these various trees into their

matrices. Franskbrgdsfyr is a.man who resembles white

bread, so fyr has to be an Instrument as the stimulus for

The resultant tree is:

COMP fyr bred fransklcﬁn bre¢d
The /s/ betwé;n the elements of the compound is inserted
by a late rule dependent upon lexical conditioning and on
the facﬁ that there is a compound under the uppermost case

node (see §3.7).

In carbon ribbon typewriter the typewriter is the

1ocation'of the carbon ribbon, and the carbon ribbon the

instrument by which the typewriter prints. We obtain, then

the following configuration:
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62. P

/;%T\\\\‘*~ ///gt\\\\
v O v R\ Q\
N N

COMP ribbon COMP carbon ribbon =-er write -er type
thing

Each of these matrix propositiohs is now ready to be embedded

. . in the sentence in which the compound occurs -- perhaps

hﬁn:gik‘med éin franskbrgdsfyr under armen and I insist on

using a carbon ribbon typewriter in which case an O-node
. R

from the matrix sentence will govern the N governing the P

of‘franskbr¢&sfyr, and an I node of the matrix sentence

will govern the N governing the P of carbon ribbon type-

writer.




L : CHAPTER V-
EXTENSIONS

5.1 ADJECTIVAL MODIFICATION.

Jespersen (189l)bpoints out that adjectival modification
of a compound is ambiguous. He cites the examples of

unge dameportrzt where the adjective modifies the first

element of the comnound as opposed to venlig landsbyprast

where the adjectivebmodifies the last element. He points
out that this ambiguity exists equally in German and English
and quotes Goethe "O s@h'st du, voller Mondenschein" and
Arnold "tiL- goldén-mace-bearers"., This ambiguity can

occasionally give rise to amusing or ridiculous alternative e

interpretations. The following example is an attempted
joke from a disc-jockey (Tony Blackburn, BBC, Radio 1, 24/9-74):

LETTER: "I'm in hospital recovering from a long

| knee operation"
D.J. . "I always thought that knees were about
the same length fpr everybody."

A fﬁffhér-ekéﬁﬁié-ég éimilaf‘lines is found in the text of
a'pop-édng of the 1950's:

- "I said, "Mr Pﬁrblé People Eater, what's your line?'

He said,- "Eating-Purple People and it sure is fine.'"

Jen?en (1904) takes up:this point, and alsd_gives.some
examples of Occasions when it has mis-fired:-
En yngre'Dame (afdgd Embedsmandsdatter) ‘sgger ...

Et legat for ugifte landmands dgtre. -

Ad .
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He shows that it is not merély adjectival but also
prepositional modification which suffers from this
ambiguity, and cites examples where the compound seems to
fit into the sentence very clumsily:

Rejsebeskrivelse‘gennem Makadonien

Billetsalg til Malm6

Togenes Ankomsttider til Kgbenhavn

and so on.

But this ambiguity, which for Jespersen and Jensen
was a problem in compounding, is easily accounted for by

our theory. 'In unge dameportrat, unge modifies only dame,

not Eo;?ret. We need therefore to_include this information

in our tree. This can be dpne as follows:

P
P N
\' ' 0] ‘ 1,
R N
2 C_c:'vu(\_'k"' as : ;
‘M/\P 4 P .‘y\,u»\,lﬁcklaf'é("] 1
V/\o denimeded é;(/ *
. v ,? _ ‘ 27 : i
«\\N N 7 (;,F ?) !
COMP‘ dame pres ung ‘ damé portrat

In venlig 1andSbyprast, on the other hand, venlig modifies

not one element but the compound as a whole, aé it -would
-ny non-syntactically complex noun. It can be shown that

o
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the adjective modifies the whole compound rather than just

the last element of the compound if one considers a sentence

2 “’J““M}

like

Dr Finlay is not a good doctor, but he is

a good village doctor '
or a Danieh equivalent, where the lack of any clash between
the two halves of the conjunction shows that good cannot be

modifying the same element in both halves. The tree for

venlig landsbyprast, then, must be

N\
-~ AL
/PN
v Q L
™~ \\\\ \\\
N N
pres ‘ veﬁlig prast COMP praest landsby .

-

The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to the examples
with prepositional phrases, but a prepositional phrase is
placed after, not before, the noun 1t modlfies. The tree

for‘ankdmsttlder il K¢benhavn, for example, would be
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COMP ankomst pres VERE ankomst til Kgbenhavn tider

The grammar that we have outlined above can cope, then,

with an area Whlch has previously been con51dered a problem

_fifgfﬁsgucompounding.

[~ annud

1 The derlvatlon shown. here is a Slmpllfled one in that
it shows ankomst ag a §inple element, Whereas it is a
nominalisation. Compounds with. nomlnallsatlons will be
discussed below (§5 3.4). The discussion there will not
affect the bas1c pr1nc1ples underlylng this tree..
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5.2 EXOCENTRIC COMPOUNDS.

5.2.1 So far we have limited ourselves specifically to

endocentric compounds, and ignored exocentric compounds.

Now, however, we can See that even exocentric compounds

will fit into the framework we have postulated for endo-

centric compounds.

We have defined an endocentric compound as being a
hyponym of its own head (see §1.1.3). In exocentric
conipounds the semantic head of the compound is unexpressed: ,
for. example, a gxedskin is not a type of skin, so it cannot

be an endocentric compound, it is a type of man, or for some

speakers, alternatively a potato. It is the unexpressed .
‘ EATER e

'man’ (or 'potato') element which we term the s antic head,
since it is the element of which the compouﬁa/;ima hyponym.
This head element is pragmatically determined: That is,‘ _
there is nothing in the exocentric compound itself to show ™
-Whéther the head is a person; animal, bird, tree, flower -
or,whétever. .Mbét‘éf'these exocentric compounds are
lexicalised, and their semantic head is thus fixed by
convention, but iﬁ[éhencase of ‘a nonce compound we have to
look fdr_an\entipy‘beéring_theﬁapprOPriate chéracteristics:
bignose might, .in a children's stbry,‘bé uéed-to~address a
croéddile;‘tedskin might;runder"cértain‘conditidns,~be'used
tO'meéh a kind of apple offp1Um)-a?d so on. In a_grammar,

therefore, the semantic head may be shown as a PRO nominal
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node bearing a.reference to the pragmatic component.
This element may also bear some semantic features. We

shall term this element PROP (pro-noun + pragmatics).

Now if we consider adjective + noun exocentric compounds

like redwing, blackhead, graaben, langgre, rouge gorge,

bas bleu (in as far as the French examples can be said to
be compounds and not idioms, see §4.1.6) we find that in
every case they are made up of the adjective and a noun in
the Objective case. And in every case the missing semantic
head is fhe posgessor of the quality or thing expressed by
the compound, .and so is invariably in the.Locative case.

We can thus very éasily draw an outline tree into which
P

-all adjective + noun exocentric compounds will fit:

P
M
\' 0] L
\\\ \\\
N - N
PROP

similarly, if we look at French verb + noun exocentrics

(see §3.8.3) like porte-avions, léche-culture, porte-babil

and the corresponding English series like ‘cutthroat,

scareerow, know-all we find that in each case we have a

verbal element and an Objective case noun. This time the

semantic head is either an Agentive, an Experiencer or an
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Instrumental, so that. once again we can draw an outline

tree which the whole series will fit:

P
2\
v (AYEXT) o}
AN
. N N
PROP

This type of compound appears to exist only in very limited
numbers in Danish, and these are possibly all lexicalised.
An example is vendekdbe. There are also other exocentric
verb + noun compounds, such as sladderhank. These seem to

.

be completely lexicalised as well.

Rt

Noun + noun exocentric compounds are found only in

Danish and English, not in French. The most common type is

‘‘‘‘‘

illustrated by egg head, razorbill, silkehale, pilblad.

Each of_thesé compares a part of the entity to which it
belongs with something else.‘ A silkehale is a bird
(unexpreséed semantic head) which has a tail (expressed
heﬁa) like silk (expressed modifier). In case terms,

therefore, the hale is an Instrumental as it stimulates

2 This notation is extended from Fillmore (1968:28) and
should be read as 'either A or E or I'.

s
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the comparison, and silke is Objective (for details on

this analysis of resemble sée §1.2.3). However, we

cannot merely add a PROP under a Locative node in this

case, .since the 311kehale -- or at least the head of that
construction,'gglg -- is Objrcective as regards the locational
element. An embedded compound is thus required to allow

this, and we have thé structure:

i \ \
N N
. P
COMP hale COMP hale silke PROP
bill . bill razor

This has the useful effect of marking the head of the
embedded compound. While it may seem redundan£ to do

this in the above examples where the expressed head is
always the N domlnated by I, there are some Danish examples
where thls is - not true. Con51der’1¢vetand and guldknaE.

In these examples, the,unexpreSSed.head.('flower')vls
compared with the‘expressed’compound,fwhich:is made. up of
an Objective and a Locative. - But in one case it is the
Objective which is the head of the éXpressed compound, and

in the other it -is the Locativei Compare'the two trees:
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v O\ L\
N T
COMP PROP tand COMP tand lgve

Ny
_ 5 |
- /R
v 0 %
NN
N N
coMp PROP  knap COMP  guld  knap .

These two can only be generated in the correct order if

the head of the expressed construction is marked outside
the embedded P. Ana it is unacceptable for the head

of the expressed construction to be marked as the head

of the whole compound‘since different selection restrictions
affect the head of the expressed portion and tﬁe éemantic
head of an exocentric compound: one does not, for example,
say

The egg head blew its nose
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On the other hand, we do find in French that the
gender of an adjective + noun exocentric compound can
follow the gendér of the expressed head rather than that . of
the semantic héad where these clash. Thus, although'it‘is

la _gorge and le rouge-éorge, where, the gender of the

compound is the gender of the unexpressed semantié head, it
is le bas bleu, where the gender of the compound is that

of the expressed head. This suggests that it would be
useful to haﬁeﬁboth marked in the grammar. In view of

this it seemé reasonable to modify the trees for adjective
+ noun and verb + noun exocentric compdunds SO that they
'will fit the pattern suggested above for noun + noun ones.

These trees will then be (respectively):

P
/N
N N
iy N
'\T
N
A 0
\\N

COMP ' PROP
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P
/\
¥ (AYE)T) o
KN \

//}L\\
v Q\\
N
CoMP . PROP
- - "
5.2.2 "Once we have set up this system for dealing

with exocentrics, we see that it w will equally well deal ,
P -

// with synecdoche. Since synecdoche is the naming of
something by one of its parts, the unexpressed whole
mﬁst always be dominated by a Locative node. Thus ‘.
We saw a sail

in the sense of 'we saw a ship' could be generated

S -
R
v E O
\N \N .
I

past SEE we PROP COMP sail PROP
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In this context it is interesting to find Darmesteter

(1875:39) saying, not as we say here that synecdoche is a

type of exocentric, but the converse, that exocentrics are

cases of synecdoche.
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5.3 * COMPOUNDS WITH OTHER PARTS OF SPEECH.

5.3.1 So far we have dealt only with nominal compounds

which include nouns, adjectives and verbs. 'In this_ section
we shall atuempt to show thar the grammar we have proposed

to deal with these groups of compounds can in fact cope

with other types of nominal compound as well.

Eor exémple, there are in Danish and English a number
of compounds made up of a third person pronoun and a noun.
In all compounds of this form, the primary function of the
pronoun is to mark the sex of the head, though in some

“lexicalised cases the connotations have spread beyond this,

as in, for example, he-man. The typlcal usage is illustrated

;be hah—hund} she-wolf.- Lehmann (1969??5) reports that
"A few compounds with first and second
persou pronouns are attested in the
- Rigvedic hymns" .
but: this pattern does not seem to exist in Germanic or

Romance; except when the pronoun is almost ‘a cited form:

séderbergh (1968:9) quotes forms like nireform, dusigende

and this type is found also in Danish and English, with

_third as well as §é&cord person'pronouns. Now, a third

I

person pronoun may be seen in these ma. 1 constructlons

as a mlnlmally marked nomlnal. only gender 1s noted. And,
as the,name 5pronoun suggests, such constltuents.can be
generated under an N node:. In these ooustructions there
Seems to be an equative relationship underlgipg the

o N -‘\,ﬂ»_
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compound ('the wolf is a she') and so the pronoun will
always be generated under an L node, the head noun always
under an O.

P

////Q<::~““‘-\s
v o} I,
\\\\ \\\
N N
COMP wolf she

hund han

Similarly, there are in Danish and English (the
corresponding mea;ing is expreésed in French by a coméound
phrase) a numbef of compounds apparently made up of an
adjective aﬁd a noun, but where the &djective does not

modify the noun. Examples are'madhouse, greenhouse,

sweet shop, sygehus, and possibly grgnthandler. In fact,
as becomes cleér if.we consider syntactic paraphrases of
these compoundé in which we find, for example, 'a shop
which sells sweets', 'a house for mad men, for the mad’',
'et Hﬁs til de syge','theéz compounds should bg seen as
being made up of two nouns, the first of which is converted

i from an adjective. They can then be generated in the same

way as any other noun + noun compound.

/P\
v O\ L\ . ;
N N
COMP mad  house
syge hus e
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5.3.2 Let us now consider the group of compounds which

includes the following:

datid, udenomsnak, fremgang, efterar, medmenneske

away game, afterthought, by-way, outpost

avant-bras, arrid&re-cour, sous—-locataire, entre-temps

and a contrasting group, particularly prolific in French,
made up_of compounds like

eftermiddag

afternoon

3-compte, pourboire, sans-culotte, aprés-midi, entr'acte.

These examples give rise to a number of questions, the first

of which is the categorial status of thé first elements.

This problem may be stated as two subsidiary problems:

(1) isafhe same part of speech iﬂzgived in the two

contrasting sets of exampiés or not? (2) if the same part

of speech is used how do we account for the different |

constructions of the two sets, and if different parts of

speech are used how do we diétinguish between them?
Zandvoort (1957:§801) distinguishes between these two

classes; In thé firétvgroup, he says, we have cases of

conversion where an adverb is used as an adjective, in

the second group -- and he gives the English examples of

up—-country districts, uphill work-- we have compounds made

up of prepositioh + noun. The distinction is evidently one

*

.interpretable in terms of some kind of underlying syntax.
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Away game is not related to away the game, but uphill is

related to up the hill. And there is a further piece of
evidence which would tend to support this'distinctionélthe
first group are almost all endocentric (efterér might be
an exception, but might well be completely lexicalised
anyway) while the second group are all exocentric; most

of the English examples which seem to relete to the second

group can only occur as the first element of a compound.

Let us provisionally assume, then, that this distinction
is valid. The fifst“quesﬁion it raises is where do these
elements originate, from what are they derived. Let us .

consider prepositions first. e

Br¢ndal {(1928:30 -- p.78ff in original) was one of the

;irst in'recent times to point out4that prepositions are
relational, and in his system they_have a relational
featuresin common with both verbs and conjunctions.
DiderichSen'(l946:§§é, l4i, following Br¢ndal, classes verbs

and prepqsitiohs together as “words expressing a relationship"

" (but see also beldW) ThlS movement, begun in the 1920's,

has contlnued rlght through to the 1970 S. Bally hlnts
that verbs and prep051tlons have a lot in common on several
occasions (1932 §6192, 348, 512, etc.). Chefe {i970-159)
assumes that locative prep051t10ns (at Jeast) ‘are verbs,

but provides no dlScuSSlon of this p01nt. Slmllarly,
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‘Leech (1974:184, 192) assumes that prepositions are

predicates. Becker & Arms attempt to prove, not that

prepositions are verbs, but (1969:1)

*That verbs and prepositions may be surface

realizations of the same abstract semantic

categories."

Their evidence, in summary, is as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

verbs and prepositions of motion have deletable
objects, vérbs and prepositions of location do not;
many verbs of motion can be paraphrased by a
maximally gnmarked verb of motion and a preposition
(cross vs. go across); other verbs may be para--

phrased by prepositions (use vs. with);

- P
prepositions can function as predicates, especially

as imperatives (Down! ﬁe upped his :ating);
prepositions, like verbs, may be transitive, semi-
transitive or intransitive; .

motional prepositions and stative verbs can only

take epistemic modals;

"locational prepositions can be continuative,

motional ones must be momentary and function

syntactically 1ike momentary verbs such as

wake uQ

in languages like Indonesian, Thal,‘chlneseh»the
elements we would normally call prep051tlons are

in fact surface structure verbs (thls also applies
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in a limited way to French, see Bally, 1932:
§348).

Of course, these arguments are not all of equal weight.
We should not consider (3) above without also reali;ing
that prepositions can function as nominals:

The ups and downs of life.
Argument (1) is in fact incorrect since not all verbs of
motion have deletable objeéts; one cannot delete the
object in

He passed the salt

He fished my hat out of the pond.
_Arguments (1) aﬁd:ﬁ4) are weakened since the  "intransitive"
prepositions, or those with "deletable objects" are
frequently termed, and treated as, adverbials (see below).
Arguments (5) and (6) are really different aspects of the
same argument. And the strength of arqument (7) would.
aﬁpear very dubiéus since one caﬁ obtain similar evidence
that prepositions afe nominals, very often from the same
1apguag¢s: ;prTwi, for gxample, directional prepositions
1ook 1ike auxiliary verbs (énd might thus_be expected to
give supbort to Bécker‘& Arms' thesis) and they are followed

by a ﬁoun of location and a postposition; these postpositions

are locative and in general are identical in form with -nouns— .

expressing body parts: the preposition 'in', for example,
is expressed by the postposition -mu which is also the word
for stomach.: This situation is common in West African

P

1anghages. All in all, then, it is not clear how much

-
-
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credence should be given to this 'evidence' that

prepositions are predicates.

Let us leave prepositions for a moment and turn to look
at adverbs. Here the position is even less clear, and has
been far less discussed in the literature. It must be
stressed that the adverbs we are dealing with are not
sentence aﬁverbials == much discussed in the literature --
nor are they manner adverbials, neither of which can be
used in the first element of compounds. They are a very
1imited set of g?verbials expressing time and place. This
seems to be the.énly hint we have as to hoﬁ to generate
these elements. If we look at other adverbials'of time

and place”wahﬁind that these are ve;;ﬂbften prepositional
phréses or, in inflecting lanéuages, casually marked nouns.
For‘examéle, inxgggsian we find forms 1ike HoUelo Thy night'

and MUUHoR / abmowodudtét 'hy car'. To take a borderline

case, in Danish we find a form hjemme which might be a place
adverbial 'at-home' or might be the locative case of the
noun hjem. The obvibus thing, then, is to derive these
adverbials from locative case nodes. The exact’mechanics

of this need not concern us here: it would seem fairly clear

the type of thing this is going to entail, and much Of it
is far from controversial. ~Katz & Postal (1964:134) and

Anderson (1973c:63), for example, make similar proposals.

=
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This, however, brings us back to one of our original
problems: how do we distinguish between the two sets of
‘elements, particularly as some forms‘appear in both places?
Jespersen (1924:87ff) argues fairly eonvincingly that

adverbs of this. type and prepositions,; along with conjunct-

ions and interjections, belong to the same part of speech,
which he terms ‘'particle'. Diderichsen (1946:§14), although
he links verbs and prepositions, goes on to say that
prepositions and adverbs may be classed together as particles.
If this view has fallen out of fashion in more recent work,

it wpuld Seem to:be largely because, in concentrating more

on synthesis than analysis3, transformational syntax has

been concerned more with knowing what node to generate than
- <

with knowing to which category to assign a given element.

It does not necessarily refleet on the strength of the

arguments of people like Jespersen.

But if it is- the case that these adverbs and preposit-

ions-belong.to the. same-category, and they haveegng;eQ;VQegl

in: common to ‘suggest this may be so, which of the derivations

——ey

3

This sounds contradlctory to Chomsky S (1957 48) claim =~ ™
that there is no direction’ involved in a TGG. We would not .
wish to challenge this theoretical point here, but merely =
point out that very often transformational practice, if not )
theory,,has been to concentrateé on rules: ‘which will produce:
grammatical sentences, rather than to analyse texts.- .
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we have proposed above is to be abandoned? The choice
would seem to have to be fairly arbitrary. However, it
seems likely that, at least in a localistic grammar Ssee
§1.2.1 for the term; for further discussion see below, §5.5),
most of the prepositions we are dealing with here, as well
as the adverbs -- the whole class of particles, that is —
can be treated as 1ocatiVQ§”in much the same way as we
suggested above for the adverbs. The underlying represent-
ations in some cases will be ﬁore complex than for the
adverbs alone, and it is not always exactly clear what form
these':eprese%%t;oqs will take, but their local nature

does not seem to be in doubt. Consider, for example,

efter, under, up, sous, entre, outre. Even sans can be

seen as a négation of a locative ('not With'), and pour

it
t
y

is an overt directional marker in sentences like

Il est parti pour Paris.
For this reason it might be more satisfactory to generate
all these elements in the way we have suggested for adverbs,
buf this decision is to a large extent arbitfary, and may
depend‘upon the model being used. We can envisage three
possible solutions:

1. Geﬁerate adverbs and prepositions separately,

adverbs as nouns, prepositions as verbs, as

specified above.

2. Generate all particles as nominals_(pref;}red

solution) . : ke
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3. Generate all partiéles as predicates.

If we take an example from each group, datid for the
adverb + noun and outre-mer for the preposition + noun, we
can see the kind of results these three possibilities will
give. If we first look at (1), a proposal in which all
compounds including adverbs must be generated as endo-
centric constructions and all compounds including preposit-
ions as exocentric constructions (optionally wiﬁh the PROP
position further specified in English, as in uphill work),

we obtain the following structures:

la.
V
N
COMP tid at that tlme
da
1b. P
P
v Q L -
N N
P
v
N
COMP PROP ﬁer outreﬂv mlr

In solutions. (2) and (3) the difference between our two
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original groups of examples is presumably marked by
whether they are exocentric or endocentric. In solution
(2), our preferred solution, datid is generated as in (la)
and outre-mer is éenerated thus:

2b. p

e
v 0} L
NN
\
P
D
v o}
~ \\N N
coMP i PROP mer COMP mer at Sigg;igzgz
outre

Solution (3) might be seen as supportfﬁE“Zandvoort's
ciaim (quoted above) that adverbs used as compound first
elements are converted adjectives, although this ié not
very satisfying since these elements do not otherwise act
as adjectives. By solution (3), outre-mer is generated
as in (1b) and datid is generated thus:

3a. P

. N
\'4 o}
‘ R
.,,‘,,Ea.:._,...m.,_‘_ R tid - e, s . —

K]

‘In (la) and (2b)<therstructures under,the'lowest L node are
to be .taken as.apﬁroximations'rather;than as definite

proposals. It may be that the lowest V in (1b) and {3a)
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should be further analysed, but on the other hand it
is not clear how this would be done in a Fillmorean
grammar, and if done in an Andersonian grammér it would lead

to structures more like (2b) and (la).

The point that arises from this discussion, however,
which is of value to us here, is that the compounds we
have been discussing can be generated in the framework

which we have already proposed in Chapter IV.

5.3.3 In connection with compounds with particles, we
come to look at a whole series of nominals like

runaway, make-up, dropout, get—-together

which are generally assumed to be nominalisations of the
appropriate phrasal verbs. Thus, for éxample, Bolinger
(1971:xiii) says:
. "The phrasal verb is -- next to noun + noun
coﬁbinatiopsv-- prbbably the most prolific
squrde of .new nouns in English. It generates

them by Ehe same stress—shift rule that gives.

- us - Import from impdrt, digest. from digést,. cbmbine

from combine, and so forth; hence stindoff from

" stand off, rinaway from‘run‘awéy,,;.;?

See also McArthur. (1973:48£f) and ‘Zandvoort (1957:§774).
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However, this begs two rather important questions. Firstly,

what is the source of such compounds as fall out, love-in,

pushover, lay~by for which there is apparently no phrasal

verb; and secondly, what is the difference between the
"major pattern® (cp. McArthur, loc.cit) and the "minor
pattern" where the particle precedes the verb: intake,

by-pass, outlay, downfall, upkeep, etc.. McArthur (op.cit:

50) suggests thét the distinction may be semantic:

"aAlthough the major pétterﬁ is used mostly

for abstract ideas, it is also used for

persons and objects. Such uses are often

higﬁly specialiégd, idiomatic or slangy."
But the minor pattern is_also used mainly for abstract ideas
(60wnfgii), but also for persons (upstart) and objects
(bz;gass), so this does not seem at all helpful, although
it does seem to be the case that only lexicalised examples
of the minor pattern are found designating objects and
persons.

-

We can also rule out several other factors which turn

out not to be decisive as to which of the two patterns is

used. The decisive factor is not lexical conditioning,
although this may play*a“coﬁtfibutory role. McArthur

(op.cit:7) lists 17 particles which may be used in phrasal

verbs. Of these, four seem never to appear in nominalisations:

about, along, apart and beyond. Of the remaining 13, four
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never appear in particle + verb nominalisations. These

are around, away, past, together. But all 13 appear in

verb + particle nominalisations: runaround, runaway, play-

pullover, fly-past, breakthrough, get-together, build-up.

These examples are, of course, all lexicalised. Examples
of the existing patterns in particle + verb nominalisations

are: backstop, downthrow, in-put, off-shoot, on-set, out-~

break, over-hang, through-put, up-keep. We can add to

McArthur's list by which is found in both positions (lay-by,

“'by-pass) and under found only in first position (underlay)

S0 . the pattern used is not conditioned by the particle used,

though .this does have some sWay.

Neither is it conditioned by the verbal part. This

is shown by the existence of such doublets as hangover::

over-hang, spinoff::ofstpin, fall-out::outfall, breakout::

outbreak and’ldokout::outlook. But even if these were

lexicalised exceptions, origindting to distinguish themselves

from the other member of the pair, we would still have

‘lay-by vs. overlay, outlay; come-on vs. outcome; uptake vs.

takeover; onset, upset vs. set up, setback and so on. Again

there do appear to be some tendencies, but this cannot be

put any more stfongly than that: flow and take seem to
appear more often as second elements, but this impressiqn,

might bé due to an insufficiently large corpus. Similarly,

»
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and with the same caveat, run and drop, for example,

seem to appear more often as first elements.

A combination of these two factprs might go some way
towards providing a basis for distinguishing between the
two nominalisation patterns, but it seems unlikely. Other
factors such as transitiviﬁy, exocentric vs. endocentric,
motional vs. locational seem to be irrelevant. It does
seem to be the case that no inseparable phrasal verb (or
fixed phrasal ver$: McArthur, 1973:53) can pfovide either
type of nominalisé%ion, but the pattern of nominalisation
undergone seems to be entirely idiosyncratic, and may have

to be listed in the lexicon.

It is possible that this is only true of frozen or
lexicalised exémples, however. it has been suggested to
me (Tom McArthur, pérsonal communication) that'minor
pattern nominaliéations:are only synchronically productive
when $Qme strong force of ghalpgy is at work, as in the

case of through-Eﬁt‘after'in-put and out-put. If this is

true, then synchrdnically there is no problem, since the

major pattern is the only true nominalisation pattern, and

all minor pattefﬁ'nominalisations are lexicalised.
Diachronically, one has to explain the dying out of the minor
pattern, and its existence in the first place. Tom McArthur

has again suggésted~(persohal.communicétion) tha. this may

-
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be at least partially explicable in terms of the varying

influence of Latin.

- As for the question of whether these forms actually
are nominalisations of phrasal verbs, it would seem that
we can answer with a modified affirmative. Those which
synchronically are not nominalisations of phrasal verbs
are either (a) lexicalised nominalisations of phrasal
verbs which no longer carry the appropriate meaning, or
where the nominalisation, once lexicalised, has changed

its meaning (upstart, walkover) or (b) formations by

analogyrwith forms which are nominalisations of phrasal
verbs (fq; example, love-in is by analdgy with sit-in

- for which there is a phrasal verb). Their being
nominalisations is seen more clearly in Danish, where
corresponding.nominals typically have nominalisation

endings or forms: at vare til > tilvarelse, at g& af >

afgang, at k¢re ind > indkgrsel, gtc..
. This'beipg‘the,case, we can see that forms like
ugkeeg_are,noﬁlgenerated in the same way as forms like
ugdra&ght. As-far as our grammar of compounding is
concéined,vwe need only deal with these nomiﬁéiisétions
(a) when they form part of 'a larger .compound unit. (student

sit-in, get-away car: see MecArthur, 1973:50f) and .(b) when

they axé exocentric. In either case they behave like other

nominalisations (see below).
»
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5.3.41 We shall now turn to consider the generation

of compounds with gerunds and the distinction between these
and noun phrases with‘a modifying gerundive. The terms

gerund énd'gerundiVe are here used idiosyncratically, and

not exactly as-in- traditional grammar. ' Gerund will be

adjectival form in -ing. We can illustrate the forms we
mean by an old children's riddle:. "Why must you always

tiptoe past the medicine cabinet? ' So as not to wake the

Vsleeping pills." The point of this riddle hinges on the

‘- ambiguity (in the wriitten language) of the phrase sleeping

pills. When spoken'with one stress, on sleep, the form
s;eegingriS«taken as a gerund and the meaning is 'pills for
making one sleep.' If two stresses are used, the form
sleeping is taken as a gerundive, and the meaning is 'pills

which are sleeping.’
There are two points to be noted about this. (1) 1In
any given V-ing + noun phrése”the distinction between the

gerund ahd thevgerundive is always maintained by a stress

expresses_theﬁgg{ggggnof»the noun:. this may be;pafaphrased

as. 'noun fpr.Vipg.(With)':or as 'noun'cauéesfs,oa/s,th. to

V', though not necessarily by both in any..one example.

»
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There Would.seem to be‘ho doubt that both the gerund

and the gerundive must be generated from the verb. Formally,
it is very clear that they are both made up of a verb + ing.
Further, the gerundive is, by definition, an adjective
and it is generally assumed (following Lakoff, 1870b) that
adjectives and verbs are derived from a single category.
We have accepted this hypothesis here, so we would expect
the gerundive at least to be generated under a V node. There

is an apparent weakness here in that this would tend to

presuppose the existence of a structure

noun + BE + V-ihg
from which this is 'derived, and such a form would be
identical to the form of the present continuous tense. In
fact, this co-incidence in form appears to block the occur-
rence of this structure, so that in most cases it is non-
occurrent when the V-ing is an adjective. There are,
however, a very few ceunter-examples where the verb is

stative and cannét occur in the present continuous. 2

knowing 1look, for example, might come from the look (he gave

her)'Wés'lverY)‘knoWing, and seeming (a seeming lie) can

also occur after the copula in some structures, though this

;srhow rather archalc he was' seemlng klnd.: Slmllarly with

doubtlng, 1ov1ng, plea51ng, forgmv;ng.; In these cases. the

- subject of theAcppule‘ls very often a nopn«whlchﬁwould.not

normally function as. the subject of the verb from which the
gerundive is derived: a look cannot usually be said either

to doubt or to know.
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The verbs for which this works are all transitive.
In the case of intransitive verbs, the preposed present
participle always gives an adjective'which cannot bé‘
modified, and when used predicatively always gives a

form of the present continuous. Thus we have the

sleeping dog and the dog is sleeping, but not *the very
sleeping dog. ‘

It would seem then that we can generate gerundive +
noun phrases in the Same way as we would derive any other

adjective + hounApﬁrases, so that a knowing smile, for

example, would be generated

BL\\<\\\\\\‘
. 3 : N
M/\P
N
A\ 0]
e
"smile pres knowing smile

If we accept this derivétion, we would appear to have
two possible sources for the gerund The first would be
merely that it was the compound ver51on of the gerundlve,

X
so that shooting stick, for example, would be generated:

>
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N\
/P\
v .Q\\\
N
stick shooting stick

If this were accepted the difference between the two readdings

of sleeping pills (discussed above) would be dealt with

in the same way as the difference between black bird and
blackbird. However, for a number of reasons, this does not
seem terribly satisfactory, although it is not impossible.
It is unsatisfactory firstly because it would iequire a
diffefent_gegeration of the verb + igg element in apple
cooking (where it is decidedly nominal in nature) and

codking apple; secondly because it divorces entirely

shooting in SH00£ing’stick from sﬁdoting in (both readings

of)lthe shooting of ‘the hunters. It might therefore be

more satisfactory to accept fhe alternative seurce whereby,
though still generated frbm the verb, the gerund is

generated by arnominalisation'transfbrmation. This. fits more
closely with the traditional éxplqgation of the gerund as

a 'verbal noun'. . It also means, if we accept Anderson's

(1973c) app:oéch to.teﬁ;;iénd aspect, that the gerund is
syntactically identical to the verb‘+'ing‘elemént found in
the preéent-continuous. This turns out to be a desirable

factor since generally stative verbs do not provide a first
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element for these gerund + noun compounds. The only
counter-example to this generalisation that we have found
is hearing aid, where hearing has become lexicalised és the

name for one of the five senses (cp. touch, sight, smell,

taste, none of which is a gerund), and where, in any case,
a present continuous is possible:

I'm hearing better since I had my ears syringed.
Following Anderson's (1973c:48) notation, then -~ in as far

as it applies to the generation of gerunds, only -- we can

say that guessing game, for example, is generated thus:

Y Q\\\\
+subst N
~game guessing game.
5.3.42 However, the use of this solution gives rise

in itself to.a‘prdblem of a methodological nature, as we

can see if we consider a compound like shadow boxing. If
we generate this using the solution we have just proposed

above, we get
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subst

boxing  boxing shadow
The problem lies in the generation of the form boxing under
the top N. We have postulated above that verb + ing forms
are derived froﬁ verbs, so that to gain a verb + ing form
under an N node we would apparently have to generate a V
under the N node; possibly thus:

N

v v 9
o]

+subst subst N

- boxing boxing shadow .
This has two major disadvantages which we have already
discuésed above¢(§l-2;3i in- another context: firstly it
introduces an entirely new'type‘of-rﬁle into the grammar

and Secondly,-as»a result of this, it adds to the generative

power of a grammar which is-probably too powerful in the

first place,. and:thus weakens the. power:-of any . generalisation
provided by that grammar. So before we can accept the
proposed solution for the generation 9f compoﬁndSJincluding
gerunds, we have té find an acceptable solution to this

problem.

»
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First of all, it shduld be noted that this is not a
problem which is peculiar to compounding; the problem
also exists when we are dealing with relative clauses.
Consider

Boxing, which is a violent sport, should be

condemned by a}l pacifists

I'm talking about necessafy shooting, not shoeting

which is for pleasure.

But the problem here does not seem to have been considered
in the literature.
o Cos

Seuren (1969:§3.2.1) attempts to prevent "the

parasitic_growth of deep structures" by postulating an

algorithm which, for his example sentence I saw the game

vou wanted to make him lose, stipulates

'“For the embedded relative clause ...

the following ‘instructions:

. (14) a) ~that it contain a noun phrase with
~game as the noun-

,6# b) . that it contain an embedded object-
clause which is subject to the same

.1nstructlons (a) and (b)

The. (b) seéction: of: this rule is to allow for the recursive
property illustrated in his example where the-word game
occurs in the third embedded sentence. ' The precise nature

of the mechanism need not worry us here, but we may note
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that Seuren's final rule takes the form

. "NP » Det + N +IS:F

where S:F is read as 'S:F puts algorithm A

into action and § is subject to the instruction

rule F generated by A"
so that the rules that have applied to the NP in gquestion
must also apply in the S below the NP. The important point
here for our purposes is that Seuren puts the burden of
identical generation onto the upper N: any N which has an
S embedded under it must control the generation of that S
s0 that an identicdals N appears at some point in the S. In
doing this he is automatically in the difficulty which we
are trying tq'avoid, of having to introduce a new type of
rule introducing verbal subjunction (in the sense of

Anderson & Jones, 1972) under N.

This being the case, it would seem that it must be the
form of the lower N which influences the generation of the
upper N. The simplest way to do this would seem to be
by'meané-of a copying rule which copies the form, and only

the form, of an element inside an embedded S out onto the

proposed by Schachter. (1973:§2) under the heading promotion.
Tt is also related to the solution proposed by Anderson
(1972). Schachter's proposal is essentially that a dummy N

should be generated when an S is embedded below it, and that
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an element from within the S should be promoted into the
slot left by the dummy N. Vériations on . this theme spring
fairly easily to mind. It_might, for example, be more-
satisfac£ory to mark strict identity between the dummy
element and one of the arguments in the embedded S.
Anderson (1972:136/7) suggests that the lower N be marked
with a relativising feature [+wh). It might be that the .
dummy N is not just one argument from the embedded S but
the entire S. But since these are no more than variations

on the same theme, let us retain Schachter's proposal for

., the moment.

We can see how this works if we consider the generation
of a sentence~like

The man who kissed the girl I love disgusts me.
By the proposal under consideration here we would generate

a structure like this:
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ptes disgust me A perf past kiss man A pres love I girl
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The successive applications of the cycle will give I love the
girl, girl is then promoted to the first A, and the cycle

applies to the second S to give the man kissed the girl I

love. Man is now promoted into the dummy Objective slot,

to give The man who kissed the girl T love disgusts me.

Mutatis mutandis, the same principle may be applied to
the generation of compounds, except that here it will be a
P which is embedded rather than an S. The trees will hot
differ greatly from those proposed in the last chapter, but
*"'éhe theoretical impligations are .ot the same. ‘One can

~compare the tree given for franskbrgdsfyr in §4.6 with a

tree under this new principle which would give (underlining

head elements in each case) :

N
\P ‘
v I -0
NN
- P
TN
v 0
\\\\
N
A COMP fyr ' Awtfransk ' : brld

Since it is forms rather than derivations which ‘are copied
up -- although the principle would not ﬁiffer.inieSSence*if‘

a complete derivation were copied onto - the dunmy element —-
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this solution overcomes our problem with gerundial compounds:

shadow boxing can now be generated,like this:

N

- P
{ \7 o
+subst N
|
A boxing shadow

The same principle may be used to generate compounds with a

verbal head: sunshine, nosebleed, etc. (see §4.3.2).

This solution has, however, much against it. Miller
(forthcoming:§III) points out that there are dependencies
not only ip reléfive clauses but also in complementisers (a
verb chooses .the ccmplementisérs it takes) which could be

captured in the same way if both were takén as working from

the top down. These two arguments are logically independent
of each other, and there is no a priori reason why the two
should not work in opposite directions. If they do, however,
no such_gehéralisation can be made. This solution is also a
retrograde step in tha£ it once again permits."the parasitic
growth of deep structu;es“ which Seufen's algorithm was
intended to preﬁent,,altﬁough the end,reSult'is‘pérhapsInot
quite so bad as it was pre Seuren, and it is.incompatible
with Seuren's proposals. .Perhaps more imgdrtantif‘than‘either

of these, however, it >ts doubt on our system bf ﬁarking the
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head of a construction, and this point deserves discussion

in greater detail.

In a dependency grammar the head of a construction
should govern all its modifiers. This is true of our grammar
of compounding, but in a limited way only, since the head is
also repeated on the same level as its closest modifier.

The guestion is whether this system can be improved upon

within this grammatical framework.

e In our grammar ansN can only occur below a case node
) —~

which, in turn, can only occur below a P. In order to

generate franskbrgdsfyr with fyr governing franskbrgd we

would need a configuration of the following kind:

™
S
\N\
D -
N
\'4
? fyr - COMP- franskbrgd

The I is necessary here because fyr is the stimulator of the
experience (see §1.2.3), but this must'be_dominated by a

further N since the compound as a whole:is probaﬁly not an

-
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Instrumental in the sentence in which it occurs. 1In

Hendes franskbrgdfyr gik ned af trappen, for example,

I\'
it would be an Agentive. But though it is clear that

this top N is necessary, it is far from clear what it should
dominate and what its function is if it is empty. Nor is
the status of the top P clgar. The problem is exaggerated
further in an Andersonian grammar where we have an empty V
instead of the empty P here:

N

N

|

| %
| |
, |
|

|
}
|
i
!
i
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
!
: ;
i
? fyr COoMP franskbred.

-

Joﬁn Anderson (personal communication) has said that if
he had dealt with relative constructions at the time of "The
Grammaféef—easeﬂ«hewﬁouldmprobably;have.generated théem in much
the same‘way as we-have'been>generatinéfcbmpounds and
relatives-here, ‘though he would not necgssarily wish to:be
held to such a derivation now. This method is also implicit

in Miller (forthcoming:§II). Not to use this type of

B
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derivation gives rise to too many awkward questions.

Of course, all this is assuming that we do not
introduce a new type of rule which allows an N to govern a
case node and another N directly. Although John Anderson
(personal communication) has pointed out that the version
where V and N regularly alternate is by far the stronger
hypothesis, and that he has tried to keep to this as far as
possible, this new type of rule does occur in Andersonian
grammar (see esp. Anderson, 1974b), whilst its status would
be problematical in ‘a Fillmorean grammar. But even if one
allows‘;his type of rule, and generates configurations like

N

nom

N

loc

f\\\\\\

e N
!
|

i
t
coMmp £yr franskbregd

|
I
! ]
|

Lo
! |
! l
! |
' I
[
! |
[
| |
! |
I |
! I
2 2

one is left with the problem of the status of the top N, and

the problem of bracketing a compound.-like Donaudampfschiffs-

gesellschaftsunterdffizier which would presumably end up with

a structure
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c\
unter Geseil—

Offizier

e«

schaft

(if the phrase is appropriate)

or, at very best,
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schaft

(relational elements have been omitted in this tree between
out that there are 2 combination possibilities for a compound

That these problems cannot just be shrugéed off is shown by
the calculation done by Wennerbergh (1961:47) where he points

N and V or V and V, 'but not between V and N).
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of 3 elements,. but theoretically 14 for a compound of 5
elements, and 42 for a compound of 6 elements. The problems
involved become so enormous that one is viftuaily obliged.

to keep to the method of marking the head -- however ad hoc

it may seem -- that we have been using up to now.

whidh ene?  p. 360 orp 3677

The solution we have proposed for generating compounds

with gerundial heads is far from perfect. Its disadvantages

(clumsiness, retrograde steps in relative construction
description) more or less balance out its advantages
"w"(gengfal applicability, working in conjunction with the
transformational cydle). Nonetheless, we shall let it stand,
faute de mieux, as_a tentative suggestion of a direction in
which a solution might be sought. It must be remembered
that although Miller (forthcoming) argues against this
proposal, both Schéchter and Andersén motivate proposals of
this type from materiai other than relativisation, which

suggests in any case that the system we suggest here has

wider application than can be seen in compounding.

5.3.43 If wé.onceAacgept a derivation of this kind for

compounds containing gerunds, then it is but a small step
ot - , VST T
to accepting this kind of dgrivation,forfother_nominalisations,

always @rovided, of course, that one is williﬁg:to accept

e
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the transformationalist hypothesis as far as nominal-
isations aréiconcerned. "It seems iikely that in this type
of situation the concepts of lexicalisation and freezing
(see §3.3) will once more be important: some nominal-
isations may well be frozen (received) or lexicalised and in
these circumstances may be iisted in the lexicon as nouns.
Others may still be freely generable. An example of a
lexicalised nominalisation might be knowledge, The frozen
nominalisations might be those well-established forms which

contain productive nominalisation suffixes: ~ment, —-ation,

P

. 1S
~ing, Panish -else, -ing, French -ment, -ation and so on.

It would seem, thén, guite reasonable to generate forms like

hair replacement, health warning, fortykkelsesmidler,

sygaomssammenslutning'ﬁﬁmfa configuration of this type:

P
T use
[+subst] \\\\\\ﬁ
repiacement ' h;ir
warning health
fortykkelse . midler
sammenslutning sygdom

Althugh we did'nbttcpme across any such'example in our

corpus, it would'appear to be possible for a compound to

contain a nominalisation in both elements. We might coin the

"
.
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word replacement warning, for example. Examples of this type

can nonetheless be generated in our grammar if one of
the elements is generated in an embedded proposition under

an Objective case node, in the following configuration:

P
TN
v o]
+subst \\ﬁ
\
p
V///////
+subst
warning | replacement

If an Andersonian grammar is used the intervening N becomes
unnecessary as the nom (for the Fillmorean O) can dominate
a V directly. A P is embedded rather than an S here since

tense appears to be irrelevant.

Y

5.3.44 - It might seem that generating compounds with
nominalisationéiin"thié manner is just adding unnecessarily
to the-combléiity of the grammar. HOWGVét} this would seem
not to be true. Rather it can be shown to be a necessary
refinement if thevgrammatical‘framework“iéfnot'to be

modified.
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First of all, there is the problem of the case frames
which one would have to assign to . compounds including
nominalisations if the nominalisations were not deriv;d
direct from verbs. If the nominalisations were all listed
in the lexicon, one would generate compounds of this type
from a configuration like this:

> .

v case 1 case 2

COMP
Cases 1 and 2 have to be different cases (for a discussion
of this po#nt.see §1.2.3). Now if we consider some of the
actual examples-found we can see that the motivation for
different cases is in many instances extremely weak. In

language development one might just say that language

should be a locative ("development in language') but in

- begrebet it is difficult to motlvate anythlng other than
two Objectives convincingly. Tb»attempt to do-this looks
very much'like twisting the data to fit the‘théory rather
thaﬁ vice versa. In an Andersonian grammar where one is
allowed two noms per proposition~(seevAndérson; 1971:§§
3.1, 4.51, 5.9) this problem might~not'arise,‘but:the;
second problem.is‘ even more important in-an Andétsbnian

grammar -than in a Fillmorean one.. S
bt st | Hunk i~ th e Sente PI
whese. Jr%xe, »’\oWuvxa,R«Sod—oms (ﬂ. tr r\omsrf va
\/er“bs Coun b@ bfcem oS I./Lg;?«m em‘aJ
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If nominalisations are not to be generated from the
verb in this way, then one has to go back and guestion
whether the primary nominalisation,rthe'gerund, is tobbe
generated from the verb, or whether it is to be listed
in the lexicon. If the latter is the case, then

(i) Athe marking of the head of noun + verb compounds
becomes a major problem, the nore'so since the problem then (77
applies only in such a limited way and any solution becomes
more limited and more ad hoc;

(ii) the problem of case-marking occurs here as well.
It seems, therefore,*that a neater solution is . in fact

offered by the method we have postulated above.

5.3.5 Finally in this section we can look briefly at a
type of compound which it does not seem possible to deal

with fully within our_grammar. We can term these compounds

phrase compounds' or strlng compounds', and they are

om—morgenen—stemme and a don t—tell—me—what—to—dOFlook. We

can actually dlstlngulsh two types of strlng compound. Those,
like the examples quoted above, where the strlng modlfles a

head noun contrast w1th ‘those -- much rarer. examples - where

there is no head noun, and the strlng replaces a noun. i
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Ekamples of this type are le gu'en dira-t-on, forgetmenot,

et farvel. This second type Sdderbergh (1968:10) terms
‘imperative compounds'. They are exocentric and completely
jexicalised, which endocentric string compounds rarely

become.

- At first glance it appears that the Hallldayan concept |
of‘Lank shift is applicable here: that in each case we
have a complete sentence -- whether declarative, imperative

or interrugative -- taking the place of a noun. If this

. were the case, then-there would be no real problem in

generatlng them, although the question of case a551gnat10n

would be raised in a Fillmorean framework. In an Andersonian

framework, however, a structure like the following would be
perfectly possible:
. .
4——’1\\\\\
nel b nogL\_‘h~\§“N_

|
I
N i
) , -~
|
[ |

. 1
. |
stemme COMP hvorforskalmanopommorgenen.

However, ‘it turns-out that this cannot be the only

type of derivation,~since Hansenr(1967:320)‘quotes the

. example kulturenbud-tll folket-ldeallster where,_so far from

being .a- sentence, the modlfylng part of the compound is not

even an. immedlate constltuent in a sentence, whether one

. uses a case grammar or a Chomskyan or a Bloomfleldlan analysis.

.

»
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The sentence underlylng kultureniudetxl'folket, if there is

a sentence there at all, must be something like

Man tager kulturen ud til folket
which in a Chomskyan grammar would be analysed something
‘like this: |

S

T™ns v NP Prép /}EL\
Art N Art

ey

man pres tage ud kultur -en til folk -et

and in a Fillmorean grammar like this:

/S-\
A A\ O\ \
N N N
pres - tage ud ] 'mam kultureh til folket

It may be the case that any surface strlng cf words
can be 11fted from a (presumed underlylng) sentence and
rank-shlfted as a strlng into modlfler p051t10n.' Thls
would account for the forms attested == an apparent counter—

example 11ke v1-a1ene—v1de—indst1111ng belng accounted for

historically (v1de being the third person plural, not the
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infinitive form) ~-- but seems to be rather too powerful.
If it is true, why we do we not find compounds like

would-account-for-N, for example? There would seem to be

some syntactic as well as semantic restrictions on
permissible strings, but it is not clear what these restrict-
ions are. They seem to be responsible for ruling out

compounds of the form very-little-matchbox, as well, where

an IC is the modifier.

N .
In an example like kﬁlturen—ud-tilﬁfolketéidea&ister

~there are, however: ways in which the modifier can be seen
as an IC, though‘these imply much more abstract analyses
“than ‘the Chomskyan or Fillmorean ones provi&ed above. The
first is if prepositions are regarded as predicates. (On this
subject, see above, §5.3.2.) This proposal would give a
structure something like:

S

A

" UD'TIL  kulturen folket
‘(or rather a iexically decomposed variant of this) and the
rank shift possibility mentioned above would then be
applied. Another possibility wbuld be if a causative
decomposition analysis were provided. -This would give a

“

structure of the type
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Vv A3 Ad

CAUSE det GA UD kulturen  til folket
(a merger of the two approaches would, of course, also be
possible). In this second analysis GA would be deleted in
the way that many verbs of motion can be when they are not
psychologically necessary. Consider Icelandic

- Eg étlaf"-til&lslands

I intend  to . Iceland
or Danish

Jeg skal til Kgbenhavn
or German

Ihhmmss'nach Berlin.
In this instance, tod, the rank shift analysis would be
applicable. This second analysis would seem to be possible
in an Andersonian framewdrkf’and might allow phrase compounds

to be explained by the same set of rules as other compounds

in that model.
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5.4 COMPOUND PHRASES.

5.4.1 Our attitude to compound phrases has been largely
dictated by our decision to take as being a compound in k
French a form in which twe elements were isolable (see
§2.3.0). Yet it is not clear that compound phrases can be
dismissed as easily as this from any complete survey of
French compounding. Indeed, we(have already concluded above
(§3.7.4) that there were good reasons for considering a
compourid phrase to be a type of compound. Wandruszka (1972)
classes compound phrases as being a third group, functionally
éarallel to “Relatiohsgdjektiv" or "Qualifizierenaes Adjektiv"
+ noun (cp. §3.6.5) and noun + noun compounds. There is a

certain amount of evideénce which tends to support this view.

- Noun + preposition + noun compound phrases tend to have
a certain degree of cohesion, as is pointed out by Carlsson
(1966) Where Carlsson falls dOWn, as Andersson (1968:71)

notes, is in faillng to 1nvestlgate the fact that some

leesses, for example - have a far hlgher degree of cohes1on

~than others -- morceau de gdteaun, kilo de bananes, for

example.‘ We have already drawn attention to thlS p01nt (§2.3.0),

using Benvenlste S (1966) term synapsma' to cover the more
cohe51ve_cases. In the light of our dlscussren rn_§353,
we may now view synapsia as a type'of lexicaiisatien,_ But

if French compound phrases can be lex1callsed or non—lex;cal—
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ised in thg\same way as Germanic compounds, then we want to
ask whether they can have received readings, and from there
whether they can be structurally ambiguous. We have already
seen (§3.4.3) that this is in fact the case, although the
number of occasions on whieh this is made clear or upon
which this is exploited might not be as high in French as it

is, for example, in Danish.

Moreover, French compound phrases are productive in a

~ way in which French compounds are not, but in a way which

£ S

is reflected by the use in Danish or German of new compounds.
It would appear to be very largely this factor which gives
rise to what one might term the 'translation equivalence' of
the French compound phrase and the Germanic compound: the
misguided lady who demanded "un jus de fruit de raisin" from
a waiter in Calais might not have had a large French
voqahhlary at her disposal, but she had grasped the fact

that an‘English_compound (gragefruit and grapefruit juice)

is normally translated into French by inverting the elements

and linking them by de.

Then, as is pointed out by Wandruszka (1972, compound
phrases contain the wide range of semantic relationships
which we have come to associate with compbunds. ~Moody (1973)
further attempts to show that these relatlonshlps are: of

the same types as occur in compounds. he accepts the proposals

-
ey




outlined in Hatcher (1960: see above §2.4.2) and applieé this

'framework to French noun + de + roun phrases. Unfortunately,

the results which he arrives at —-- that these phrases fit
the classification ideally —-- must be called into question
when one considers the large numbers of noun + de + noun
phrases whith he summarily excludes from the survey. He
states (op.cit:1-7) that only phrases which conform to the
following limitations are used in his corpus: "the referent
of the expression must be a concrete entity"; "the complement
noun must always have a generic reference"; they must be of
"only one formal type, that of A de B"; they must not be
"examples of what might be called 'fanciful' creations" nor
“ekamples involving metaphor". One is left with the feeling
that Moody has only dealt with a fraction of the data avail-

able.

This semantiq factor of the wide range of relationships
expressed in compognd phrases is presumably related to the
syntactic fact that the pfepositioﬁs most often used in
these_phréses,.g and de, are ones which frequently neutralise
the meanings of<oth¢r prepositions. It is presumably this
which has given rise to the myth sﬁill propagated by Grévisse

(1936)4 that de, in particular, is an 'empty' preposition.

4

4 The, date of the flrst publlcatlon is. mlsleadlng here since
the 'still' refers to the 7th revised edition: of 11959
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Eringa (1942f debunks this theory, and his article provides
a good representative sample of the arguments used to
support it, which look extraordinarily weak out of their“
original contexts. For example, one reason that Eringa
rejects is that in some phrases de cannot be translated into
Latin, German, or English. Bruneau claims that it is the

verbs, not the prepositions, which express the relationships

-~

in Je vais 3 Paris, Je suis i Paris and it is left to

Eringa to point out that these are still meaningful because
they can contrast with other prepositions, dans for instance;

because, it is claimed, le roi Louis is grammatical the de

in the equelly appositional la ville de Rome must be without

any significance. Eringa produces counfer-arguments to these
and a whole series of other motivations for calling some
prepositions 'empty'. Related to this point would seem to

be the fact that soﬁe French_grammare (e.g. Wartburg &
gumthor, 1947:§10; Wagner & Pinchon, 1962:§541) consider de

+ noun gronps aé being adjectival in nature, an analysis which
finds soﬁe'eupport in the fact that many noun + de + noun
phraeee.can_be baraphrased as noun + adjective, as for

example

formalités de douane::formalités douanidres:

It is the welght of ev1dence like this Whlch mlght lead
us to conclude that compounds and compound phrases are

different surface reallsatlons of a 51ngle deep structure
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category, along with the denominal adjectives we discussed

above (§3.3).

This is the conclusion to which Wandruszka comes. He
relates the aifference between the various groups to the
order of the constituents iﬁaa sgntential deep structure.
Thus (op.cit:155) he says, for -example:

" ... Dem franzasischen.'Subst. + Subst.'—~

Kompositum im allgemeinen keine inverse

Topikalisierung zugrundeliegen kann, das
—~— heisst,’ dass die Reihenfolge von Determinatum
und Determinans. innerhalb dieser Konstruktiénen
derjenigen der entsprechenden Glieder des
unterliegéhdeh Satzes parallel ist."
And_later; in greater detail (op.ci£:186/7):

' "gusammenfassend ist also in diesem Bereich
zwischen folgenden zwei Hauptgruppen zu
differenzieren:

a) prinzipiell auf inverser Topikalisierung

(Topikalisiérung'des Pradikatsnomens) basierende,
éus univefsellen, analytischen Urteilen erzeugte
Syntagmen, die durch folgenden Verfahren wieder-

AggggbgqVﬁg;gég;wgglationsadjektiﬁkonstrﬁkfion,

titre pfiﬁciéif systame pla'étaife;.dé;Verbindung,

. pitre de prinde, ‘(Systeme des plandtes). Aufgrund

E

dieses Topikalisierungsverhiltnisses®erscheinen
# . .

,3
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keine 'Subst. + Subst.'-Komposita.

.b) Ans'partikularen, synthetischen Urteilen
erzeugte Syntagmen, deren Determinatum entweder
dem Subjekt des zugrundeliegenden Satzes

entspricht (Topikalisierung des Subjektes),

basieren, fripon d'enfant, chaine d'h6tels ...."

This presumably does not work for English, since we have
alreaay (§3.7.5) seen that certain of phreses in English
are predictabie frog a compound structure on grounds of
lexical conditioning, orreven sub-lexical conditioning,

in the sense ~that the presence of a semantic feature may

be a sufficient trigger. Furthermore, in English there are,

as we mentioned (loc.cit), certain pairs such as viewpoint::

point of view. In these, as opposed to the examples like

archltecte—escroc - cet escroc d'architecte guoted by

Wandruszka (loc. c1t), the. same element remalns the head of

the constructlon. Wandruszka s theory, then, applies only

to the French examples.

Now, 1f Wandruszka is correct, and 1f thlS is the most
sultable way of looklng at the problem, then our theory of .
compoundlng fails for French, since Wandruszka s theory
requlres an underlying sentence which we have specifically
ruled out in our theory, (a) for reasons concernlng tense,

»
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etc. (see §§4.1.2-4), (b) by our use of a case grammar
model whose deep structﬁre is in principle ﬁnordered, while
Wandruszka's theory demands an ordered deep séructure:
Though the necessity for an ordered deep structure may in
itseif‘be sufficient reason for rejecting Wandruszka's
theory, since the strongest arguments seem to be against
this proposal, we shall consider Wandruszka's point in its
own terms. From that point of view, Wandruszka's theory

is of some importance to the status of our own in its
application to French, though not necessarily in its
application to Danish~and Englishy since it is possible that
different languages may best be described using different

morphological.models.

.Bowever, it would seem that Wandruszka's theory will
not stand up to closer examination. Although it seems to
be true by and large that noun + noun compounds do not
allow inverse topicalisation -~ though there are some

counter—examples, usually coftaining nominalisations, like

descenté;dames (lES'dames-descendent), coin lecture (on lit

dans le coin) =~ it is by no means the case that compound

phrases and denominal adjectiVes,deménd inverse topicalisation.
Consider the following examples, takenAfrdm Wandruszka's-

own corpus, along with sentences one might poéit as. under-
S
S

lying thems:-
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industrie charbonnigre 1'industrie produit le charbon
vache laitiére la vache produit du lait

(cp. Wandruszka, op.cit:41, where this derivation is gi#en)

navire pétrolier le navire transporte le pétrole
four mural le four est dans le mur

bain matinal on se baigne le matin

travail manuel on travaille de ses mains
journal féminin . le journal est pour les femmes
manuel sgolaire le manuel est pour l'é@cole
informations économiques les informations concernent

pUS )

%  1l'@conomie
(see op.cit:42/3)
relations verbo-adverbiales des relations lient les verbes
aux adverbes
(Waﬁdruszka, loc.cit, says this is derived from a passive

xsic) sentence in the deep structure)

panneau publicitaire' le panneau est pour la publicité
‘also
gaz lacrymogéne le gaZ fait couler les larmes.

There are'alsq large:pumbe:s of examples where a noun +
noun compound is,pa;al;g;led byieithgr a compound phrase or
a noun + denominal gdjécpivg, where the order of the head
and modifier is unqhqnéed; one of the ;temé:mqst therefore
be upable to fit in ﬁith:Wapdruszka's_;heg;yr‘ Consider the

following lists: .




_groups,and that we have to look elsewhere.

(see Wandruszka, op.cit:159)

330
descente-femmes descente féminine !
messages—-touristes messages touristiques i
panneau réclame panneau publicitaire .
mode~hommes mode masculine i

chemise coton chemise de coton
blazer velours blazer en velours
évier double bac évier a double bac

and in general all those compounds which Etiemble (1964:161/2)
claims

"Gardent'l'ordreﬁdes mots en francais et se

bornent a supprimer la préposition."

It would seem then that Wandruszka's theory is not

sufficient to explain the difference between these three

5.4.2 In fact, if we accept that these three surface

strings are realisations of the same uederlfing struoture,
then it is by no meaes:clear‘how they are to be_distigguished,
or what factors influence the choice of one,rather than
another. Syntactic or seﬁahtic correlates .do._not appear to

have any sway, and one mlght postulate that register or

style is one of the major 1nfluencing factors (see above,

By

|
A
[N
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§4.2.3), but this is something which is extraordinarily
difficult to measure. We present here something which may
‘be taken as a hypothesis for consideration, though the
suggestions we shall make are extremely tentative, particul-
arly since it is difficult to see even mhat kind of evidence

might be adduced to support some parts of the hypothesis.

In dealing with Danish and English compounds, we have

taken it that the noun + noun form is basic, but that under
-eoertain conditions the modifying noun may be transformed
intouan‘adjective‘(§3.6.5) or an of phrase (§3.7;5). On

the whole this system works extremely well for Danish and

" quite well for English, though we saw (§3.7.5) that it

cannot account for all of phrases in English (even if we
do not take into account the genitive ‘or partitive of --

the palace of the queen, a pound of apples). So far we

have aSSumed that the same principle applies in French.
However; it may be that this is not the case and that
the adjectival or compound phrase form is actuailj primary
in French, partlcularly Sane, as welhave seeh (§4;2;3);
the use of actual compounds in Fl‘nch seemsito be limited
by reglster and also llmlted in productlve power. This
ralses the questlon of Whlch of these two 1s to be prlmary,

espe01a11y as both types are productlve. As we shall see

below, of the two forms the compound phrase seems to be

e,
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the less marked semantically and this might be one reason
for selecting it as the synchronically primary form
(unlike Hatcher, 1946:219, we would not necessarily wish
to imply that this has any diachronic justification).

Also there is the fact that a larger number of\§§.+ noun
phrases is possible than corresponding adjectival phrases,
becquse there are so many nouns which do not have corresp-
onding adjectives. If we assume,.then, that the compound
phrase is primary, we can formulate a tendency -- 'rule’
is too strong a word to use in this context -- similar to
the one Levi (1973:334? formulated fqr English (see above,
§3.6.5) such that de + noun functioning as a qualifier (i.e.
not as a‘genitivé of possession, gs a partitive, etc.) is
replaced by an adjective in just those cases where an
adjective is available in the lexicon for French. So

atprom'en‘ade de matin always gives promenade matinale,*calend-

. . R . X . N ~
rier de lune gives calendrier lunaire, déportement de béte

"But this is clearly not the whole story. First of
all there are cases (as there were in the English examples)
where the syntactlc dlstlnctlon is used to carry a

semantic dlstlnctlon. Malson de campagne and malson

camgagnarde, for example, are not usually synonymous, the
second referrlng to the building style whlle the flrst refers

purely to the location. Slmllarly a boutellle famlllale

is a size, whereas a boutellle de famllle‘would be an

%
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heirloon, Tache solaire is a sunspot, tache de scleil a

dappling effect. Then there are some cases where the -

adjective does not occur. Poisson-marin, for example,

is unusual if not non—occurrent, while vie marine is

mer out of the ordinary. ,This may be at least partially
due to the homonymy of marin (adjective or noun) and mer,
mére, maire which might give rise to some peculiar

misunderstandings, but this cannot be a complete explaration

--as the existence of mopstre marin shows. However, even

when these pairs are not taken into consideration there
remain a number of doublets whose function we must
ascertain,‘pairs like
vie d'étudiant ::vie estudiantine
formalités de douane::formalités douanigres
panneau de publicité::panneau publicitaire
-

livre d'école ::livre scolaire

crise de foie - s:crise hépatique:

Native speakers of French do not seem to agree on the

dlfference between these two serles, at least not when asked“
spec1f1cally to clarlfy ‘the problem pedagoglcally., Two
types of answer were obtalned but no single 1nformant
clalmed that one of the functions was appllcable throughout.

ThlS may mean that the two factors apply 1n conjunction,

or alternatlvely that they apply i) dlsjunctlonf““A w1der—

-
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base experimental survey would be needed to discovef which
was the case. We may note, however, that the nativelspeakers .
were not consistent as a group in assigning one of the
interpretations to any given doublet, though each individual

speaker was consistent.

The first of the factors which seems to distinguish

these two series is register. Rose automnale, for example,

is on g higher register, a more formal level of language,

than rose d'automne. Similarly, though the speakers varied

‘considerably in their reactions to this pair, the difference

between vie d'é&tudiant and vie estudiantine seems to be

largely one-of register.

The second factor is one which we may term 'focus'. Some

speakers felt that to talk about un panneau de publicité was

to stress the purpose of the board, while to talk about

un panneau publicitaire was to stress the fact that one was

-

deallng w1th a board or hoardlng which only incidentally

happened to be used for advertising.

If we now turn to con51der the dlfference between
compound phrases and compounds, we flnd that this difference
is very often One of reglster. One would talk about une

jupe de coton, un év1er double bac, but in the reglsters

of advertlslng and journallsm these are abbrev1ated to

une jupe‘cotOn, un ev1er double bac. ThlS is not, however,

%
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the only factor operating here. There are some relation-
ships which are not easily expressed in-a compound phrase-.
The two obﬁious cases here are metaphor and the equative
relationship. If these are expressed in a compound phrase

they tend to have very strong emotive connotations.

Consider, for example, Wandruszka's examples: un escroc

d'architecte, ﬁn‘playboy de diplomate. Note that here

at least -- and this contrasts to some extent with our

second factor above =-- it is the first element which is

g - --important, which receives semantic emphasis. Un diplomate

de playboy is only acceptable if it is considered evil to

be a diplomat, but all right to be a playboy. To remove

the emotive connotations one has to have recourse to the

compound . Dipiomate-playboy and playboy-diplomate'are
equally acoeptabie. -In these cases, then, it is semantically
ﬁarhed not to use the compound form. This will presumably
eéplain‘the point that we noted above (§4.2.22) that
app051tional compounds are relatavely much more fregquent in

French than in the Germanic languages.

There remain a few doublets llke solution miracle:

solution miraculeuse where a compound alternates w1th a

noun- + denominal adjective. Our hypotheSLS would predlct

that either these are distinguished semantically (as is .
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or in terms of style as in miracle::miraculeux . The

hypothesis would also explain why de + noun is considered
in-éome grammars to be adjectival and why the coméound
phrase is the least marked, semantically or syntactically,
of the three possibilities. It might even be said to go

some way toward explaining the translation equivalence of

French compound phrases and Germanic compounds.

It must be pointed ocut at this juncture that this

hypothesis would need a lot of further elaboration before
ﬁ¢'it‘;6uld be fully acceptea.m As it stands it would presumably

allow French constructioné to be generated from a base

which functioned the-same way as the one we have propsed to

deal with Danish ;pd English.compounds, since the HIP feature,

for example, (see §3.2) still applies in Erench. But in

taking the compound phrase as basic it raises the problem

of the status of the preposition in the compound phrase --

is it a case-marking preposition, or does it need to be

-

generated separately? -- and also, and far more importantly,

3 Although the paraphrases one would give the members of .the
pair solution miracle, solution miraculeuse would differ, the
former being paraphrased as la solution est uné¢ miracle, the
latter as la solution ressemble 3§ un¢ miracle, one cannot
really claim that this distinction between metaphor and
simile is a semantic difference. The underlying relationship
is the same, but the stylistic impact is diffetrent.
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the problem. of the difference between the compound phrase,
noun + prep + noun, ana phrases whose structufe is
- noun + prep + article + noun or noun + prep + noun pluralL
These seem also to be able to give rise to noun + dencminal
adjective groups
greffe du coeur :: greffe cardiaque
(Wandruszka, op.cit:175 erroneously uses the form greffe de
coeur)
journal de femmes :: journal féminin
“(Wandruszka, op.cit:199 erroneocusly uses the form journal
= wiée femme, which is nat'gynonymous). : .
This might seem to imély that the rules which form the
adjectivesyin French apply nearer the surface than the
equivalent rules in Danish or English. The problem would
have to be.investigated more carefully: the hypothesis we
have presented here is merely a jumping-off point which
seems plausible in the light of the work we carried out

into compounds.
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5.5 A LOCALISTIC ALTERNATIVE.

5.5.1 In §1.2.2, when discussing the use of a dependency
.notation in a Fillmorean grammar, we stated that we would
keep Filimoré's labels qf‘S, M and P to allow the way our
proposals fitted with a Fillmorean grammar to be seen more
easily. We also said that we could -- and that this would
perhaps be a more consistent mové -~ use V in the position
of Fillmore'é P and have the case nodes dependent qh‘the v,
and merge Fillmore's S and M into one node T (following
Robinson) which would govern the V. If we look at the

S “;énfigurations in which 1hese'changes would result, we find

that for a sentence John opened the door, instead of

M/S\
. v///Ett:g:‘_~‘~‘-\\ﬁ\\\\\\
A ‘
past _ OPEN (by) John the door

-

we would have a structure

past (by) John OPEN the door.

This is a simpler configuration in the sense that one does

»
&
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not have the problem of the precise nature of the realis-

ations of S and P.

Now, Lakoff (1970c:157) argues that
- "Pime and locativeradverbs do not occur in

deep structure as parts of the sentences that

they modify. Rather they appear to be derived

from predicates of-other 'higher' sentences"

R and Andersun (1973c:40f, 62ff) takes this one step further
% -~ and derives tense from.@ higher predication, and ﬁrom a
locaéive node. If we apply this modification to our second

tree above, we obtain

' 4;/%Q¥) . John . OPEN the door BE (in past)

Aﬁywthis time.it is becoming clear that we are, without in
any way influencing whatever judggments we may have made in
the framework of a Fillmorean grammar, moviné%well away from
Fillmore's original ddeasand getting mucQ éldser;to an

Andersonian grammar. If we further ' bear in mind Millex's
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(lectures, University of Edinburgh) contention that
Fiilmore's cases may be reduced to a small limited number

of local cases without any loss ofiexplanatory povwer (see
§1.2.4) then the grammar looks even more like an Andersonian
grammar than ever: indeed, it becomes questionable whether
the two are distinct. In the light of tﬁis observation it
is worth enquiring what modifications would be required for
our theory if it were to be set in an Andersonian framework,

and what advantages or disadvantages this transfer of

_allegiance might have.

5.5.2 The first place where it might seem that we would

lose aigeneraiisation in adopting an Andersonian framework
is in the loss of the distinction between P and S, since a
large part‘df-our theory hinges on a distinction we have
drawn between embedding a ‘P and embeddlng an S. In fact,
we stated above (§4.1.4) that this was a generallsatlon

which could be captured'only in a Flllmorean grammar. As far

tf:as thlS goes, it 1s true, but if we transfer to an Andersonian

grammar the dlstinctlon can st111 be malntalned, though in
a slightly different way. Instead of embeddlng a P, as we
did in our Fillmorean model, we now have to embed a V, since

oL

V is equivalent in an Andersonian grammar to. P in a Fillmorean
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grammar. Furthermore, this V must have propositional

content (i.e. must not be a tense/aspect/negation pred-
ication). Where we embedded an S in our Fillmorean model

we again have to embed a V in the Andersonién, but this

V must not have propositional content itself, but must have
a‘predication with propositional content embedded in it,
either directly or indirectly. That is, a tensed pred-
icaﬁion gives rise to a sentence, an untensed predication

to a compound6 (or agenﬁive, navigable class adjective, etc.).

Lakoff (1970c) also argues that negation should come from a

) Hiéher,predication, and Afderson (e.g. 1973e) follows this

theory. Anderson (1973c:76) also puts aspect into a higher
predication. Further, éhy grammar which deals with pred-
ications rather than underlying constituent structure, and
this is the éése for both Anderson's grammar and Generative
Semantics, is almost bound to put modality into a higher

predication, so that

This statement: mlght have to be modified, depending on
how one treats generics. Anderson (1973b), for example,
takes generlcs to be precisely tenseless sentences. If this
ana1y51s is accepted, then one has to say that the difference
is that - generic sentences make up-a sSpeech act, while
compounds. do not.  That is, compounds do not have a higher
performative 1mmed1ately dominating .them. -

%)fZS z,wv\o.(o‘( (,{ ’va\ en ﬁr/xxc[ e Sowvi  CNS »1.d ey

g cnelie: T be  unwiedked
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he be able

he run a mile

would underlie he is able to/he can run a mile. In fact

this analysis has been proposed in Anderson (1972). Thus
all the information which we discussed above (§§4.1.2/3)
as being in Fillmore's modality component and as being

irrelevant to compounding comes, in an Andersonian grammar,

“in higher predications nét igywhat we might term a.

'propositional predication' (what Anderson, 1973c:98 calls
a 'basic' proposition; our choice of®label should not be
taken as implying any theoretical standpoint). This is

not necessaﬁily the lowest V, since a propositional: pred-
icatioﬁ may have relative clauses, for‘example, embedded in
it. An Andersonian grammar or a Generative Semantics

o . "
grammar are thus both capable of capturing this generalisation

though it is not as obvious that this is being done in

" either of these models as it is in a Fillmorean model. One’

niight even claim that the Andersonian and Generative
Semantics models have an advantage over the Fillmorean model
here, sincé they only require that one type of unit be
embedded, while the Fillmorean model as deve;opedihere
requires that two separate categories should be able to be

embedded, and thus provides, at least at this level, a

>
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more complex grammar.

‘The other place where there is a marked differenceh
between the Andersonian and Fillmorean models is in the
number of cases available. It is by no means self-evident
that we can redistribute the seven cases of our Fillmorean
framework round the four cases of the Andersonian frame-
work, particulérly if we wish to retain the condition of
only one occurrence of any one case node per proposition

(read, predication) (although, as we have seen, Anderson

'aoes allow two nomsf.*’Nonetheless it--does seem that this

is possible, although in some cases some slight re-allocation

A
is required. For example, we classified coin-lecture as

Locative head, Goal modifier above (§4.5.3), on the grounds
that the éorner was the place where the reading was carried
out, the reading the purpose of the corner. Now generally
speaking, Goal translates into local terms as an allative,
and in an Andersonian grammar an allative is the variety of

locative present when there is also an ablative in the same

' predication (Anderson, 1971:§8.2). If the analysis Locative

+ Goal were transfercred to an Andersonian grammar we should
thus have two locatives in the same predication. However,
we have already pointed out (§§3.4.1, 4.5.3) that there are
many examples of compounds where the analysis and correct
assignation of cases is extremely difficult, and coin-

lecture may be seen as being a case in point. One may
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concentrate on its locational quality and say it contains
a loc and a nom (in that order) or on its purpose quality

-and say it contains an abl (empty), a nom and a loc. |
This use of an empty case node might seem io be a aisad—
vantage with this modél, but in fact it is not exceptional.
First of all, it is, Anderson.claims, present on every
occasion when we have an allative, and secondly, it is iﬁ
any case exactly the same procedure as was used in the
Fillmorean model where there is, according to Fillmore,

_ ”én empty Experiencer node in resemble sentences (see above,
= -f§4.2;21). Furthermoré,ﬁone might consider such compounds

(compound phrases) as the London train, le train de Paris,

Stockholmsﬁﬁget which are ambiguous between an ablative and

an allative reading for the town, where this ambiguity
might be attributed to the node under-which the town name

is generated in a single structure:

- ) \'%
| nmc
\N ' ' '(\N Ty
. | I | I i
\ [ | ! 1 | [
i ' I I i ]
I S R i i i
train COMP (ex) (ad)
train
tag

The majdr.generaliSation we obtained from our work in

the framework of a Fillmorean grammar was that a compound

>,
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must contain either -a Locative or an Objective or both.

It will be remembered that we had a single counter-

_ example to this generalisation which was air-mer in

missile air-mer. Now in an Andersonian grammar this type

of compound -- and they exist in all the languages we are
considering -- is made up of an abl and a loc (i.e. an
allative) and thus falls within the generalisation. There
is, however, a peculiarity of this type of compound which
we have not mentioned: it can only occur as a modifying

element in a further compound, never in isolation. This

~is not true of all compounds containing an abl and a loc.

It will be recalled that we argued above (§1.2.3) for
resemble compounds containing an ablative and a locative

in a localistic framework. It rather looks as if there is
a’constraint on compounds which contain concrete ab;ative
and locatlve (for this use of the term 'concrete' see
Anderson, 1971 §l l) such that they may only occur as parts

of other compounds.

There‘rs also another counter-example to the general-
isatlon w1th1n a Flllmorean framework which 1s no longer a
counter-example w1th1n an Andersonlan framework. In Danish
"a compound like ¢ksemorder is qulte 90551b1e, where ¢kse
is 1n the Instrumental, and morder 1s an Agentlve.‘ That is,
there is nelther a Locatlve nor an Objectlve. In an

Andersonlan framework, hOWever, it has been gested that
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gkse would be a locative (Anderson, 1971:§11.11(1)) and
the‘generalieation iscunheld;' But this example is, in
any-case, a‘strangely marginal one.- Though gksemorder
is quite acceptable, if a murderer preferred to strangle

his victims with a nylon stocking, the word nylonstr¢mpe—

morder could still not be applled to him, since it sounds

as odd as its English translation. The set of Instrument + .
Agent is thus of very limited productivity. Axe-killer

does occur in English'as well, though possibly only in
newspaper headlines (cf. §1.1.4), and the series is of

equally limited‘produé%ivity.
However, if this aspect of the Andersonian grammar
allows us to retain our generalisation about the occurrence

of certain-cases in compounds, it is not at any low price,

" - because “the strength of the generalisation is inevitably

'mnst_be‘present.--

lessened byfthe.fact that the number. of cases has been:

10Wered. ‘Ceteris ‘paribus, a generalisation which says that

one of a subSet of two from a set of seven cases must be

present to make a compound ‘is' strongex: than one which says

that one of a subset ‘of . two from a:-set of. only four cases

But if- thlS were: the only factor whlch had to be taken

1nto consideratlon, then it would argue in favour of ‘a model

which had a’ larger number of cases, whereas in fact there is:
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muéh tp»be'said for a smaller number of cases in a model,
though the choice between the models ultimately dependsh
upon how much déta‘they_aceQunt for. But to take an
extreme hypotheticai ex;mpie, it is clearly nonsensical to

pdstulate_that a grammar which requires 106 cases is a

'bettexr' (in whatever sense)‘grammar'than one which reqﬁires
only.6, other things being equal. It might be, then, that
the 1oss.of generalisation in the grammar of compounding is
a direct result of a gain in generalisation in the grammar
as a whole.
»

On the other haﬁd, there is nothing in a Fillmorean
grammar that would make us single out Objective and-Locative
as..cases which are likely to occur together, while in an

Andersonian framework this is a natural alliance.in that

'nom and"loc are the simpler non-local and local cases

respectively. The occurrence of these two cases is thus

much better motivated in an Andersonian framework.

3

. .But there is another point which means that our

_generalisation is weaker in an Andersonian grammar than in

the Fillmorean model. Anderson (lectures, University of

Aarhus, spring semester, 1974: this suggestion is foreshadowed

1n, for example, Anderson, 1971: §§3.1, 10. 21, 1z. l) suggests
that nom should be an obligatory case element in any propos—

ition. In fact, the grammar of chpounds does not prov;de

h g
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very much support for this hypothesis, since similial

compounds (cour puits, frost shadow, goplehand) contain a

loc and an abl (see §1.2.3) but no overt nom. On the other
hand, the more reeent of Aﬁderson's”paﬁers (see Andeison,

1973a:fn 13, 1973c:62) do not allow a V to govern another

V without an intervening case node, usually a nom, so that
many of our compouads including nominalisations (see above,
§5.3.4) would require two noms by this process. This is a
matter of which Andersonian grammar one is to take as one's

model. But if we assume that there must be a nom inm a

e =5

predlcatlon, then it is obviously of little 1nterest to say
that a lot of compounds contain a nom: it would in any case
be expected that a:nom should be present in every pred-
ication which gives rise to a compound A stronger

generallsatlon in an Andersonian framework would be one

Whlch made no mentlon of nom. Unfortunately, it does not

seem possible to make any generalisation of this sort
withoot modiﬁying one's viewpoint‘§ignificahtly. For
exampie, one might say that aay compound locates one element
with reepect to the other,.but this would be to use the

term 'locate' in a far wider sense than it has been used in
so far, eo that commandos were being located with respect to

raids in commando raids, a starling in respect of a song in

kantatestar and so on. This extension of the notion of

locating seems to us to be indefensible in terms of the ;..
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grammar we are dealing with, although 1f Anderson's (1971:
§11). "most radical localist proposal" were adopted such a

view might be more acceptable. We must therefore conclude

that the generalisations that can be made about compounding
are more forceful in the framework of'a Fillmorean grammar
than in the framework of an AnderSonian grammar. It is
possibly worth pointing out speoifically that, although a
Generative Semantics model can, as we have seen, deal with
‘our HIP feature, it is totally incapable of 'capturing a

generalisation which relies on a motion of case.

b 4 &
iy

But if thevgenerélisation is more attractive in terms
of a Fillmorean grammar than an Andersonian grammar, this
"does not, of course, imply tnat'an Andersonian grammar cannot
deal with ;he problems we have raised in our disoussion,
~nox4doesﬁit,méan that the Andersonian‘modélmust be written
off, for this or‘othe;Vpurposes. It remains a viable
alternative. . As a result, it is worth considering some
of the conSoquénces the choice of an Andersonian model

would have ‘on our  grammar of compounding.

5.5.3 It is 1nterest1ng to note the Locallstlc nature
of ‘the generallsatlon we have made -about: compounds ‘(that

they must contain either a Locative or an.Objective,“elther
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a loc or a nom) particularly in the light of '‘Anderson (1971:

§11.6) where 1t is Suggested ~=- but not sufficiently

supported -- that there may be some common source- for 1oc

" and nom. In this context we must also draw attention to

the local natures of the prepositions mbst commonly used in

French compound phrases: de (chemin de fer) and & (pot &

lait). These prepositions moreausually occur as (respect- -
ively) ablative and allative. Consider
Il conduit de Paris & Rome.

Of course, it is not impossible to make a localistic

“"$tatement within a non-localistic framework, but the

generalisation looks more at home, as it were, in an
Ander§onian.grammar. This is also true of other more or
less localistic decisions we have taken (e.g. §5.3.2, to
con51de$&adverbs as locatives; §1.2.3, to con51der equative
sentences as contalnlng a locative) though these other cases
are less convincing being, as they are, more ad hoc devices
for the solution of specific problems.

In our discussions above (§§4.3, 5.3.4) we have tended
to assume that where we have a noun and a verb of identical
form the verb is primary.. Thus in sun-worship we have said
that worship should be generated as akverbal_élement, even
though there is a hqmqphohous noun, .and.we haﬁe,seenrthat
this évoided a problem of having two Objective case .nodes

in one proposition.



4

411

" However, this position is inconsistent with that taken

by Anderson (1971:§9.5). Anderson claims that to help s.o.

‘has the same.deep structure as to give s.o. help, and that

the “former is derived from the latter, ih which the local™
structure is more”apparent. Anderson claims that this is
even true in cases where the.noun is clearly morphologically
derived from the verb. He cites to gulde (as opposed to,

presumably, to give guidance to). If we assume that

Anderson's hypothesis here stands, then worship in'sun-worship,

development in 1anguage development and so on, must be noms,

vy

and this means that we have two noms - in our  structure. But

Anderson (1971:810.2 et_passim) specifically allows two

. nominatives in a single predication, one of them obligatory,
‘the other optional. So that although the Andersonian grammar,

in a sense, creates a problem here, it also solves it.

-We pointed out above (§5.3.43) that if we take a
componnd-made up'of two nominalisations, the grammarAcan
only generate 1t 1f one of the nominallsatlons is embedded
under an Objectlve node. In an Andersonian’ grammar,
because of the two noms permltted and because a VvV is always
domlnated by -a case node when it is embedded (see §5.5.2)
thlS problem dlsappears, and the two elements have the
same status. In fact, these two . factors comblned mean that
all componnds .contalnlng a. verbal element can be generated

in the same way as compounds,contalnlng,two nominal elements.’




" or a V occurs below case 1. It may be that a case can be

-made for‘generating'adjective + noun compounds in a

412

If we congider the.compounds'we discussed in §§4.2/3

they can -all be generated in an Andersonian grammar in.the

following configuration:

Y

/}\

case 1 case 2

|
| 1,“ .
| |
1

. | L
COMP

where case 1 and case 2 may be identical only ir they are
A
both nom, and the difference between sunshine, legeklub and

satin shirt, dragekimono etc.” is merely one of mhether an N

similar way, treating the'adjective-as.équal to the verb in
ail.respects. Lilleskole would then not be.generated as we

suggested in §4.1.5, but thus:

v
-~ "ndm : nom -

) [ \
V... E N
| | i
| . |
] ' oo ]

lille . COMP skole

This would have the effect, virtually, of making the two
types of compound w1th whlch we have been dealing throughout
(those w1th one verbal element and ‘those Wlth two nominal
elements) one, and as such would be a 81mp11f1cation_of

the grammar. Note that this new. suggeStion wouid not alter

our argumentatlon in §§3. 2 4. 1, but merely prov1de an
alternatlve means of expre551ng “the’. factors 3lscussed there.

It would also fit in with' Anderson s. (1971 §ll 63) proposal :

to generate adjectives ina 10Wer predlcatlon, or even L
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with Anderson s (loc.cit). "interpretation~71¢~that*the ----------------- Ty

predlcatlve .ee adjectlve of state orlglnates as a

dependent of an abstract locatlve" 1f this is accepted.

Then, 1nstead of a nom governing the embedded V (as we

have above) a loc would govern a further K, and yet

another group of compounds would be found to contain a loc.
To consider again compounds.lncluding nominalisations,

we have assumed that the case dominating the nominalisation -

will always be a nom, and in the Fillmorean grammar we have

' developed here it can only be dominated by an Objective

or by no case node at all, only V. Semantically, however,
this is not always very satisfactory. If we consider

examples llke shootlng stlck or fortykkelsesmldler we find

'that the™t omlnallsatlon shows, respectlvely, purpOSe and

result, both of whlch may be seen as_ abstract klnds of goal,

i.e. as allatlves. We can mark thls in an Andersonlan

_grammar by allow1ng loc to domlnate the V Whlch provmdes

-

the nomlnallsation, w1th an empty abl node in the pred—

_1catlon to ‘allow the allatlve 1nterpretat10n. Thus the

structure for‘these two examples would,be.

!

|

o
l.

|

|
ck

shooting comp sti

. fortykkelse - . :midler , 9
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The Andersonian grammar is thus able to include more

semantic information in its deep structure than the

Fillmorean.

The final point for consideration here is.a technical
one. Fillmore (1968:27) inserts verbs into a case array
which has already been_geherated, each verb being marked

in the lexicon for the case arrays into which it may be

inserted. Anderson, on the other hand, (lectures,

University of Aarhus, spring semester, 1974) allows the
verb to generate a suitable case frame by marking it in

the lexicon with a.series of features which are used as the

input to a series of generative rules. These systems are
not merely notational variants, since Anderson's system

automatically prevents the repetition of case nodes in a

Ngiﬁﬁiémﬁrédicationi-for-example, while Fillmore needs an

external constraint to do this. In the Fillmorean model,

then, we will have to list alltcombinations of cases which

contain either an O or an L and for each combination note

 tiiat it allows COMP .to be introduced into it. 1In the

Andersonian model, on the other hand, we only have to list
COMP once, and so the Andersonian model produces a simpler

description on this point. It also, incidentally, means

‘that we have to have case nodes in compounds,..if there

was any real doubt remaining on this subject (see.above,

h

>

§64.2.1, 4.5.3).
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Reasons like these lead us to suspect that in many

ways an Andersonian framework may4§ctually be preferable
_ 5 ..

with which we have mainly been working. Certainly,-an
Andersonian model cannot be ruled out as an alternative
way of displaying the iﬁf%rmétion.

To conclude, we shall show how-a sentence including a

compound would be generated in the Andersonian framework.

We will use the sentence The strike in the municipal

o

‘ C 5
finance offi¢e: continues.
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N—

nom nom 1déc

N e
. 5 P

¥

. |

|

nom :

S

L !
[ |

strike Tom CONTINUE

™=

vV

nom loc

|
strike in nom

nom COMP

-

/-//57\
nom loéc

|

|

N !
. |
finance COMP

J

municipality

T~

N
|

office



CHAPTER VI
" 'CONCLUSION (

Gleitman & Gleitman (1979) repeated an experiment
described by Livant (1962), and presented to three groups,
which were defined by their level of academic achievement,
a corpus of 144 invented three-term compounds in which twb
of the terms were constant and the third term varied both
within and over categorial boundaries, and in which the
order of the kerms was also varied. They wished to

w o discover to what extent: . ,eir subjects were able to
' interpfet these compounds and give paraphrases of them.
In their conclusion they say:
" "We have founé massive differences in the
abilit§ éf the three populatién groups to
provide éyntactically determined paraphrases
~———~——"~_F““’bfffﬁé"ébmpoundwnoun~stimuli. The less-educated
groups make more errors, and to a significant
" extent make different errors than the most
»redﬁcatedfgroup;“

At first sight this result might seem to argue against the

productivity of compounding in language: if one has-to be

well-educated to ﬁndéfétgnd,a produétiGé proéessfof the
lépgﬁage then thérg‘ié édmethipg wrong éOﬁéwheré; But

Gleitman & Gleitman preséntéd their.sﬁimuii’ih isolation,

and we have .seen (§§3.3, 3.4, 3.5) that the context in

- which a compound is used has a great influence on its
' ' -4
——m »

*
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interpretation. This changes'the significance of Gleitman

& Gleitman's conclusion, because all it shows now is that

the most educated group were able to see situétions in

which a given stimulus would have to occur for it to be
meaningful. In other words, they showed more imagination,

and it is probably a truism, though psychologists might not
use quite these £erms, that imagination is a part of
intelligence. In this case, all that Gleitman & Gleitman

have shown is a correlation between education and intelligence,
a correlation which one might have suspected anyway.

Y

This is one, at 1eést partial, interpretation of the
information péoﬁided by the Gleitmans. Other factors
which might be relevant are that better educated people
migh% be more used to abstracting information from obscure
cohstructidns, might be more used to 1eafnipg new processes,
might be more used to giving paraphrases, and so on. In
short, it is not at all clear what conclusions can be

drawn from Gleitman & Gleitman's results, since it is not

even clear exactly what they are measuring.

However, if we can discount the apparently contrary
conclusion reached by'Gleitman & Gleitman for these
reasons, it still does not mean that the whole thing is
pérfectlx strai-" tforward. >The whble areéAseems to be a
'fuzzy' one, anu although a general consensus of opinion

-
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has been obtained from native informants for the comments
and generalisations we have made, not all speakers would
necessarily accept all the points we have made. For

example, we can quote the widely variant reaction of French

'speakers to compound phrases as opposed to noun + adjective

groups (see §5.4.2), or the fact that in some dialects
there is no difference in stress pattern between shooting

stick and shooting star. We éeem, all in all, to be dealing

with an area of grammar where the reactions of the native
speaker are strangely unsure.
This may be because of the fact, which we have noted

at various'stages, that it is difficult when discussing

" compounds to talk in terms of fixed rules. Rather, one

has to speak of tendencies, since very often syntactic

differences, which look as if they are purely syntactic or

fully ‘conditioned (elther lex1cally or phonologlcally), are o
exploited by the language as a means of expressing semantic
differéﬁ;es,rvThere is also the problem which we have come
up against.several times (see esp. §5.5.2) that it is not
always possiblé‘to,give one clear definite answer to the
question: what cases are the arguments in this particular
compound .in? This”problem need not necessarily militate
against any case_grammar analysis, butiif does mean that a
case grammar analysis will inevitably'ﬁe 6pen.to question

on this point. - But this uncertainty of classification seems

h 4
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to afflict all studies of compounding, in whatever frame-
work (sge, for example, Householder, 1962:344) and should

perhaps not be taken as theory-destructive.

Nonetheless, despite these difficulties, we have
managed to draw a number of generalisations and a number
of conclusions. We have not discovered any 'mini-grammar"’
(see §1.1.1), but we have seen tﬁat the same grammar, the

same components, can be used for compounding and for

‘other syntactic processes, and so have gained the general-

atar 4

isation that Rohrer (19753 aimed at, and yet we have
incorporated into this description, to gain a further
generalisation,‘the points noted by Brekle (1970, 1973)

on the lack qf modality in compounds, which at first glance
are inconsistent with Bohrer's claim. We have found it

necessary to take into consideration a far wider rangde of

" data than we expected, and a far wider range than is usually

considereq under the title of compounding, and yet, despite
this, wg\havéksimplified the description of compounding so
that instead of having a hundred types of compound to deal
with (as does B:ekle, 1970) we have two, or, if one accepts
the localistic alternative put forward in §5.5, only one.
Admittedly, exocentric dnd endocentric compounds are held
apart by the presence or absence of the PROP element, but
the syntactic_processes underlying both can be seen as

-«

identical.
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Yet, despite these gains,vwe still do not seem to
have proceeded much further than we had in §2.3.3 in
finding a definition of a compound (though see also §3.3.4).
We cannot now define a compound as anything which is
generated by an embedded P (or in the localistic moael,
anythingvgenerated‘by an embedded propositional V not
immediately domiﬁated by tense and aspect predications)
because far more is produced by theée‘configurations than
just compounds: preéosed navigable class adjectives, noun +
genominal adjective grgpps, synecdoche, and so on. In fact,
it seems probable that the applications of the tﬁeory we
have developed here are even wider than this. An interest-
ing hypothesis for its extension is that this type of
configuration deals not'dnly'with cdmpounds (and it may
well be the case that verbal and adjectival coﬁpounds can
be included in this statement, though we have not
investigated the possibility) but with the whole field of
word:ﬁo;ma?%on:_llt is fairly easy to see how this would
work, and the way in which £he ideas which we have expounded
would have to be extended to account for this. If this
were to prove feasible, then we would have one grammar
capable of dealing with word;formation along with all other
syntactic operations ﬁsing only one set of rules and yet

holding the two separate in the configuratidns produced.

+ This would in many ways seem to be an ideal solution. If

this were done, then, although we might be no nearer a

h el
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definition of a compound, we could  say that the output

of a proposition' embedded without any modality was by

definition a case of word-formation. The different types

of word—formation might not then be kept apart, but this
might also be a desirable consequence, since the borderline
between compounding'and affixation, for example, is not
always clear, as is shown by the efforts of Dubois (1962)
and Dimitrescu (1969) to move the boundary (see above,

§3.6.3) and the difficulties encountered with forms like

skomager, husholder, fodgznger where the last element is

A;hdzih potentially free morﬁh (see above, §2.3.1); the lack»

of any clear border between compounding and derivation is,
in fact, commented on by several writers (Carr, 1939:xvii;

Koziol, 1937:§75; Sbderbergh, 1968:29ff; Teleman, 1970:20).



APPENDIX A

TRANSLATION OF TEXTS AND QUOTATIONS
Moo IN LANGUAGES OTHER

THAN ENGLISH, FRENCH AND GERMAN.
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CHAPTER I

§1.4 En pige med lange fletninger. A girl with long

plaits.

E. Hansen, 1967:§129.
In the compound ... the modifier and head are far
more closely bound together, even more so than is the case

when the llead and preceding modifier are independent words:

. the plaits appear to he something very important and

characteristic of the girl, she would not be the same

without plaits, as these form part of her personality:

fletningpigen is reminiscent of a name that only belongs

to one spécific person.

Vinje, 1970:§3.7.1 £n. : S
In the language of advertising even terser and more

unconventional formations afe found: kidpesjokk -- see

our advert on Monday morning (advert). Kageéjokk is a
highly condensed expression for a content of approximately
this nature: 'sale of coats at prices which will give you

a shock of delight.’

E. Hansen,'1967:§127.A .
The .advantage of compounds over expressions with a

lot of words is 'self-evident: they are useful because they
. B ‘

Y
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are shorter and take up less space.
Akermalm, 1952:16.

The desire to find new, striking expressions plays a

certain rble.

CHAPTER II

§2.1.1 Kristensen, 1930:71.

In Danish grammars there is usually a chapter on word-

" formation by compounding, but this chapter virtually always

deals with-the matter from a purely formal angle, while the

question of the meaﬁing of the elements in relation to each L

_chgrrapavtb the word as a whole remains untouched. -

§2.1.2 ' Teleman, 1970:18. -

It is true ... that no lexicon could ever contain all

the possible lexemes of a language like ours. This is

'impossible simﬁiy because words of a certain type can be

any length at“all. Thus the langﬁagé sets no bounds on the

I3

length of compounds with nouns or numbers:
'basfiolfodfalsmakaregesalls-...

IS

.farfarsfarfarsfarfarsfarfarsfarfars-...

...-5ttatusentrehundraattioniokqmma-...

- “
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It is unnecessary to list words like these in the lexicon

since they are formed according to general rules exactly

1like clauses -- which are not listed in the lexicon-either.
Hansen, 1967:308.

"Accidental formations," nonce formations.

Haneen, 1938:113.

The possibilities are inexhaustible, and there is also
great freedom with regard to length (it has been known for
newspapers to “Btart CompetlthnS where you had to create
the longest word!l).

§2.2:11 Andersen & Rehling, 1936:§80.
That the first element is no longer felt to'be a word

in its own rlght is seen from the pronunc1at10n, first and

foremost in the compound stress .... Furthermore the-first

element tsually has vowel shortening (and loses the glottal

stop) ...

Juul-Jensen, 1934:10-11.
This is . a common phenomenén,which;is due to rhythmical
(prosodic) factors;alsé applicable in word combinations

(strings. of words).




in old compounds and partlcularly in those where the

§2.2.21 _ Hansen, 1967:296.

takes the singular £orm in a compound.

'§2.2.22 Hansen, 1967-295.

427

o

¢ island; & river.

'~ Hansen, 1943:76.

Those changes which we have observed in monosyllabic

words which become the first elements of compounds can

thus only be considered as a method of further clarifying

the compounding of the unit.

Juul-Jensen, 1934:11ff. T

The tendency to.a glottal stop is here also strongest

meanings of the individual elements have faded.

The first element does not normally take any inflect-

ional morphemes.

| Bergman, 1955:65. R
In compounds made up of noun + noun Or noun -+

adjective the flrst element can be either singular or

plural semantlcally et The general rule is that the first

element, even if ‘it would be plural in a free pOSltlon,

It is the last element which takes: the requlslte
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morphemes, and the behaviour of the last element is,
wherever the word has kept its identity, exactly the same

as that of the simple word.

§2.2.24 Togeby, 1965:§24.

The gender of compounds depends upon the main element

(i.e. the head. LJB) -- le bas bleu, la chauve souris.
Sometimes this main element is understood, as oiseau in

bird names: le rouge-—gorge.

§2.2.3 - Landmark, 1969:159/60.

These linguistic siéns.(compounds) are expressed SO
briefly- that the relationship between the elements must be
understood by;the reader himself. A compound word means
therefore more than the sum of the meanings for each

separate element.

Andersen & Rehllng, 1936:§82.

Often the word stands rather for the thought as a whole.

Soderbergh, 1968:6.. -
In the instant a compound is formed, 1ts parts are
percelved by the speaker (wrlter) and hearer (reader)

naturally as. lndependent units W1th1n the entlrety of the

'compound allrum 1s perceived as a: comblnatlon of all and ‘

..

rume.
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§2.2.4 . Mikkelsen, 1897:§37.
The difference between a combination of several words
which are pronounced and written separately, and a compound

which is pronounced and written as one, can be seen if we

compare the phrase en stor Mand with the compound en Stormand.

These two expressions differ 1) in MEANING, since the

individual words in en stor Mand have kept their particular
meanings: a) en Mand (a man), b) der er stor (who is big)
(in either the literal or the metaphorical sense), whilst

en Stormand (magnate) denotes a single new concept;

e e

'2) FORMALLY, since in eh stor Mand the word stor is inflected:

den store Mand, store ‘Maznd, whilst stor cannot be inflected

in en Stormand: Stormanden, Stormend; 3) in PRONUNCIATION,

since in en stor Mand both words receive stress, in en

Stormand on the other hand the syllable Stor is stressed,
" the syllable mand only half-stressed.

§2;3.l\ ‘Giurescu, 1972:§1.0. 3

Let us'ﬁefine a compound as-a new lexico-grammatical
ﬁnit, which appéars between pauses, is commutable with a
simple'word; can'oﬁly4be>globally modified aﬁd.whose-
elemenés also occur outwith the said amalgams.

Noreen, 1906:20.

A cqﬁpound word ... is one which can be analysednintq'

parts which in isolation are independent (free) morphemes

of the languages
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Landmark, 1969:2.
"Word" is used here in its traditional sense:
linguistic sign which in the written language is separated

off by a space before and after it.

Hansen, 1938:109.

In separating a compound from a complex word it is
usually said that the former is madé up of two words which
occur independently in the language, while the latter contains
-a word and an element which does not occur independently.

Eﬁ£ a division of this tgbe is not completely sufficient.
According to this, cigafmager, for example, would be a

derivation, because -mager does not occur as an independent

word. © A comparison of cigarmager and, say, cigarfabrikant

allows us to. feel the injustice of separating the cases.

jomfru. virgin; bomuld cotton;.-hip som hap--six of -
one §nd half~a-dozen of the other; ligegyltigt immaterial.

Hansen, 1938:111.

COmpounds aie combinatiohs of two eiements {(each of
which'may con£éin*severa1‘words) which syntacticaliy and
semantically are-on a par with a c%ggge_danisting of two
(or more) words, but which ﬁafpholpgically_énd/or phonet- -

ically. (especially stress-wise) display othe¥ properties.
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. or. both these causes may be unlted.
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§2.4.2 Landmark 1969 160.
Are expressed so brlefly that the relatlonshlp between

the two elements must be understood by the reader himself.

Noreen, 1906:383.

One of the elements acts as a modifier to the other.

Western, 1929:50ff.

1. Sdbject relationship

2. Object relationship

3. Place relatio;ship

4. Time relationship

5. Puroose—relationship

6. Cause relationship

7. Relationship of coherence

8. Freer felationship

ﬂmw_wmhesewvatioussrelatiOnshipsemustwnaturally be understood in .

theiF{Widest sense.

Western, 1929 62.
In many cases it is imp0551ble to glve a definite
loglcal relatlonshlp between the two elements, since the

compound may elther be -an analogous formatlon on some

pattern or other, or 1t may be based on a thought ellipse,
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Hansen, 1967:304ff.
a) A compound ... may correspond to the different types

of genitive (which are listed. LJB).

b) The first element of a compound may correspond to

a predicative (with or wifhdut'gg) or an_§ppositional
element. ‘

c) The first element may contain something with which
the second element is compared.

d) ... Compounding may correspond to a combination
of.two elements (dvandva compounds).

ei Compounding may correspond to a so-called quantity
entity. '

£) Theﬂfirst element says what the second element is
made up of, contains.

g)‘ ..; The compound corresponds éo a combination of
a noun ... and a prepositional Phraf?-,,.,

h) More complex expressions can form the basis for
i) Finélly we have compeunds behind which there

does not appear to lie any linguistic expression.

§2.4.3 Sbderbergh, 1968:23ff.
1. the goal, the intention, the aim
6. someone or something which that which is expressed

by the head is to the advantage of ér for the protegtion

- against
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9. owner of something or bearer of a certain trait

2. material or content
5. the goal or the result of an activity

7. subject of an activity or event whi%h is expressed
\

§2.4.4 Landmark, 1969:161.

It is reasonable to presume that those adjectives which

_canﬂgg paraphrased by an analytic expression which follows

from the above-mentioned deep structure patterné are also

formed on the basis of the appropriate analytical expression.

Teleman, 1970:37.

We shall express the meaning relationship between the
first and last elements through relative clauses which have
the last element as correlate and in which the first

element .appears as the (non-relativised) clausal element.

Teleman, 1970:41.
17. N2 has aim (N2 cause N1)

térgas, :somnpulver, glassmaskin

18. N2 has aim (szprevent N1)

malkula, brandkdr, streijklag

-
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CHAPTER III

§3.2.6 Rgdvinen er lilla. The red-wine—is lilac.

Den r¢gde vin er 1lilla. The red wine is lilac.

Landmark, 1969:201.
"Bilfull" (car-full) seems more or less to express a
state (of high density of cars, heavy traffic), while

"full av biler" (full of cars) has the effect of giving

~a_ponce picture of a situation (compare: Oslo is a car-full

town -- How full of cars the street was today!).

§3.3.2 S8derbergh, 1968:6.

We look upon the words bostad, handduk, riksdag and

vérnElikt as uhits, even if we can, upon‘feflection, analyse

them into their constituent parts.

Giurescu, 1970:§2.1. .

On the synchronic plane we find words of the kind

w e ol /o
Roum. floarea—soarelﬂi Qflower-the sun: sunflower)

Fr. éhien—loup

It. boccadilupo (houth of wolf: running bowline)
which are also a part of{the deep structure of Roumanian,
French or'Ifalian, and which we shall conside;‘és_genuine

compounds independently of the period in-which'they‘were

coined as long as their elements continue to exist inde-

2
e . e RS S

pendently.




435

§3.4.2 Context 1.
But the lightning-lighter was on holiday, and. there

was nothing he could do about it.

Context 2.
The pocket-lighter will be very useful

The police wanted to catch the pocket lighter before

he burned someone seriously.

Rasmussen, 1964:74.7

All anemone-men

with stalk and corolla

have a little sweet and friendly

anemone—w1fe.

When they drink the morning dew
~"With their green tongues
.they get many thousand cheeky,

anemone-children.

They have no trousers on.
And when they fool about,
you can see the wei, bare
anemone-~bottoms.

. ATS 9/10-73

Miss Malice does not see what mayor Wassard can
‘ g §
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actually his street they are vending.

Rasmussen, 1964:90.

The smoking-table stood and smoked;

The cough-medicine coughed.
The sick-bed got so poorly
that it fell down panting.

The chopping-block chopped.

The

wo e

The

The
The

The

g

And the old desk’ (Llit. writing-table)

J— -wrote~a»vense«to_littié brother{

§3.4.4

frill/fuss tick(l)ed.

sugar bowl sighed.
mechanism nodded.

clumsy clot took on tick.

lawn-mower (lit. cutting-machine)

wanted a fight (lit. to £ight)

De smi lilleskoler. The small little-schools.

' or sighs (vb).

possibly have against'the street-vendors since it isn't

a pun on dikke,

unanalysable in the

first.

sukker means sugar

pun on nikke.

another pun.

playing on the

polysemy of sla. The.

passive from can mean

to fight or to be cut,
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.§3.5.2 Johanisson, 1958:8.

It is true of both o0ld and new words that eontext has-

‘a decisive influence on their comprehensibility.

§3.5.3 Hjelmslev, 1943:19.

Avoiding the hitherto dominant transceﬁdent point of
view and seeking an immanent understanding of language as
a self-subsistent, specific structure (p.2), and seeking a
constant within language itself, not outside it {p.4),

linguistic theory begins“by circumscribing the scope of its
;bject. This circumscriétion is necessary, but itAis only
a temporary measure and involves no reduction of the field .
of vision, nO'eiimination of essential factors in the

global totality which language is. (Taken from F.J.

Whitfield's translation.)

§3.6.3 Giurescu, 1970:§1.3.

. Another element which intereg;s us .is the existence-in
the last few'yéars in French, Italian and Roumanian of
some series of compounds made up of two elements of which
one is repeated, as for examplé,

Fr position-clef

mot-clef

industriEHblef

probléme-clef.
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Dansk Sprognavn, 1972:11.°

Productive first element. Productive sébond element.

§3.6.41 Et pund smgr. A pound of butter.’

§3.6.5 @stergaard, 1974:7.

These adjectives have the same function as nominators
(i.e. attributive nouns. LJB), i.e. they classify, they
1imit the referance of the head, but do not describe the

head .and can therefore neither be inflected for comparison

" nor modified by very. Typical endings for E4 adjectives

are -ish, -ch, -al, -en and typical meanings are geographical

origin, profession and material.

. §3.7.1 Iveréen, 1924:11.

Thinks then that not only theoretical but also
practical considerations force us to discard both the
seﬁaﬁtic content of thevcompdund's etements and the logical-
grammatical relétionship between them as classificatory

prinaciples.

el

Diderichsen, 1946:246.

" Nouns appear most frequently in the root form when no

-

special state of affa%rs.ié applicable.
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Hansen, 1967:296.
Of the three main forms of the first element the

unchanged form is the normal one.

Skautrup, 1968:264.

There are no‘completely clearly. demarcated rules for’
the use of the three ﬁain»types: root oomposition, s~
composition and e-composition. Analogies (on older

formations), influence from outside (especially German)

.\_and phonetlc difficulties, can all play a part. Semantic

=reasons for a. form can now only be faintly traced in e-

composition.

Teleman, 1970:52.

Book shelves for schools. Shelves for school books.

Hansen, 1967:298.
. With compounds in mand- all three possibilities. are

exploited:"mands-vcorresponds'particﬁlatly to a subject

genitive‘ mandsansigt, ~arbejde, -dragt, =-sang, -stolthed,

—st¢v1er, -vasen, etc.,‘mand- corresponds inter alia to an

object genltlve-'manddrab, mandtal, but is.also’ found in

other cases: mandfolk,‘mandkon,, mande- is partly used in

compounds llke mandebod, —fald, —hul, partly where the first

element has the function of a quallty—g1v1ng adjectlve. a

mandeoigar,,a;mahdesjus,;etc.-




§3.7.2 Mikkelsen, 1897:§39.
A compound is called 1. PROPER when it has arisen

through the con301n1ng of two stems, e.g. Byfoged, Graa-

vejr ..« 2. IMPROPER when it has arisen through the .con-—-
joining of two or more words which were originally

collocated elements. in conjoined speech e.g. Forglemmlgej

(a whole sentenceT,‘Bxsbarn (added genitive case), Hvidtél

(added adjective).

Hansen, 1967:302£.

ar

In the first a morphologlcal unit of two words is

forged which together cover the content one wishes to

" express. The unit builds on a linguistic expression

which contains the two words either togetner or sepafated;

The other method of proceeding is to use a syntactic
combination-of two or more words unchanged as a unit

(Juxtap051tlon)t en prastegards have en prasfegérdshave;

‘én. mands’ Stemme - en mandsstemme, min moders mal mit

modersmélu(componndS'with‘moder otherwise have moder-).

Skuffenttil‘(d)et'skriVebordf The drawer for a (the)

desk.

Jeg m¢dte hende 1 en:storby. I met her in a'city.-

>

Jeg m¢dte hende i en stor by. I met her in a big town.

- dJeg mgdte hende'Izetorbyen; I met‘her~in the c1ty._fJeg.

-
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mgdte hende 'i den store by. I met her in the big town.

§3.7.3  Tandmark, 1969:35.

As it is scarcely reasonable that s and e here sheuld
have any meaning, I shall not call them morphemes. I shall
rather take it that they belong to the preeeding linguistic
symbol which can occur as a word ..., so that these
"linguistic symbols plus s/e are to be seen as combinatory
variants of a morpheme/morpheme sequence which>can occur
when the morpheme/morpheme sequence is used as part of a more

F [N an x
complex word.

Holt, 1956:195.

Tt is precisely these inflections' (the genitives')
disappearance which is peculiar in the first element of

compounds .

\It must be admltted that there are in Danish several
expreSSLOn varlants of the unit genltlve: -en- in
Amallenborg, and perhaps the ~-e- which is found in

barne— and b¢rne—

§3.8.2 . .Landmark, 1969:66.
In some cases it is @ifficult to decide whether one

is dealing with a noun or a verb .... This is the case in
_these'éxamples wherehthejfirst ICanh5bef'from?a~f9rhal
-

>

#
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point of view, 1) both a vé:b in the infinitive and a weak
noun 'ripe/fast', or 2) both a verb without the infinitive
morpheme and a strong noun-'styrt/sikker'. It iooks_as

if the distinction between the word-classes noun and verb

is neutralised in these cases.

CHAPTER IV

. ¥F§4.TT3 Det er intet ken.” It is no gender. Det er

intetkgn. .It is neuter.

§4.1.5 30. He goes to a —-.

33a. He goeé to the little school.

33b. They go to the little schools.

34a. He goes to the lilleskole.

34b. - They go to the Iilleskole-s.

§4;4.2 -yiggg biter; -ganger go-er; -rider rider;

-magey maker.

" Een der digter systemer. One who makes poems of (or

dreams up) systems;‘ BEn der digter efter et system. One

who writes poems according to a system. E

'gaster. One who works guests. En< arbejder der er gast.
_A worker who is a guest.
h

i b
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" §4.6 - Hun gik med sin franskbrgdsfyr under armen.

‘She was‘walkipg arm—ih—arm with her franskbrgdsfyr.

CHAPTER V

§5.1 Unge dameportrat. Young lady portrait. Venlig -
] vyen.l1lg

landsbypr$s£ Friendly village priest.

"‘:ﬁgf% ™" Jensen, 1904.

A young lady (late civil servant's daughter) seeks ...
A scholarship for unmarried farmers' daughters.

RejsebESkrivelse.génnem Makadonien. Journey description

through Macedonia. Billetsalg +il Malmd. Ticket sale to

I ————

Mélﬁa; ngenes Ankomsttider til Kgbenhavn. The trains'

arqival time at Copenhagen.

-

- §5.3.1 Et hus til de syge. A house for the sick.

§5.3.42 Hendes franskbrgdsfyr gik ned az, ‘trappen. Her

franskbrgdsfyr went down the stairs.,

§5.3.5 Hon hade komochtagmigomdukanminen p& sig. She
was wearing a comerandfget-me-if4you—éan look.

e
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Man tager kulturen ud til folkeﬁ. . Someone takes’

culture out to the people.

Jeg skal til Kgbenhavn. I have to Copenhagen: i.e.,

I have to go to Copenhagen.



APPENDIX B

LIST OF SCANDIﬁAVIAN COMPOUNDS USED AS
EXEMPLIFICATORY_MATERIAL IN THE TEXT
TOGETHER WITH AN ELEMENT-BY-ELEMENT GLOSS
AND (WHERE NECESSARY) A WHOLE-WORD'

TRANSLATTON.

NOTE : Examples from all the Scandinavian languages

and Sﬁgdish'examples are specifically,markéd, To allow
for’the~diffé;ént‘al§ha£ets used in Scandinavia, the end
of the 'alphabet 1 taken to be -

V W X Yi z B E-¢ A A O.
Examples taken from Danish texts that use aa instead of &

are listed in the form in which they appear in the Eext.

are given ig?gge alphabefical list: Icelandic, Norwegian }



LANG - COMPOUND

S

S
S

S

mH-H

adelsperson

afgang
‘akvarellmilare
‘allrum.

alpakkajakke
anemonekone
arbejdspladS'
arbejdspladsdemokrati
arbejdsvbnlig
arvegods

bankek¢d
barnasinne
barnaskéll §
barnaskér
barnblljett
-barndomsminhe
barﬁébarﬁ'
barnevogn
barnsskér

! GLOSS

‘\,

{
noblllty person
off 901ng
water-colour painter

all room

- alpakka jacket.
‘anemone wife

work place

work place democfacy
work friendly
inherit goods

beat meat’

Chlld mlnd
chlldren school
chlldren shoés .
chlld tlcket
childhood memory
child child
child ‘vehicle.
child shoes

A

 TRANSLATION

nobleman

departure

general purposes, living room

place of work

. conducive to work

inheritance

stewing beef
child's mind
children's school
children's shoes
child's ticket

grandchild
pram
child's shoes

9vy



LANG | ¢OMPOUND

.basfidlfodralémakére—v

gesalls—
betjent—bllk
bilfull
blomsterbed
Vblyant(s)holder
'blyant(s)tegnlng
'Blatand‘
'bpghaﬁdel
bOghyldeﬁ
_ bogstav-
'_boktryckare

' bomuldskjole

- bondegérd
41§ondhu5tru”
' bordben:
bostad |
:ibrandkar

”f ;bril1estel

GLOSS

_ man
constable look

car full

;f;oﬁer bed =

pencil holder
pencil &rawing
blue tooth
book shop 

book “shelf
book stem, stave
book printer
,cotton dress:
peasant yard

' farmer wife
table leg

live town

fire corps
spectacle "frame

. bass viol box maker journey-

~

“TRANSLATION

the sort of look a cohstéble

gives you
full of cars

letter (of alphabet)

'

farm
farmer's wife

residence
fire brigade

B

T Lvy
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LANG “ coMpouND. . ' | aross . TRANSLATION
S brorson : %. A brother-son . . - nephew :
»br¢dfrugttre - : -bread frult tree 1
:bukseknap : M s trouser button _ j,
bybane § o .-:.town 1gng P metropolitan'railway-é
A byfoged . : : town béiiiff : recorder
>S‘f byggnadsgrunﬂ ,buiiding%site.
bygmester ; . - build master o master builder
‘bysbarn : o _ town chlld : - -
byttehytte : o swop hut - - - hut . for swopping (7)
b¢ndergarde.: pedsants: yards ' farms
. bgrnebgrn .| . " children children ' grandchildren
bérnehaVe _ S children garden kindergarten
‘fb¢rnehjem A . qchi'ld_reﬁ'home . children's home.
v'b¢rnemagtsrepresentanter children . power : representatives of pupil
SRS ;aﬁ‘ : , - rep;eSentatiVes pbwef '
s béES¢gel“ I * boat sail
. chokpris - o shock price ) very low price
chokrabat shock..reduction ~ large rediction

“ éhokrésu1tat ‘ shock result unexpected result

8up



LANG - COMPOUND

i

cigarfab}ikantA
cigarmagdr

. cigartander

dagorder
damekjole
démeportrat,
datid
djurplageri

. dobbeltmord
,‘ddktorspromotioh

détté:&otfer*
dﬁggékimono

© dukkebgrn
- dummepeter

dupskoer

 dusHgende

djréfréﬁi
dddsfara

GLOSS

cigar manufacturer
“cigar maker
cigar lighter

day order

lady dress

lady portrait
then time

animal cruelty
double murder
doctor pfomotion

daughter daughter
dragon kimono
doll children
stupid Peter
button shoes

thou saying
animal science
death.danger

r e

TRANSLATION

agenda
lady's dress
lady's portrait

'past

cruelty toianimals

promotion to the rank of

doctor
granddaughter -

dressing gown with dragons on

children dolls
clown

ferrules
'tutoyarnt'.
zoology
mortal danger

6v¥
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o

{

. LANG

S N

g
S

S
N

1S

5

s

~farmor . . [

COMPOUND

dorrknackare :

. eftermlddag

efterar
embedsmand
even;yrvasen

".’ (R SRR :
fadersvilja

farfarsfarfarsfarfars-
farfarsfarfars— ;

farvél
femkroneseddel
fjernseer o

' ﬁletnlngp;gen

vvfliCkebérn'
flugglft
flyveplads
flyveskrlft
fodganger

GLOSS

door knocker

’after midday
Aéftér”yeér
5offide man
~‘£airy-tale being .

father will '
grandfather grandfather
grandfather grandfather
. grandfather
rather‘mother

‘fare well

flve drown note
dlstant See-er
plait girl-the
girl child
fly‘poéson

‘fly (vb) place

fly (vb) writing
foot go-er

_great_l0

TRANSLATION

P Y

afternoon

“autumn

civil servant, official

will (wish) of one's father
grandfather )

i

paternal grandmother
good-bye

T.V. watcher

the girl:with plaits

aerodrome
advertising pamphlet

pedestrian

>
wn
o




LANG ~ COMPOUND

40

: folkebibliotek
_ férfatterret

rforglemmigej o
1fortykkelsesm1dler.

fotsdjup '

franskbr¢dsfyr

:fremgang

fremtidsforsker
frue¢nsker'
fr¢mand,

7f¢;§}seélivk 
.. féreningsmedlem

. galgenfugl’
gastander’
;jgetmjolk
_glassmaskln ‘

GLOSS

‘folk library
- author right

forget-me-not
fattening means

- foot ‘deep S

French bread fellow

- forward going

future researcher
woman wishes
frgg;man

féeling life

‘,,
_society member

>ﬂgalléws bird
_gas lighter
_ goat mllk

‘ice~cream macf'u.ne

TRANSLATION
A

municipal library
royalties

white bread boyfriend (i.e.
r@sembling‘whi;e.bréad: soft
and squishy) )
progress

1s¥y

futurologist
woman's wishes

emotional:life




wn-m .

S

S .

HMrm«w-

JE‘S

-

'LANG ‘COMPOUND

giadjétéfar‘

golvmatta E 'Q
goplehand
' graaben |,

' graavejr.

gf¢ﬂ€héndler
grottallnlk B
‘guldknap '

4guldring

gulerod'
gullgul ﬂ
gastearbejder o
haandvark
halvar
handduk

T

: handgb;eddig
'hén-hund

havemand
hlmmelsfard

GLOSS

happlness tears
floor carpet
jellyflsh hand

. grey leg
;grey'weaﬁher'
.fgreen :merchant ,

porrldge Pplate

“gold button
7 gold. r1ng :

yellow root
gold yellpw

guest worker

|

Vhand work
. half year
" hard cloth
. hand w1dth

he—dog
garden ma%

" heaven journey

t

“%.‘ TRANSLATION

%ears of joy

‘stem canker .

greengrocer
creeping buttercup

carrot

golden yellow

immigrant worker

téwel

dog
gardener

ascension

A1
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LANG - COMPOUND -, . . GLOSS o TRANSLATION
s 'hje.m‘i‘if . home life )
- hullemaskine -+ .. hole machine o . punch
I hﬁsasnuzur S -'f"> .'ihdﬁses’bﬁildér "+ housSe builder
I husaFok - | B 'q';i,hduses roofs [ . house roofs
~husbonder . © .  housepeasapts . : husbands
I_V‘hﬁsbﬁné5ur o B - house fittings T furniture
" " husholder - - . house holder - o o
I :Hﬁéﬁakf-;"  i - house roof : o ‘
I hispok S 'héuSe-roofs ' C S E
s ;husagare S ©  house owner R A w
‘ : hv1dt¢l o ’ ‘white beer - low-fermented beer '
s ,hvorfor—skal—man—op-omr‘ why-must-one- (get)up-in- . . ‘ , . '5'
morgenen-stemme ~« the-morning voice _ ’ ’ .
B ‘h¢nsebar S . chickenvbérries Swedish dog-wood
S . harlock- s . hair 16ck | . " lock of hair
: fzsjf‘haxdans B ' witch dance ' witches' dance
.8 . icke-rdSkare . ' ‘-not (non)’ ‘smoker o
t;#¥:fikke%a£9héPtér. I '{ ‘ not (non) subscrlbers | LA i




LANG .

COMPOUND

. ikke-fagmand
" imellem
i indfaldspapir

indkgrsel %1
infinitiv(s)fierke

_ihgenting

~tn

X . .
" intetkegn

jord= og beténﬁrbejdér
julemand
jarnvilija .
kagekone -
kglendérveﬂdér '
kaninﬁngé ,
‘kantatestar .
-karruséiﬁakrél
'kipésefdreﬂg?
kiﬁteldéflorétions—
" ‘syndromet = .

GLOSS

not:(ﬁbn)'speqialist

in between’
sudden idea paper

in driving

“infinitive mark:®

no thing

‘nothing gender

* . earth %nd concrete worker

christmas man

iroﬁ will

cake wife

c%léhdar turner
rabbit young
cantata starling -
rpund—aboﬁt mackerel
Chinaman boy
overallvdefloration
' syndrome;the

CUEr

TRANSLATION

PP

paper for writing one's ideas

down on
entrance, drive
mark of the infinitive
nothing
heutér

navvy
Father Christmas

" lady who sells cakes

béby rabbit

starling who sings cantatas

"Chinese boy

the syndrome of wanting to
rape anyone wearing an 6v¢rall

. bay




LANG © CoMPOL .0 - - cross -TRANst.ATION ' |
e g . . fv o i o : ‘ﬂz
~-klippevagsansigt: - - Ccliff wall face face resembling those of the
: ' g P ' C T PR :Amerlcan pre51dents hewn out
- S : : of a rock face. '
. knakbr¢d ; o » crack bread PN crispbread
o kommunehospltal parlsh/town hospital general hospital
f f 'S komochtagmlgomdukanmlnen .come: and_get me 1f you can o i
: S o i ' _ ;'f look—gie . . g
o IRE kongungamoder o s‘klng mother « ¢ king's mother |
l 8 kortfattnlng : - short gra plng oo brevity . 5
| .8 kortspel E o 'i . card game . o _ | f
. - kc¢3er - 'gi,.' ‘ . cow eyes : port—holes' I-
' t kronprlns '&. _;i: r1,2'. crown prince .. ; E oo ;
e kr0psven11g; - E ' body friendly : ' soothing| to the body'é 7
O KA kulturen—ud-til ~folket- ' culture-the out to people- - { R
vy T : iy
_1deallster ‘ | .., the! 1dealists
: kValltetsvarer - Ef .quallty wares 7 _ .
o fS kvinnoarbete S woman work -women's work
Ll kvinnoskonhet .- . - voman beauty . '~ weman's beauty
ﬁ U$ ] kyrkogang , Achurch going '

k¢kkenalkymlst " - ¢ kitchen alchemist




LANG

" kerissygdom
N ‘kapéSjokk 
'Sv‘ Lafsstrand
I _,landafr&31 .y
I-*_landafraélsbék
'f landsbyprast
'~£' lang¢re e
. Sj?'latlngrammatlk
/S' 1at1nstud1um
"-'ﬁ’legehut;k
. ‘legeklub
;‘:tlegeplads >
S‘ffllfbalte '
“lifsst-af
- liliec.l
eets
 3‘§linjeskr1ver
f’;lommetander
’ N N
- ek

© COMPOUND ~

¢ .

_GLOSS -

"sexrillness
~ coat ‘shock'

>

Laffs beééh

_country science -

¢ountry. science book

‘fcountry ‘town priest
"long ears A

latin grammar

latin study
. play shop
'play club '

play ?laée

life belt
—igfebégntence
1little car
little ‘school -

lin€ wrlter o
pocket 1ighter

b

at

- TRANSLATION

vénereal disease
(see p.424)

geography
géogﬁaphy book,',‘
village priest
long—éared bat

study of latin

-playing ground

taxi

new: form of school with high
staff—student ratlo

line prlnter ' “J

9S¥



LANG COMPOUND

' mandebod‘
'imande01gar
, mandefald, 

‘.iundastudent

lydskrift-
lyntander
lystl¢gner

¥

1asebog

"71¢sr1velsesproces
ll¢vetand

19ksmak _;“*

jmaaltld
'.mélfraal
' malkula

manddrab

mandehul

fﬂmandesjus

'“::éad book

 GLOSS
S

~ Lund student

‘sound writing

~Lightning lighter

enjoyment- liar

¢

loose tearing process

iiqn tooth
onion taste

meal time

- language science

moth ball

- man killing

man’ penalty

. man cigar

man fall -

- map~hole .
man whisky-and-soda

v

" process of breaklng away

taste of onjions

TRANSTATION -

phonetic script
person who 'lies for the.fun
of it ‘

reading pook

dandelion

LSy - -

‘meal, meal-time

grammar

murder

biood money
man-sized 01gar
slaughter

man-sized drink



LANG

Tt H H®W

" mandsdragt

f‘mandfolk i

mandk¢n
mandsan51gt

*manﬁsarbegde

A3

‘manHSPerson o

mandssang
mandsstemme‘
mandsstolthed

1mandsst¢vler,»
Lfmandsvasen

mandtal

'mannamod

. mannanofn
ishnsadEn
‘mansht3d
pmednhenneske‘
_ﬁenneékéVenlig
‘miljgvenlig-

CdMPoUND

man
" man’
man.
;manf
. man-
man

man

‘man .

man

© man
© man
man

man
men
man
man

GLOSS

folk
gender

‘face

work
dosfume'
person
song
yoice

pride

boots
being’
number
coufage
names -
name
height

R

with person

person frfendly
m111eu frlendly

»

TRANSLATION

real ﬁan_
masculinity
man's face
man‘s work
man's costume
man, male
man's song
male voice

'masculine prlde
‘man's boots

man, male

census _

man's courage
men's names

man's name

man's height
fellow human being
humanitarian

‘ecologically beneficial -

8G¥



LANG COMPOUND

missebarak

-modé;ék&flek

moderémél
motorlarmen _
malkemand
méﬁ&agéférelasning

~ nattlogi
‘negerslaf

nireform

- .nordvest

'{nyionstr¢mpemorder

I

-dnytér

opfinderland B
_ostemad

‘paastande .’
. papirkniv
‘papir (s)pose ..

1
\

° . GLOSS

‘: pussy hut
' mpther'love

moth?r language
motor noise-the
milk man

.fMondéy lecture

night lodging’
negro slave
vybu (honorific pl) form

' north west

nylon stocking murderer
new year

‘inventor land
cheese food

on staﬁd$
paper knife
péper,bag

r

mother tongue

]

open cheese sandwich

claims

_TRANSLATION

<Y
RO
o




)

'LANG © COMPQUND .

S.

_plahtebind

'_raadspbrésel
"redningskorps

'”rejseleder
: rlgsdaler

rlngflngret

pennevehnebegrébet
pennipgpunq
pilblad’

. pornofabrlkant !

-privatbyggerl
professoranke
prastegard '

prastegardshave '

pumpegris:
paskelykke

rejSekompagnon

'revolverinterVJﬁ(er)

rlksdag

" GLOSS

_pen -ftiend idea-the
. change’{(money) purse

arrow leaf -

_plant stick
.’ pornography manufacturer
.private building

professor widow
prlest yard
priest yard garden
pump pig

Easter happiness

advice .asking

sav1ng coxrps
travel/gourney companlon
journeyvleader .

- 'revolver interview(er)

eméire dollar
empire day
ring finger-the

E TRANSLATION

tthé concept of the pen-friend

arrowhead (plant)
dibble :

professor’'s widow
vicarage
vicarage garden

consultation
life—guards
travelling companion
courier

rix-dollar
parliament

09%



LANG COMPOUND .. ceLoss ® . TRANSIATION
N ?ipefgst_ . v'opta:ch‘solid %soratch resistant i
a iitualtyranniot A riﬁﬁal‘tyranny—the } i
™ § Rom-resa ' ' o " Rome journey E journey to Rome :
. rosenkal - Co rose cabbage ’ B#usséls sprout %
p¢ds§r¢mpe S . fred‘stocklng feminist
rpdvin ' " - red wine _
‘f;r¢rag : - nix egg ; .' ' ‘ scrambled ‘egg
x;{radhuspladsen council house place—the town hal} square
' Saftevand _ " : fruit juice water . )"squaSh . s
sammenhang together hang " connection’ ;

S~-.?chweizerost 1 . Swiss cheese i , ;
e silkehale _ : - silk tail o waxwing E ; » -
8 SjOSjuka . 1sea sickness ‘ . ! _ ‘ I
) __skogstrakt K - wood ﬁract v tract .of forest 1 : _ j
 _S:= skolbokhylla L ' school book sheif book shelf for - schools ' 4
‘E’é ;skolbokshylla ! ) school book shelf shelf for scbool booﬁs 3
’ ‘skoleb¢rn N school chlldren : o |
: skologaxd o school: yard - § ' f
% ' -skomager = - shoe maker !

S » . :
| .




smakage

LANG : COMPOUND .

‘"skovrider.

skrivebord
skrivehordsskuffe
skrlveskrlft T
slqdderhank }
smagssag’ i
smgrrebrgd :
sm&b¢kn i

smating
sntllefoster-
socialcenter
sorgebud

sporvognssklnneskldt—-

. skraberfagforenlng
sprogvidenskab)
stationsbygning
jstenbider !
stenhus«-

stenhdrd

GLOSS -

wood rider

write table

write table drawer

‘write writing
' gossip handle

taste thing
butter'bread
small children

t

. small cake

small thing(s)
genius foetus
socidl centre
mourning message

track vehicle rail dirt

scraper subject union
language science”
staftion building
stohe ‘biter -
stone house
stone hard

TRANSLATION

o
- -

h .
" forest supervisor

‘desk

: . Ex}
‘desk drawer

hand writing
g0551p monger
matter of taste
open :sandwich (es)
infants
cookie
trifle(s)
brain child

news of a death
tram-line dirt scrapers'

trade union '
phiiology

lumpfish

=3
()
[\S]




LANG " COMPOUND . GLOSS & TRANSLATION
'S  stenkast .stone throw Vstone's throw

«

X .8 Stoékholmst&get Stpékhplm train-the ~ theftrain to/from>Stockholm
5. sﬁol(S)benet i + : chair‘legrthé' ! "v ’ oo
' - storby . . ; C big town . city '
' ? ' storetd. - © . big toe ' - :
E .stoikehab r stork beak . 1 crane's bill geranium;
I R , - pantograph /- '
storkommune ' : big local authority _
‘ . stoxmahd ; big man : magnate g L
. .8 stormhake o " storm hook © 'window stay
s strefkigg i strike law “

:f‘ . studgnté;:evy : . - student revue . S

y N stjftéikké; L .. fall sure ' crash proof

7'sy§dbm§amheqslutnin§ o Qsibkh¢$5‘tpg¢thér shutting end of an illness o ' |
:‘sygehﬁsff}- S * sick house - hospital _

éystehdigfer_ - éystém poet (see p.442), O

'saigéﬁfvi¢v1 _ salesman nonsense - - ’

sgvnighedsgrad ' sleepiness degree degree.of $leepiness

s sdmnpulver : 'sleep powder sleeping draught




LANG - ~ comMPOUND  ..- . . GLOSS ? . TRANSLATION

s - paerapp.g . g roof.drip "leaky roof ‘ ' |
raleerne : ‘ - _""'talk ablllty . faculty of speech

v‘tllstande 3 R »'to stands A ' ¢onditions

o #ilvarelse i " to. belng v existence
- ?tiorecigar : P . ten ore cigar : ; : 5 o "
S etrearsperlod i .é' C three year perlod : . ) ‘ : : S

v#\triv1allitteratur | o trlvial literature : light fiction
,tronf¢1ger T ~ throne follower e heir to the throne
trabord =~ ¢ | - wood table. - '~ wooden table

_:‘.l£¢mmermand.ﬁ., f‘ " timber man "~ , carpenter - o o |
sﬂ*féaggasj_,;r o tear,ges o : o : I :

797 .

- 5. Uddevalla—Lelangen-banan' Uddevalla-Lelangen llne-the : ' ‘ . ﬂf
| .‘udenomsnak L butside around talk " circumlocution ; } o i
uldkjole : © wool dress SR : wQﬂieﬁeress P .
'ﬁldtr¢je § _ wool Jumper E woollen. jumper : :
undertiden - ' under tlme-the f} e occa51onally
'"undervlsningsmlnlsterlet~ teachlng m1nistry~the minlstry Of educatlon

»

b




3 . \/\ \, /
; X - i
Lo P i
IANG - coMpovND © . . . 'GLOSS &, . TRANSLATION
'Eunlver51tetsuddannelse '..:university education A
S 'urkundspublikatlon -~ - document publication ’
2 'S*ﬂ,ﬁéksalaéataﬁ " vVaksala stfeet ' ‘ _ o fi
';5 ﬁ7vattendrickande : - water drlnklng . S ‘ : R
 'vendekabe ;'"H AT _turn ‘éloak vacillating person ‘
- vi—alene-v:l.de-indstilling we. alone know attitude ' o . Do Col
‘;“videnskabsmand S :_iciencé man - - scientist N fa :
v1dnesby;d~.> ' itness burden . testimony 7 ! ' }
-.véldtaét _‘_3_‘ o : Vlolence “take ’ -~ rape
8 _lvaggskap . . wall cupboard '
s varldsman : . -world man S man of the world
: S'T'varnpllkt;l L o Wéapoh duty S national service
.8 vistfasaden = = west fagade-the ‘
,_¢ks§mbrder : : ) axe'murderef
¢11eﬁr¢d '-k, - beer bread’ " dish made of stale rye bread
L ; - . - ~ boiled in beer
<. '. B}




- f
! . oA

 LANG | . . COMPOUND . - GLoss. . TRANSLATION

S -_4éttatusentréhuhdraéttionio- S .8,319.- oL ‘
. komma- | . ' - o '

i

e

inglabarn - = o :angel child
ankedro;ﬁning] : - ‘widow queen ; _ 7
. &nkéfru o . widow lady .= , o s

200 0

99¥
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PRINCIPAL LITERARY SOURCES OF . BT :

NONCE COMPOUNDS.

‘Canard Enchainé.

The Observer.

‘Panduro, Leif (1960). De Uanstandigé.ﬁ Gyldendals Tréhebog,

Kgbenhavn, 1972. -
(1964) . TFejltagelsen. Gyldendals Tranebog,

~ Kgbenhavn, 1972.
~poFitikénl . e
Paris.Match.
.Prevert, Jacques (1949)~. Paroles. Livre dg‘Pdche,.Paris.
) Rasmussen, Halfdan (1964) ﬁ¢rnérim. Det Sch¢hbergske,
| forlag, 8 oplag, 1970. ‘ ‘ S
'Skéu-Hanseﬁ;.Tége.(1569). Hjemkomst. Gyideﬁdals Tranebog,
o K¢benhavn, 1972. ’

\

WrS¢ndags B T.

3

@rum, ‘Paul (1972) syndebuk. Fremad, Kgbenhavn.

S

(1972). Dét 11. Bud. Gyldendals Bogklub,
KgBenhavn, 1973. o
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 DICTIONARIES USED.

(Underlipings.indicate'the way in_which the work is referred

_to in the text.)

Chambers 20th Century Dictionary.

COD . Concise Oxford Dictionary.
DMN Dictionnaire des mots nouveaux. Hachette-Tchou.

Daniel Jones, An English Pronouncing Dictionary.

Hamiﬁpét‘fEncyqlopedic World‘Dictionary.

NDO Nudansk -Ordbog. o . : e
-ODS™ " 0rdbog over—de&- danske sprog. .
OED _ Oxford English Dictionary.

Penguin - The:Peﬁéuin:Engl;shiDiCtionary.

Petit Robert.

'Robert Dictionnéire alphab&tique et analogique de la
langue frangaise; les mots et®les associations
d'idées. A . . 7 i '_,_' L . . ' o i
SOED’ Shorter}Qxﬁqrd_Epglish Dictionary.
Ve

,,,,,,,,
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.’ REFERENCES S

—Abbrevlatlons of perlodlcal tltles, etc.:

ALH
" AmS

BSL.-
CLS

DS

EWPL .

Fm
IF
JL -
TAUT

IEIEIE’LE’

lér T
(] )&

Blw. :
o+

SL
SN~

%A

'%?U

Acta Llngulstlca Hafnlen31a
Amerlcan Speech . '
‘ Acta Philologica - Scandinavica-

Bulletin de la Société Linguistique de Par;s
Chicago- Llngulstics Soc1ety papers: from the

reglonal meetlngs.'
Danske Folkemaal
Danske 'Studier”

Edinburgh Worklng Papers in Llngulstlcs_'“'

Foundations of Language
Francais Moderne - -
Indogermanlschen Forschungen
..Journal of Linguistics

: Llnguistlc Agency, UnIverslty at Trler

Language - o
Llngulstlc Inqulry ’ : _;
Maal og Mlnne ’ S
Nysvenska Studler

< Revue Roumaine:de Llngulstique

‘Studia. LlngulstlcaA‘U_

Studia- Neophilologlca a

' Zeltschrift fur Angllstlk und Amerlkanlstlk

-
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ABRAHAM Werner (1969) ﬁeview'ef ¥epié 1970. Kratiios"~
o 14 pp 78=81.

wmrﬂ;WADAMs;JValerie—4i973);—;An«Introductiontto—ModernfEng}isthwwm

Word Formation. Longman, .London.

ALLERTON, D.4J. (1972). RevieW~of Brekle 1970 and Zepié
1970, " JL '8 pp 321-326.

ANDERSEN, Einer & Erik REHLING (1936) Modersmilet I.

Schul:z, Kﬁbenhavn.

ANDERSON, John M. (1971). The Grammar of Case: towards a

'w~;7?Tff"“IBEEIEStic theory. CamBrldge Studles.in Linguistics

4. chp. |
(1972) .- 'Remarks on the hierarchy of quasi-pred-

ications.' RRE 17 pp 23-44, 121-140,.193-202,-

(319-335.. T 2 -
(19735) 'Max1m1 Planudls in memoriam.' In
Kiefer & RuWet (eds) pp 20- 47.- .

o . (1973b). ;FThe_ghost of tlmes past.' 'EQ'Q ppi481—
g9l L T ’

" (1973c). -An Essay Concerning Aspect. . Mouton, The

Hague.::

(1973d) 'Some speculatlons concernlng meetlngs,

matrimony, famlly resemblances and related matters.

- York Papers ‘in Llngulstlcs 3 pp 7 29.

(1973e) 'A ‘dialect argument for Vx ¢~3 x(~ A
EWPL 3 pp l 9. R ;1"'

S~ - (l974a) Concernlng Quantlfiers and Coordlnatlon.

LAUT.
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; ANDERSONn(cone;) (1974b). 'Existential quantifiers.’' >
s pp - 27: ) '

- & Charles. JONES" (1972). 'Three theses‘concerningmﬂ_m;;;
phonologlcal representations;: - EWPL 1 PP 92 115.”“

ANDERSSON, Sven (1968) " Review of Carlsson 1966. §Q 22

44”_,____,_'___pp 66-Ths e

BACH, Emmon (1968). 'Nouns and noun phrases.' 1In Bach &

Harms (eds) Pp. 90 122‘

jg;s .. — & R.T, HARMSi(edsrh(lQGS). Universals in Linguistic -

3

Theory. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York.
Ltheory

BALLY, Charles (1932). Llngulsthue génerale'et‘linguIStique

Erancaise: ‘Berne. 4° &dition, 1965.

BARBAUD, Phlllppe (1971) 'L'ambiguité structurale du composé

blnomlnal. Cahlers de Lingulsthue, Unlver51ty
'Of Quebec, pp 71-116. ‘_
BAR-HILLEL, Yehoshua (1955). .'Idioms.' In Locke & Booth

-

(eds) pp 183 193.

(edT"(197l) " Pragmatics of Natural Languages. -
Synthese llbrary. p 'Reldel, Dordrecht. o .
,BAUER Laurle (1974) Rev1ew of Brekle 1970.- EWPL 4 PP 14 19.

BAZELL, cC. E., J C. CATEORD ‘M. A K HALLIDAY, & R.H. ROBINS
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. BECKER, A. L. & D.G. ARMS (1969) 'Preépositions as pfedicates.

LT asE pp 1 11.
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BENVENISTE, Emlle (1966) 'Formes nouvelles de 1a

comp051t10n nomlnale. BSL 61 pp 82- 95. ;" -~

BERGMAN, Gosta (1955) "Det lampllga uttrycket - 13. |
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BERNDT, Rolf (1963): " Review of Marchand 1960. " ZAA 11
 pp 304-308. . |
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BINNIGK,-Robert I. (1970). ‘'Ambiguity and vagueness.'

CLS 6 pp 147-153.
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London.A-Brd edition, 1957.

BLOOMFIELD, Leonard (1933) Language. London. 2nd edition, -

1935.
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Cambrldge, Mass..
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e
)
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BOYER Regls (1968) "Mots et jeux de mots chez Prevert,
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"Linguistics 23 PP 5-29.
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kom2051tion. Internatlonal Library of General
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Grammatik. LAUT.
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