WORD-FORMATION ]RﬁVISITED
Topical aspects of English word-formation

Esko V. PENNANEN

1. Revisiting word-formation (WF for short) is in a way comparable to
revisiting Brideshead, that impressive English conntryhouse, whose details
are lost when it is contemplated as a whole, and the other way round: the multi- '
plicity of detail blurs the outline of the whole. .

WP, the branch of the linguistic science that studies the patterns on which
a language forms new lexical items out of the elements provided by the pri-
mary vocabulary, is recognizable as an individual category of grammar. How-
ever, in spite of the ever-growing body of special studies the contours of the
discipline in its entirety remain fluid and vague. The student of WF has nof
the inward eye of Braque, Picasso and other pioneers of cubism, who could
paint things as they knew them to be, not as they appeared to the eye.

2. In an earlier paper (Pennanen 1972) I attempted a survey of the situation
in WF at that date. Little or nothing has essentially changed since then (cf.
Bauer 1983 : 1). There is no single theory of WF in any natural or planned lan-
guage (IAL or International Auxiliary Language), although one of the main
objectives of the IALs was an ‘ideal” system of vocabulary and WF, characte-
rized by monosignificance and reversibility (Adams 1973 : 201ff.), an appro-
ximation of which has been achieved in scientific terminologies, e.g. organic
chemistry. Bauer goes on to emphasize that there is no agreement either on
the kind of data relevant to the construction of such a theory. But something
has changed, for WF, which has been neglected by the leading schools of gram-
mar from neogrammarians to generativists, is “suddenly of central interest
to linguists of all persuasions” (Bauer l.c.). Significantly enough, the motive
is not primarily the search for a deeper insight in the problems of WF, but the
light WF throws on other aspects of language.

3. As a bibliographical survey is not within the scope of the present paper,
it will be sufficient to mention only a few major works published since my paper
of 1972.

Such are: the second edition of Koziol’s pioneering Handbuch der englischen
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Wortbildunsglehre (1972), An Introduction to Modern English Word-Formation
by Valerie Adams (1973), Bauer’s English-Formation (1983) and Tournier’s
doctoral thesis Reserches sur la lexicogénese de ' Anglais contemporain (1983)
as well as Appendix I in 4 Grammar of Contemporary English by Quirk et al.
(2nd ed. 1984).

For monographs and articles of more or less specialized character reference
is made to Gabriele Stein’s excellent bibliography English Word-Formation
over lwo Centuries (1973) the relevant passages in Kastovsky 1978 and 1981,
and also the critical bibliography in Tournier (1983 : 435—493).

4. Before going on let us throw a glance on some of the reasons on account
of which the study of WF has until recently lagged behind the rest of linguistics.
The methods and ways of WF to fulfill its task of producing new lexical items
to supply the needs of meaning are so manifold and inconsistent that there
seems to be no common denominator to accommodate them above, which
- means that it has not been possible to arrive at the kind of generalizations that
-are necessary for establishing a theory. This is particularly true of the English
WP, which Sapir (1949 : 110—121) characterized as “a perfect hornets’ nest of
bizarre and arbitrary usages concealed behind a superficial appearance of
simplicity.”

5.1. No wonder, then, that WF is described by Bauer (1983 : xiii) as “a con-
fused area of study”’, but he is right in tracing such confusion back to the termi-
nology used in WF studies.

. The very term word-formation is ambiguous, for it refers to the process,
the product and the area of linguistics concerned with these two. German,

to take an example, distinguishes between Wortbildung (process), Wortbil-

dung.-en (product) and Wortbildunsglehre (discipline). ;

Conversely, one and the same concept may be referred to by a number of
d:ffcrent terms. Conversion (CVN for short), the transference of an item from
one form class to another without morphological change, goes by the name of
zero-derivation or derivation by a zero suffix, functional change or functional shift,
cf. Marchand (1969a: 36) In an earlier paper (1963a: 164) he applies the
German terms unmittelbare Ableitung or Konversion (=French dérivation im-
médiate) to the derivation of a verb from a substantive without the aid of a “de-
rivative morpheme’. Further down we shall come back to the distinction be-
tween conversion and ‘direct” derivation.

Lyons (1977 : 523 n. 7) points out that CVN and zero-derivation, though
used as synonyms, have d fforent theoretical implications, and speaks of deri-
vation by means of the affixation of an identily element and an identity opera-
tion, which can be said to have been carried out between the base and the new
lexeme, “a process linking the two lexemes but defining the form of the new
lexeme as identical to the base’ (cf. Bauer 1983 : 32 with further references).
Here we have an excellent example of explanation by means of terminology,
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something that has been held up against TG-grammarians (Robinson 1975 :
138—144). Such procedure explains as little as the taxonomies resulting from
structuralistic analysis could explain the problem arising from the data they
are derived from.

5.2. It is common knowledge that concepts and categories are not always
sharply delimited against each other in WF. A generalization is bought at
a price : Bauer’s definition of back-formation (BF) (1983 : 230—232) as “the
formation of new lexemes by the deletion of actual or supposed affixes in long--
er words” makes BF ‘a special case of clipping”. True enough, but the dis-
tinction between BF and clipping is that the former category is class-changing,
the latter class-maintaining.

To define space-time as a back-formation from its attributive use in space-
-time continuum (Anna Granville Hatcher Modern English word-formation and
Neo-Latin, reviewed by Fred W. Householder Jr. in Language 51: 597—601)
is to carry to the extreme the zero-craze, which used the term zero as an equi-
valent of the word ‘not’ (Haas 1957: 33—34).

6.3. Another concept universally accepted as an axiomatic pillar of WF is
that of the complexity of the new lexical items. Thus Bauer (1983 : 30) defines
WF as “the production of complex forms”, adding that “other scholars use
‘complex’ to mean ‘produced by derivation®”, cf. Marchand (L969a: 2) and
Langacker (1973: 79, 186). %0

The same idea is expressed by the principlé of diagrammatic iconicity:
more of form corresponds to more of meaning. For one thing, there is no infor-
mation about the criteria of ‘more meaning’. Secondly, the rule does not hold in
a reversed form: not only does CVN produce new lexical items with the same
amount of form but BF does the same with less. E:ther complexity must have
some either than quantitative meaning or CVN and BF cannot be classified
with the categories that conform to the rule of diagrammatic iconicity.

. Marchand is more specific in declaring that WF can only be concerned with
composites, analysable as syntagmas made up of a determinant and a deter-
minatum. Consequently he introduces the zero-morpheme to make conver-
sions into composites and reverses the linear order of the process of BF by
declaring it to be of diachronic interest only (see Pennanen 1966 : 9—10,
1971: 13—16, 1980a and 1982). It should be added that both B.uer (1983:
230ff.) and Dressler (1984) among others emphasize the character of BF as
a synchronically productive process in English WF.

A further aspect of complexity is the question of the direction of the word-
forming process in items which are morphologically unmarked. Marchand
(1963b and 1964b) has proposed a set of criteria for such formations, but they
arc not water-tight as Adums (1973: 42, 565n), Ljung (1977: 165—167) and
others have pointed out. :

Marchand’s way of dealing with conversions and back-formations is typi-
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cal of any theorist at odds with his data: the items and elements that do not
fit the superordinate pattern are brought to conformity by means of ad hoc
rules or reanalysis, or by explaining them as exceptions (possibly belonging to
a different part of the grammar) or by sirply neglectmg them as irrelevant or
quirks, cf. Plank (1985a: 7).

6. Although the present-day approach to WF is synchronic both in theory
and practice, diachrony cannot be totally left out of consideration. The load
of the past that the present carries on its shoulders is a source of various ano-
malies (Adams 1973: 199), but it is also the key to many synchronic forms and
patterns. Phonological and morphological change, lexicalization, idiomatiza-
tion, grammaticalization ete. are influences that often result in the loss of trans-
parency and motivation, of the independence of a free morpheme and so forth.

An interesting example is the so-called cranberry morpheme (Bloomficld
Language: 159—160), a quasi-genuine element, which does not occur in isola-
tion. If the description of cran as a dialectal allomorph of crane is accepted,
cranberry can be looked upon as a normal compound, as Brandt (1984: 6) sug-
gests, but Seppénen’s reservations (1985: 5f.) with regard to a final answer to
the question are worth notice. This one single example shows that by far too
little attention has been paid to WF in dialectal and informal speech includ-
ing jargon, cant and slang. The relevance of diachrony to synchronic analysis
of WF is obvjgus in the case of what Jespersen called grammatical homophones,
i.e. words b(gnging to more than one part of speech, and their distinction
from similar items resulting from “the deliberate transfer from one part of
speech to another” (Zandvoort 1957: 265), that is to say CVN, the temptation
being to see derivational relationships where there are none. The same problem
arises in the area of loan words, the derivative relationships having the ten-
dency of being taken over to the receiving language, cf. Marchand (1969a:
5—9).

7. Above (5.1.) attention was called to the risks involved in putting the
mark of equation between superficially analysed terms of WF and applying
them trans-linguistically (conversion — dérivation immédiate). This is an indi-
cation of the language-special character of WEF. In other words, there is no
universal pattern of WF, which could be applied to individual languages. Even
if the categories of affixation and compounding are common to a large number
of languages, they operate within the boundaries and limits of each individual
language in question. It is with English word-formation, French word-forma-
tion, German word-formation, etc. that we are faced with on the plane of
reality.

The unparalleled progress in linguistics since the Second World-War was
80 overhelmingly American in inspiration and execution that it seems legitimate
to speak of an Anglo-American invasion of European linguistics (cf. Tournier
1983: 395). Thus it is understandable that there has been a tendency to extend
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not only grammatical and syntactic but also derivational models, patterns.
and concepts to other languages than English, in which language, however,
they are fully valid.

Exclusive dependence on English is one of the principal reasons for there-
not being any significant breakthrough in the development of automatic un-
derstanding of a natural language, especially in the domains of semantics and
pragmatics, such as these present themselves in Winograd’s micro-world of
blocks (Prof. Fred Karlsson’s comment on On Understandmg a Natural Lan-
guage).

8.1. When Marthand (1963a and 1964a) speaks of the derivation of desub-
stantival verbs in French and German putting F. huiler and Germ. dlen on
the same level with E. oil, his argument is that all three have been derived:
without the aid of a derivative element. However, he disregards the termina-
tions of the French and the German verb as opposed to the ‘zero-termination®
of the English one, as can be seen form the following conspectus.

Table 1. ‘Direct’ derivation of desubstantival verbs ih
English, French and German

Base | Deriv. sfx | Inf. ending Verb
oil (4] (5] (to) oil
huile (%] -er huiler
Ol (%] -en dlen

If the English verb is to be compared with its French and German counter--
parts, its analysed form contains {wo zeros, 0il+@+@, to mark the fact that.
in English verbs have no termination in the infinitive. To explain -er or -en
as inflectional elements marking the infinitive does not sound very useful, as-
the affixation of an ending presupposes some sort of null form, in this case a ver-
bal one, to append it to: there is no verb /yil/ or /@ : 1/, cf. Pennanen (1984b)..

8.2. But there is an additional confusion of analysis: on one hand the des-
cription of the word-forming process, on the other the lexical analysis of these
items such as they are entered in respective lexicons. Now, the abstract lexemes.
[9il/, |yil/ and /o : 1] are not members of one definite word class, but they are
able to join d.ff:rent form classes under d.ffcrent conditions, see Table 2.

Table 2.
. Lexeme Joil/ [yil/ 10 :1/
noun oil huile (das) O1
verb oil huil-er 6l-en
| adj. oil-y huil-eux ol-ig

Seen from this angle the English lexeme /oil/ can join both the noun and the:
verb paradigm without the help of any derivative element: in relation to their-
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-abstract ‘base’ both are zero-dsrivationsneither bsing prior to the other. The
French and the German lexems can enter the noun paradigm without an affix,
“which becomes necessary to admit them to the verb paradigm, while all three
need a derivational suffix to qualify them as adjectives. The zero operating
‘here is clearly a paradigmatic one, the kind of zero Saussure had in mind when
he introduced this concept. '

In the light of the preceding observations it would seem advisable not to
-extend the category of CVN to other languages than English without restric-
“tions, even if there are cases of identical typss of CVN, i.e. transfer of an item
from one part of speech to another without morphological change. There is no
-comparative survey of the role of CVN in the WF of more than two or three
languages. Discrepancy between languages may also apply to a type of a cate-

fory of WF that is common to each: according to Lipka (1968) there is no coun-
‘terpart in French to German kugelsicher E. ‘bullet-proof’, F. ¢ I'épreuve des
-balles, cf. however Germ. haushoch — E. ‘high as a house’.

Secondly, it becomes evident that a distinction must be made between the
-concepts lexeme and word in studies of WF and lexicon. The lexemes may be
-compared to superordinate terms, whose hyponyms, i.e. realizations on the con-

crete (word) level are recorded in dictionaries. The lexemes remain abstract
-entries in the individual lexicons of the language members. Obviously this was
Hockett’s motivation in proposing additional word classes to comprise lexemes
which can appear in two or more form classes without formal change (1958:
'2214T.). Bolinger (1969: 37) would reduce the membership in parts of speech
to a set of grammatical attributes that can be attached at will, while Halli-
~day (1966: 51) comprises these “hyponyms” as the ‘scarett’ of the lexeme in
question, cf. Lipka (1971: 211ff.) and Kastovsky (1981: 78f).

These considerations have also brought us near to the fundamental essence
-of the language-specific nature of WF: indeed, the very concept of word is

Jlanguage-specific (see e.g. Kurlsson 1976: 109). Busides, there are languages in
which it is not possible to distinguish such a category as the word. It goes with-
-out saying that in WF the concept of universals must necessarily be more sym-
bolical than actual.

9.1. Further intractable characteristics of the word are these two: one, the
word exists primarily and essentially in speech, and secondly, the word is fully
-realized only in the context, that is in an utterance, a phrase or a sentence.

The above statements are self-evident. The child acquires its native lan-
guage (and eventuully a second and even a third language) viva voce, by force
of the spoken word, long before he or she leagns to read and write. It is well
known that young children love to play on language, forming words on the spur
of the moment. Moreover, there have been and probably still are languages
that exist only in the spoken form having no alphabet and orthography.

9.2. The word is not only fully realized in the sentence, but any phonetic
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:-a,ndlor semantic changes that it undergoes take place in context, never in an
isolated word (Siro 1978: 861). Another consequence of the deper;dence of the
word on the context is the fact that it is subject to the hiérarchical relations
-that prevail between language and speech. As Gardiner (1932: 160f.) points out
Intonation secures victory over syntax, which on its part, is more powerfui
1.3ha,n what he designates as ‘word-form® (1932: 130fF.): the then king, M ¥y account
18 overdrawn? (1932: 204—205) are examples of the opposition :.‘nf form and
function. : .

.9.3. The sentence is the stage on which the drama of WF is acted 1.vv'ii;h anew
lexical item as the final result in the complete sentence. But the new word has
to take part in putting up the stage and the scenery: a primary lexical item is
made to put on a new costume to suit its Part in the play, and at the fall of the
curtain it has become a fully qualified member of the cast. :

.In spite of the kind of context-based factors described above WF research
f:na,mly works on corpuses made up of isolated graphemic items with very lim-
ited or non-existent means of representing a whole set of parameters bearing
upc';n tlfe process of WF'. More imortant still, the description of WF is based on
lexical items that are acceptable to the normal usage (‘norm’) and as such re-
corded in the dictionary. This means that the tentative, experimental coinages
that come and go in informal communication are negleéted as ‘occasional’
(Germ. okkasionell); only such as are accepted by the speech community reach
the stage of usuell (“usual’ does not correspond to the German term, which is
perp};a:a best translated by ‘current’ or ‘accepted’). However, the c:ccasional
formations are of special interest and importance as regards the analysis of
WF processes and their operation (cf. Kastovsky 1981: 155—156). Whatever
t"he tfes between the word and the sentence may be, both in qua,ntity and qua-
lity, it does not follow that WF should automatically be classified as a pa:'lb of
the syntax (cf. Pennanen 1980a). Marchand emphasizes that WF syntagmas '
shoulfi be' analysable according to the aspects of morphology, syntax an%ima:;e-
mantics, if possible all three in equal parts (Marchand 1969a: 31, cf. Pennanen
1982). At present, scholars as a rule add Pragrnatics (extra.linguis’tic knowledge)
to tlfese, which represent such aspects as knowldege of the subject and the si-
tuation as well as the mutual knowledge of the speaker and the listener of
each li)th'ar. Tlhia has been accepted as an additional challenge to WF re-
Search; a conclusive solution of the problem ca,
tovsky (1978: 353f.), Bauer (1983: f) ete.). s iy De hopedfi fass T

The difficulties that may arise in this area are reflected in Kiirschner’s
(1977: 137) suggestion to the effect that the categories of WF should be spread
over different parts of the grammar, of. Stein (1977: 219ff.). -

9.4. The reciprocal relationship between the word and the sentence can be

read in between the lines of Wundt’s definition of the sentence, which is as

follows: “The sentence is the arbitrary dismemberment of a complex presen-
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tation into its component parts, these being placed in logical relations to one
another” (Die Sprache ii: 245, English by Gardiner (1932: 141)).

It is normal that we know what we wish to say (Wundt’s Gesamtvorstel-
lung ‘the complex presentation’, ¢f. ‘complex conceptual schemes’ suggested by
Plank (1981: 47f.) before knowing, that is to say deciding how we are to say it.
The attribute ‘arbitrary’ denotes that we have the choice between several
ways of expressing our ‘complex presentation’; it also explains why WF rules
are optional (Aronoff 1976: 35, Bauer 1983: 240). The ‘bits” of the complex
presentation are in their concrete form lexical items, chosen by the speaker
in accordance with the needs of content and the logical relations. If there is
not alexical item ready at hand in the internal lexicon of the spealker, he forms
one using the material stored up in the lexicon, or if this does not succeed for
one reason or other, he may change his plan of dismemberment.

9.5. The mutual dependence of the word and the sentence on one another
is the point of contact between WF and TG grammar.

In my earlier survey of WF (1972) I called attention to the neglect of WF

by TG grammarians. In the present paper this is not a central question, and

accordingly a few general remarks will have to do, particularly as there are very
competent reviews of this question e.g. in Kastovsky (1981: 216—246), Bauer
(1983: 2—6) and Karius (1983: 2—5, 26--34).

Ever since Lees’s Grammar of the English Nominalizations (1960/1968) the
major part of TG treatments of WF are concerned with nominalization and
denominal verbs, Ljung’s thesis on English Denominal Adjectives being one
of the exceptions.

There are a few theoretical points that are open to discussion and not uni-
versally agreed upon. Lees regards WF procedures as rule governed processes
with the same theoretical standing as normal syntactic transformations. On
the other hand, it has been queried whether WF analysis has made a sharp
enough distinction between transform and paraphrae, particularly as there are
doubts about meaning-preserving transformations as a method of WF. Re-
vard (1968: 17) called attention to the fact that in the process of converting
nouns into verbs in English semantic features were added or lost ‘in some
fashion’ and that it is the question of operations that are ‘not strictly trans-
formations’, cf. Coseriu (1977: 63), see also Lipka (1971: 229) and Pennanen
(1980a: 3).

It is obvious that ‘the logical relations to one another’ in Wundt’s defini-
tion establish the direct connection of WF and the grammar of the case (Kas-
tovsky 1981: 231ff.). When deverbal substantives are classified according to
semantic points of view the same kind of categories are arrived at as operate
in case grammar as deep structure cases and characterize the semantic rela-
tions between a predicate and the noun phrases occurring with it.

A further point that suggests itself in this connection is the lexicalist vs.

Word-formation revisited 131

transformationalist controversy in TG philosophy of grammar. As Kastovsky

aptly observes (l.c.), the lexicalist theory puts the emphasis on the enlargement

of the lexis as the main function of WF, whereas the transformationalist view-
point accentuates the syntactic properties of WF and makes the sentence the
basis of interpretation.

10.1. A further aspect of the question we have been dealing with is sug-
gested by the ‘logfca,l relations’ in which, according to Wundt, the dismembered
parts of a complex presefitation are placed. These relations are dictated by the
traditional logic and are formulated as a set of arbitrary rules of an autono-
mous syntax. Though empirically established, these rules do not explain how
and why things are related as they are (cf. Luutonen 1984 and Siro 1978).

The introduction of the cognitive or natural grammar as outlined by Lan-
gacker (Language 1981 vol. 57 and 1982 vol. 58 and Foundations of Cognitive
Grammar 1983, Bloomington) is an important prospect to WF studies as well:
Langacker endeavours to relate the structure of language to the extralinguistio
phenomena which are its foundation and to do away with the classifications
and concepts of the traditional and the TG grammar. These are both felt to
be artificial and are replaced by a totally new battery of concepts. Langacker
starts from the view that the central problems of present-day linguistics are
conceptual, due to the unserviceability of our traditional grammatical concepts
for the purpose of a natural description of the language; thus he tries to include

in his theory such phenomena in language as have been looked upon as peri-

feral, and consequently introduces dozens of new concepts as well as old terms
in new meanings (cf. Luutonen 1984).

The question how language reflects reality and that of the arbitrariness of
the linguistic sign have been posed by earlier scholars, e.g. the American phi-
losopher Charles Sanders Peirce (11914); his analysis of the linguistic sign — as
symbol, index and icon — was revived by Roman Jakobson (“Quest for the
essence of language” Diogenes 51, 1965, see Siro 1978). A relevant and impor-
tant publication of recent date is Dressler’s Morphology: the dynamics of dert-
vation (1985).

Apropos of logic, it remains to be seen how far the different types of cate-
gorial grammars based on the semantics of formal logics will be able to contri-
bute to the clarification of the concept of an ‘ideal word-formation” and its
eventual application to natural languages.

11. Viewed as a whole and at a certain distance, the research done in the
field of WF brings to one’s mind the type of thinking that de Bono describes as
‘vertical’. This is to say, a vertical thinker proceeds along the line once adopt-
ed, refining his concepts and methods; because he is looking harder and har-
der in the same digection he cannot look in a different direction, just as it is
not possible to dig a hole in a different place by digging the same hole deeper
(de Bono 1967: 22f.). A digger capable of lateral thinking will pause and look
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round for another spot to start a new hole at, if the original one is:not in aecor-
dance with his objectives and plans.

Although there is no such turn-about in the records of WF, there are eli?ar-
symptoms pointing to that direction. The attempts at new appma,cheg to lin-
guistic description mentioned in my earlier surve'y (Pennanen. 1972 30{?f.),
such as tagmemics, parametric linguisties, stratificational grammar a:nd the like,
are indications of dissatisfaction with the hole that has been beingl dug, a:nd
Baxri (1977), in contending that WF should be given up in str_uct.uml-lm:gnistles,
is about to stop digging in the original hola. Dressler’s poly.osntnstlc model
(19717, 1979) as well as Lipka’s (1983) proposition of a'six-leveli approack:t 1.30 the
analysis of complex lexemes point to the same directu?n, to the recognition of’
the inadequacy of the traditional models of deseription. .

Tournier, in the true spirit of the explorer, on arriving at the conclusion
that specialized studies of the individual processes of WF, or separate semantie
fields, result in limited or deformed views of WF, decld(?s to enter upon a long-
time project, the first stage of which is the presenta,tlor% of.the dfxt;a in full.
Thus his corpus includes also gemantic change and borrowing in a'add'mon to th.e
sraditional categories and types of WF (1983: 5). Af_tpr a desenptl've analysis
. of the corpus, the emerging facts will be eor}fror}te& with theoretical models

with a synthesis in the form of a new theory in view. .

12.1. Ttis, however, Bauer that comes nearest to the lateral line of thought:

not that he would start an entirely new hole, but he indicates a new spot

dig. _

Whe;r? 15lfiﬁt gjscussion of the productivity of CVN Bauer (1983: 266f.) emp-
hasizes its commonness in English; there appear to be no morpholong:,l
restrictions and all form classes seem to be able to undergo CYN. Bauer’s
interpretation of this is to the effect that CVN is a totally free process, any lex-
eme being able to undergo CVN into any of the open form classes as tht? n'eed
arises. He goes on to suggest that CVN “can possibly break down the distinc-
tion between form classes in English” and lead to a system .‘*where there are
closed sets such as pronouns and a gingle open set of lexical 1’oexf1a that can be
used as required” (l.c.). Bauer emphasizes the “highly. speculative” character
of this suggestion, but pertinently sees it as part of ‘.‘the trend away from syn-
thetic structure and towards analytic structure which has been fairly typical
of the history of English over the last millennium”. .

12.2. Bauer’s linguistic vision is, however, not so surprising or unexpetuled
as it may seem at first sight. It compares with Kruisinga’s very much earlier
dictum that in English “any noun may be used as a verb” (4 Handbook of
Present-day English 11.3: 96, 120). Significantly enough, Kruisinga doeg not
contend that this rule also holds inversely. The cyclic movement t.owa..rds
analytio structure has been gathering momentum during the last few cen'tu_nes.

Above we have emphasized the basic role of the sentence as the origin of
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the word. But there is more to it than that: there is general agreement as to
the priority of the sentence in the development of the human speech. Language
first emerged as sentences, from which words, form classes, inflexions and WF
subsequently developed during hundreds and thousands of years. There are
languages which have preserved the rich system of inflections that was once
developed, e.g. the Kalispel language, which inflects all the words that make up
a sentence, or Mordvinian {a Finno-Ugric language) which has noun conjuga-
tion (Alhoniemi 1982), i.e. also non-verbal words may take a verbal inflexio-
nal ending in predicate position. The other extreme, of course, is for a language
to do away with inflections, either totally or up to a minimum. .

These two opposité strategies or modes of organizing a message have been
elaborated by Givén (1979 : 223), who refers to them as the pragmatic and the
syntaetic mode respectively. Table 3 presents a survey of them.

The pragmatic mode, the primitive sentence pattern, that is, is based on
the topic — comment structure, loose co-ordination, slow rate of production,
absence of morphological encoding, the central role of intonation as indicator
of the focus, and the use of word-order to rark new information vs. old.

The syntactic mode is characterized by 8-V-O structure, extensive use of
subordination, rapid production, fine-graded morphological encoding, the se-
condary role of intonation as an indicator of the focus, and the use of word-:
order to express semantic case-functions.

Although the roots of the pragmatic mode reach back to time immemorial, -
it survives parallelly with the syntactic mode as part of the inmost essence of
language. The course of the development from pragmatic to syntactic is
repeated in the process of acquisition of the native language by the human child.
An adult learner of a second language resorts to typically pragmatic shifts
where his or her command of the foreign idiom fails. A Hungarian lady, who
had taught herself German by her own nature method, once began with this
warning: “Ich erzihle im Prisens, ist aber alles im Imperfekt”.

A further application of the pragmatic mode are the so-called pidgin lan-
guages, which may become the spoken idiom of a community and soon develop
gyntactic features, in the same way as a second language learner may ultima-
tely reach the level of ‘near-native’. It is highly significant that any linguisti-
cally native speaker of a language fully in command of the syntactic mode or
strategy almost automatically falls back on the pragmatic one in an emergency.
It is worth noticing that the tendency towards pragmatic structurization is
supported by the law of the economy of expression :maximum of content with-

in & minimum of linguistic means (Havers 1922: 182, 193). In the case of
& communicative situation of the pragmatic type sufficient understanding is
achieved by extralinguistic means which compensate for the insufficient lin-
guistic ones. ;

The dichotomy of pragmatic vs. syntactic is not only a matter of sentence
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Table 3. Survey of the pragmatic and the syntactic mode

| Pragmatic mode Syntactic mode

Type of structure Topic — comment Subject — predicate
Loose conjunction Tight subordination

Rate of delivery Slow, with many intonation | Fast, with one single inton.
contours contour

; Encoding No use of grammatical mor-| Elaborate grammatical
phology morphology

Role of intonation Central indicator of new Rather the same, lesser
information functional load

Role of word-order Old information comes be- | Word-order signals se-
fore new mantic case-functions

Verb to noun ratio One nominal clause atta- Several nominal clauses at-
ching to a semantically taching to a semantically
simplex verb complex verb

Register Informal, spoken, not Formal, planned, written
planned ,

Evidence A child’s early attempts at | Adult competence in the
speech; Adult learner of a native language, ‘near na-
second language; Pidgin tive® command of a se-
languages cond language; Creoles

structurization. It is equally relevant to WF as well as an essential motive
power in language. The past of the language survives in linguistic reality and
repeats itself in the individual members of the language community, in their
language-learning process and speech behaviour.

12.3. Against the background of the above phenomena it is conceivable
to look upon the differences between the parts of speech as less radical and sharp
than they are believed to be. Ross (1972: 326) contends that “the distinction
between verb, adjective and noun is one of degeree, rather than of kind”.

Creissels .(1979: 84) calls attention to the indifférentiation ‘the state of
being not differentiated, specified’, of the lexemes as regards the distinction
between the noun and the verb, and refers to the traditional orthography, be-
hind which the similarities are concealed.

“The adaptability of the same word stem to being used in several form classes
is a common feature in Indo-European languages, and not restricted to these.
Biese quotes examples from Sanskrit (1941: 339ff.), in Modern Swedish it is
normal to use the verb stem pure and simple as a noun denoting the agent or
the action or even condition and quality (Soderbergh 1967: 79, 97f., 127 and
Wessén 1958: 20f.), and in Finnish, to quote an example outside the IE family
of languages (Hakulinen 1961: 49ff., Siro 1978), certain primary, non-deri-
vational verb stems may occur as nouns andfor adjectives. The impersonal
verb kylmdd ‘it freezes’ is an example.
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(1) Nyt kylma-i taas “Now it freezes, is cold again’.
(2) Kylmdi on sietimdtén “The cold is intolerable’.
(3) Kdtesi on kylmd “Your hand is cold’.

(4) Nyt ei kylmd endd “Now it is not cold any more’.

In English the parts of speech are not morphologically distinguished; thus
there is nothing extraordinary about such multifunction items as down,
like, near, or round ete., which can be used in the function of as many as five
form classes. Gardiner (1932:130) explains this phenomenon by means of the
concept of word-form, “a kind of meaning permanently attached to words
over and above the meaning of the stem, intimating the formal character in
which the-listener may expect the speaker to have intended the thing-meant
to be taken” (138). Accordingly, parts of speech are “distinctions of word-form’
(134), but in the case of items like those quoted above the word-form is con-
cealed behind a number of alternatives, cf. Pennanen (1980 and above para-
graph 8.2.).

The following examples will illustrate the English round and its Swedish
equivalent rund.

(5) Riddarna av runda bordet “The knights of the Round Table’

(6) jordens rund “this earthly round”

(7) Jag sdg honom runda ‘I saw him round (ing) the street corner’
gathornet . _

(8) Jim har seglat virlden runt  ‘Jim has sailed round the world”

(9) Barnet irrade runt pdgaiorna “The child was wandering about the
streets’

" The corresponding German lexeme behaves very much in the same way.

(10) Die Tafel ist rund “The table is round’
(11) das Rund der Erde ‘the early round’
(12) Das kostet rund 500 Mark ‘It costs round 500 marks®

(13) Die Teile runden sich zu “The parts round up into a whole’
einem Ganzen

12.4. The use of the same stem (lexeme) in several form classes is identical
with conversion when the application to the different functions happens with-
out formal change, otherwise it belongs to derivation. The same trend towards
a minimum of formal paraphernalia is the tendency of English to use an in-
flexionally neutral form of nouns and nominals as the initial part of noun
compounds (Adams 1973: 58—59, cf. Jespersen MEG IL: 185—187, and Pen-
nanen 1984a: 88). The ‘neutralized’ feature is in most cases number, e.g
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tooth-decay, gui-less, fi ve-day week, but“it may be the ending of the genitive
as well, e.g. enemy-attack, pig-tail. In watch-dog, workman it is the verbal
endings that have been suppressed. :

Adams (l.c.) points out that the shift from an explicit form like pig’s tail
to the neutralized one also marks the transfer from a free phrase to com-
pound, from syntax to WF, so the speak. '

Compounds like high-rise sb., low-rise sb. and look-alike sb. (Pennanen
1981) are instances of the freedom with which verb-based nominals may be
used in WEF. Above, under 9.2., attention was called to what Gardiner called
‘incongruent use’ and the dominance of intonation over syntax. If statement
is regarded as the basic sentence form, its use as question or command as well
as the use of question as a statement (He is well? You come down at once?
Who cares? see Gardiner 1932: 231) are evidence of the tendency to operate by
means of basic, ‘neutral’ units. Whether this is a symptom of greater freedom
or of relaxed standards as regards the finished product is not easy to decide.
At any rate, also new lexical items often resemble mini-telegrams, offering to
the receiver/listener the component elements, say, of a compound (nominal
or verbal) juxtaposed in a neutral ‘naked’ shape and leaving a good deal of
extralinguistic information to be supplied by the listener. Sometimes certain
types of present-day communication including WF suggest the idea of gambling
on the principle “the less I say, the more I mean™.

Leech (1966: 136f.) complains of “‘copywriters’ repeated violation of lex-
ical restraints’, but on the other hand they may be regarded as pioneers of
the liberalization of WF, made possible by the ever-increasing amount of
information shared by larger and larger sections of the community and spread
by the various mass media. More and more people are aware of each other’s
range of knowledge; they are able to decode a message when they know what
is spoken about, by whom, in what kind of situation, although these circum-
stances are not expressed by linguistic elements. For examples see Leech (l.c.)
and Pennanen (1981: 86—88).

But there is evidence of the ‘liberalization’ of WF also in the use of certain
categories and types that have been subject to restrictions. The formation of
compound verbs is a case in point. Compound verbs in English are mainly form-
ed by back-formation or CVN from compound nouns, to a lesser’ degree
by putting two lexemes together, like other types of compounds (see Adams
1973: 105—112, Bauer 1983: 207f. and Pennanen 1966: 109—117).

The prominent role of BF in the derivation of compound verbs is based on
a process of re-segmentation: the basic nominal or adjectival compound has as
its final component an agent- or action-noun or a participial adjective, whose
characteristic ending is extended to belong to the whole comopund, e.g. stage-
manager — stagemanag-er —stage-manage. :

Compound verbs of the above description are not limited to English. They
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abound in Swedish:

(1) allminbilda sig « allmdn bildning ‘acquire a good all-round education’
(2) ansikislyfta « ansiktslyfining ‘to face lift’

(3) violintdvla « violintivling ‘take part in a violin competition®

(4) sprakgranska « sprikgranskning ‘check the language’

The verb magdansa *to belly dance’ is a direct derivation from the correspond-
ing noun magdans, whereas tidigareligga “to move to an earlier point of time"
«ldgga (till en) tidigare (tidpunkt) is an example of the freedom of com-
pounding in Swedish. The German verb managen is either the ‘naturalized’ form
of E. manage or a BF from the loanword Manager: Johann, der (den) Sdnger-
Reinhard Fendrich managt (Neue Post 1986 Nr 7: 12).

This regressive derivation of compound verbs from composite agent- or
action-nouns is quite common in Finnish, too, mainly in informal or colloquial
speech (journalese, mass-media), e.g. avioerota ‘to separate’«avioero ‘divorce”
(Zb.) is often used instead of the phrasal expression ottaa avioero ‘be separat-
e .. .

12.5. Even if Bauer’s suggestion about the decline of the form classes in
English and the ascent of CVN may seem “highly speculative” as he says him-
self, the linguistic reality rather supports than contradicts his line of thought.
The progress of CVN is not an isolated phenomenon, independent from other
trends of development. On the other hand, the final take-over is still hidden
behind the veil of the unknown future. At present it-is possible to observe
how the traditional constraints on CVN are modified or scrapped, either di-
rectly or indirectly. Though compound verbs in English are principally formed
by CVN and BF, rather than by means of composition, it seems likely that.
more and more verb compounds will be produced analogically by putting the
component parts together. The law of the economy of expression operates also
by preferring a short cut to the goal, if any such thing presents itself. Besides,
analogy has a strong tendency to supersede rules.

It remains to be seen in what way the ‘collapse’ of the English form classes
will affect the WF and its categories, what kind of oppositions and conflicts
may arise. These questions are aspects of the cyclical development of English,
which moves in amplitudes of centuries and milennia, sometimes gathering
speed in & special field over periods shorter than that, cf. Lipka (1971: 236—
237). .

- 13.1. Above we have presented a few observations and comments on s num-
ber of aspects of the English WF and its problems, and have now come to the
point at which to attempt a summing up of our somewhat desultory remarks.

Although the number of investigations into different fields of WF are steadi-
ly ‘increasing and striving for greater and greater depth, no comprehensive
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pattern has emerged so far. One thinks of a jig-saw puzzle whose pieces refuse
to fall into place. It seems that different categories and types of WF lend them-
selves to description, that is analysis, by means of descriptive models based
on different theories of grammar. Witness the structuralistic model (Marchand),
which does its work with success when it is applied to the analysis of affix-for-
mations and compounds, but whose description of CVN and BF is far from
convineing. The same applies to TG grammars, which are not regarded as suffi-
cient for the description of all categories of WF, cf. above 9.5,

Models based on TG theory and grammars have the drawback that they

tend to become highly complicated with an increasing number of rules, sub-
rules and constraints adduced to attain the intended generality and penetra-
tion. In this respect the two-component model proposed b Saumjan (Prin-
ciples of Structural Linguistics 1971, cf. Guilbert 1975: 12 and Vion 1982: 82—
—88) is interesting: one component generates the words, the other the sen-
tences. On the whole, one gets the impression that also the TG approaches to
WEF more or less observe the ‘vertical’ lines of thought. A comparative study
of the treatment of WF by the different schools of TG theory and a critical
assessment of their respective ambitions, attainments and failures is of topical
interest. i

13.2. Tt goes without saying that structuralistic descriptions of WF place
the main emphasis on form, but this is done at the expense of the analysis of
the word-forming process itself. Marchand very rightly emphasized the impor-
tance of a threefold analysis of “WF syntagmas’, viz. morphologically, gramma-
tically and semantically, ‘‘all three in equal parts”; he is equally right in maint-
aining that this has not been done so far, nor does he himself quite live up
to his teaching. 4

When we are told that the verb fo hammer has been formed by means of
CVN from the substantive hammer, we learn just the name of a linguistic pro-
cess, but we do not learn anything about that process itself and about the ser-
ies of questions that pose themselves, such as the meaning of the basic noun
and the conversion verb, and the relation between the noun and the verb
(see Ljung 1977: 175 and Karius 1983: 76—79). As regards the morphological
analysis, we are left with the zero-morpheme, and if we do not accept this con-
cept, we are more or less at a loss. In the case of CVN the analyst is faced with
the question of the processing of extralinguistic knowledge in its pure form, both
synthetically and analytically.

The present-day trend in English and, as it seems, in other languages too,
is to convey more content with less form, to depend more on connotation than
denotation. This seems to be one of the foremost challenges to the study of WF.

13.3. The cyclic movement of English towards more and more analytic
structure is reflected on the language as a liberalization of the traditional stand-
ards of ‘correctness’, the ‘musts’ and ‘must nots’ of usage. As this also concerns

Word-formation revisited 139

WF, as we have attempted to show, it would seem consequent to extend a sim-
ilar process of modification to the set of practically axiomatic postulates that
have come to be accepted as the corner stones of the entire edifice of WF. This
does not meun that the customary, strict interpretation of the tenets should be
declared null and void altogether: but the narrow sense shall not reign supreme
to the exclusion of a broader view.

The secondary character of word-formations, i.e. the new lexical items
formed on the basis of the primary vocabulary, stands to reason, but it does
not follow that all of them should be composites, complex formations, analys-
able as syntagmas. Motsch (1977: 181 n. 2) poses the question whether word-
formations should be analysed in the same way as other complex formations
of a language or be treated as ‘expressions of a special nature’ (Ausdriicke be-
sonderer Art). Motsch obviously accepts the basically complex character of
‘word-formations, which does not prevent a freer apphcatlon of the concept.

Formations of a special character may also be morphologically simplex
like CVNs and BFs, which do not conform to the principle of diagrammatic
iconicity and are not transparent or motivated.

As regards composite formations, which by Marchand’s definition must be
syntagmas made up of a determinant and a determinatum, allowance should be
made for paratactic syntagmas. Therefore it is an obvious improvement to
use the term ‘relate’ as Gauger (1968: 297) suggests; see also Lipka (1981: 288)
and Pennanen (1982: 257). Determination is not addition but a relationship,
Gauger emphasizes.

13.4. The concept of complexity postulated as an essential characteristic
-of a new lexical item produced by a process of WF is far from an adequate ex-
lication. If it is the new lexical item that is distinguished from its base by the
feature ‘complex’, conversions and back-formations have no morphological
-element for the analyst to go by. Accordingly, if the criterion of complexity
is to be of any relevance, it must be identifiable on some other level, semantic
or grammatical.

Is to clean complex in comparison with the a,d]ectwe clean from which it
is derived, because it has the meaning ‘to make clean’? But the substantive
-a shave ‘an act or result of shaving’ «to shave then? Or sleep sb. and sleep v.,
which in Zandvoort’s (1957 265) analysis “exist each in their own right”,
“though the verb can semantically be rendered as meaning ‘to rest in sleep’.
Does the existence of complexity establish a derivational relationship where
there should be none?

To make a simplex item complex by introducing a zero morpheme, which
has no concrete shape but is felt to be present by force of the analogy ef other
~derivations of the same semantic type, is not convincing, cf. Kulak’s (1964:
204) classification of desubstantival zero-derived verbs according to ’the mean-
- ings of the zero’.
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The above queries are sufficient to demonstrate the need of a thorough ana-
lysis of the concept of complexity in WF, its forms of manifesting itself and
the hierarchical relations between different types of complexity..

13.5. The dichotomy of the lexicalist vs. transformationalist theory of
lexicon, as established by Chomsky, brings to a point the opposition of two
principles of the structurization of the lexicon. This is, so it seems to us, an
abstraction for the sake of the theory; in linguistic reality, where we do not
meet “the ideal speaker-listener’, neither type of lexicon operates in its ab-
solute form. It seems conceivable that a language member’s lexicon functions
according to both principles: the lexical items are arranged in the individual

lexicon along a cline, in the spirit of a compromise. Significantly enough, the -

lexicon of Langacker’s planned natural grammar records and lists both the
WPE rules and the items produced by them. All this is to say that further study
of the lexicon is needed, even if we cannot look inside it: we can only extrapo-
late its functioning from what it puts at our disposal.

13.6. Above, the language-specific character of WF has been emphasized
in different connections. Is this a question to be reconsidered from a ‘lateral’
angle? Lyons (1977: 245f.) points out that the thesis of the language neutral
~character of the ultimate components of sound and meaning, propagated by
the Prague School and the Copenhagen School; may provide a relevant approach
to the natural (cognitive) grammar. Nor should linguistic relativism, by
which name Whorfianism has come to be known, be overlooked. Karius (1983:
16—42) for one calls attention to the question of the processing of the extra-lin-
guistic knowledge, both synthetically and analytically, in the formation of
denominal CVN verbs by a speaker. There is a natural connection between WF
and the theory of linguistic heredity (German Vererbungslehre); this branch of
linguistics is concerned with the question of the origin of the phonological
(eventually stylistic) characterisitcs of morphologically complex expressions
(Plank 1985a, 1985b). As Plank points out, a good deal of relevant information
is included in any language-specific morphology and WF. Conversely, findings
of the theory of heredity could conceivably be expected to throw some light
on WF, particularly in cases where certain characteristics of complex expres-
sions are not immediately ‘inherited’ (ererbt), but nevertheless dependent on
certain other characteristics of their component elements. The category of the
so-called contextuals (Clark and Clark 1979: 782 and Karius 1983: 36—42)
suggests itself here.

13.7. In my earlier survey (1972: 301) emphasis was laid on the criteria of
‘wordhood’ and a valid definition of “the lexical unit’. It now seems even more
vital to find out the essential characteristics of the novelty, ‘newness’ of a lex-
ical item apart from its being a secondary product that has not been seen
before. Marchand established the requirement of morphological, grammatical
and semantic analysability, and had no problem with CVNs, which he declared
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to be complex by adducing the zero-morpheme. But if the zero is not accepted,
the complex character of a CVN depends on grammatical (syntactic) and se-
maFtic features. However, complexity has not been described from this angle
so far.

This is a weighty argument in Support of the claim that WF.should be
approached as a category of grammar in its own right, and more important
still, on its own conditions, not on those of an imposed grammatical theory.
Nor should traditional axiomatic dicta be allowed to interfere with empirical
data and their interpretation.

Eurfher, WF studies should transfer the focus of attention from morpho-
logy to the process itself, and extend the matrix from received standard to dia-
lect, informal speech. Also the language-special character of WF would profit
b.y comparative and contrastive studies within and across typological bounda-
ries.

Finally, and this applies to the English WF as well as WF in general, it
would seem both reasonable and conceivable to look for a model of WF “which
is based on the jobs that the new-formed lexicgl items are intended to do rather
than on the means, morphological or syntactic, by which they are created (see
Coseriu 1977, Pennanen 1980: 8). '

I4. At the end of her book Adams (1973: 215) suggests that the study of
syntax and semantics is essential to studies of WF, though our knowledge of
language and its function is not sufficient for a model on that basis to be feas-
ible. The last ten years or so have no doubt considerably added to our know-
ledge of language, but I am afraid they have also given us a more concrete idea
of how much is still unknown. Just as we use language without really knowing
exactly how and by what kind of rules it works, we make use of the full re-
gister of WF, in English as in any other language. Our word-forming machine
works to our full satisfaction, but it does not allow us to have a look behind the
scenes, nor is the deepest introspection of any avail.

When Humboldt described word-formation as “the deepest, most secret
part of language”, he might well have had in mind the opening words of the
Gospel according to St. John. It is not only linguistics in general that will be
served by further penetration of the problems of word-formation: each step
forward will bring us nearer to the mystery of man and the human mind.
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