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Our main concern in this paper will be the exposition of some controversial issues in the
study of the lexical component within a TG framework: the processes of formation of new

lexical units.

The main processes of word formation (compounding, derivation, conversion, etc.) are an
excellent test field for the exploration (and also for an attempt at formalization) of
the creative capacity of the "ideal speaker-listener'. This leads us directly to the ques=
tion of whether the native speaker of a language has in his internalized grammar a
specific system of rules which he applies systematically in the creation of new lexical
units from already existing ones.

In TG at least two models have been developed with an acceptable degree of completeness.
I am referring to R.B. Lees' The Grammar of English Nominalizations' and to H.E. Brekle's
Generative Satzsemantik im System der englischen Nominalkompositionz. Chomsky's article
"Remarks on Nominalization'® is a proposal rather than a model.

The title of a very recent article by D. Kastovsky4: '"Word-formation, or: At the Cross-
roads of Morphology, Syntax, Semantics and the Lexicon" could be a good summary of the
levels of analysis of this field of grammar.

This problem is still far from having been given a satisfactory solution.

The transformationalist hypothesis, as was first developed by Lees in 1960, starts from
a quite old assumption: that there exists a syntactic relationship between the members of
complex lexical units; the parallel between sentence structures and word formation
processes.

Consequently, these processes should follow the rules of the syntactic component.

This idea is not so new as it might appear at first sight. Even two outstanding Indo-
european scholars, J.F. Staal and P. Kiparskys, have found this conception in Papini.
We have also found this idea in Grimm's Deutsche Grammatik, v. 2, in Brugmann and Del-
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brick's Grundriss and in Paul's Prinzipien. It was developed in a more systematic way by
Bally6 with the introduction of the concepts of ''thdme" and 'propos', taken from the
Prague School. It has been hmrchand7 who has applied them systematically to the analysis
of English word formation processes.

Lees (1960) has applied this system of an ordered set of transformations to English
nominal compounds. In his system lexical insertion takes place after several transforma-

tions have been applicd. With regard to the nature of these units, Lees points out:

""The nominals generated by the rules
which we shall study herein are not
themselves sentences, but rather noun-

like versions of sentences' Op. cit., p. 54.

ile takes kernel sentences as the starting point, introducing at the same time the concept

of matrix and constituent sentence for the analysis of complex structures. He classifies
all English nominal compounds 1NTO nune types vl sentence structures, with subgroups,

according to the functions of the elements of the compound words.

In accordance with the model developed in Chomsky's The Logical Structure of Linguistic
Theory and Syntactic Structures, he leaves aside the semantic component, because at that
time no formal apparatus to describe it had been developeds.

Within the transformationalist hypothesis the major breakthrough after Lees' model was

H. Brekle's Generative Satzsemantik... His model, following the generative semantics
approach, especially Fillmore's 'case grammar'', takes propositional concepts as primitive
units of description. These propositional concepts (''Satzbegriffe'') are propositions
without quantification, modality, etc.

Their formal representation is by means of well-formed formulas of predicate calculus,
following mainly Reichenbach and Carnapg. The central relational constants of this model
are more or less similar to Fillmore's deep cases. These formulas can also be represented
as tree structures.

In the description of more complex structures he follows Lees' analysis of matrix and
constituent sentences, which in his model means the insertion of a propositional concept
into another by means of special symbols.

With the use of two operators, which he calls Q and ''lambda', the process of selection of
topic and comment, which will become, respectively, the determinatum and the determinans
of the compound or derived word, is started.

Not surprisingly, Brekle's book, an "Habilitationschrift', had Marchand as advisor.

Although he also postulates a deep syntactic level and a transformational component, he
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has only developed the semantic component.

As we can see, Brekle's is a very powerful model, which allows us the description of the
system of the language, i.e., in the case of lexical units, actual and possible forma-
tions. A modified version of Brekle's model has been applied by W. Kiirschner'® to the
study of German nominal compounds in 1974. Lees himself, in an article published in
19701', proposed the introduction of a semantic component.

On the other hand, Chomsky's 1967 lexicalist hypothesis, was the natural reaction
against the problems arisen with the application of Lees' transformational model'?.

Chomsky postulates a strict separation between the syntactic component and the lexicon.
Lexical insertion should take place before transformations. For Chomsky, only syntactic
processes follow regular patterns of formation. Therefore, they are the only ones
susceptible of undergoing transformations. On the other hand, lexical processes are idio-
syncratic and their productivity is restricted.

3

Chomsky, following Bloomfield's'> idea that "the lexicon is an appendix of the grammar,

a list of basic irregularities', considers the lexicon as "the full set of linguistic

irrcgularities”‘q.

His most important and best-known innovation is perhaps the introduction of the "X-
convention'" to account for the common elements in the internal structure of, for
instance, a verb and its derived nominal. X is a variable which could stand for the
syntactic categories N,V or Adj. For instance, 'propose' and ''proposal'' would
constitute a single lexical entry. Under the node N it would take the physical form
"proposal'' and under the node V, ''propose'.

A substantial modification of this proposal has been made by R.S. Jackendoff'® in
1975. Instead of the X-convention, he proposes ''distinct but related lexical entries''.
In the case of compounds, for instance, each one would have a completely specified
lexical entry with a morphological redundancy rule and a semantic one. To indicate the
relation between the compound and its constituent parts, he uses an arrow pointing

in two directions as a symbol.

The paraphrase is specified, indicating the semantic relation between the parts of the

compound .

This proposal is very interesting, because of the specification of the semantic component.

Jackendoff's paraphrases are in most cases like Lees' sentences. He applies the same
scheme to derivation and other word formation processes. This proposal would be worth
being explored in more detail.

As regards derivational morphology, we will leave aside in this paper M. Halle's 1973

w
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articlc'c, D. Siegel's 1974 M.1.T. Ph. D. dissertation'’ and M. Aronoff's 1976 mono-

.18
graph .

As a general cvaluation of both hypotheses, the lexicalist and the transformationalist,
we could say that the latter tries to analyze the system of the language, allowing trans-
formations an extraordinary power. The lexicalist hypothesis is more concerned with the
norm. With regard to information cost, the lexicalist hypothesis restricts the trans-
formational component at the expensc of the lexical component. Perhaps the most sound
argument of the defenders of the lexicalist hypothesis is that transformations must be
meaning preserving and the whole process must be recoverable. According to this hypo-
thesis, this does not happen in a transformational study of lexicon.

Nevertheless we should make a fundamental distinction: between new formations or coinages
and lexicalized complex words. The latter should be entered directly in the lexicon, be-
cause once a word has come into existence, it is like a person: it develops its own
personality and its own ways. But when a speaker of a language creates a new lexical unit,
"ein durchsichtiges Wort' as H.M. Gauger‘9 would call it, i.e. a complex word which can
be understood just knowing the meaning of its constituent parts, in the overwhelming
majority of cases he does it by applying specific rules, semantic, syntactic, morpho-
logical.

We can sece these processes more clearly in an analysis of the relations between syntagmas
and compounds and the passing from one type to another, with the progressive acquisition
of the phonological, morphological and graphemic characteristics of a single word.

We have collected some evidence of this process in our Ph. D. dissertation about
compounding processes in English and Spanishzo. We have devised a model with a semantic
component akin to Berkle's, with propositional concepts, and a deep syntactic component,
with simple sentences in their so-called "logical form': S-V-O-Adv. Each element of the
deep syntactic component is subcategorized to allow for selection restrictions. The verb
is subcategorized following Fillmore's 'case frame' proposal.

We have classified a corpus of around 4000 nominal compounds and syntagmas collected from
different sources: novel, theatre plays, poetry, comics, magazines and newspapers,
advertisements and technical leaflets.

We have found that these 'transparent' syntagmas and compounds have the same semantic

and deep syntactic structure and the same syntactic behaviour. They can be formed using

a limited set of semantic and syntactic structures. We find the differences between these
formations in both languages in their phonological and morphological structure.

As Kastovsky's title points out, word formation processes are semantic, syntactic, morpho=-
logical and also phonological.
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It is only with the study of the interaction of these iour levels that we can have a conm-

plete account of the structure of complex lexical units.
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