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Abbreviations and symbols

main stress, high tone
secondary stress, low tone
= clitic boundary
- affix boundary
— corresponds with -

is paradigmatically related to

A

syllable boundary
< left edge of schema
> right edge of schema
< derives from
* ungrammatical
a variable for + or —
w phonological word
o syllable
) zero
A adjective
Acc accusative
aci accusativus-cum-infinitivo

Adj adjective

Adv adverb

Aff affix

AP adjectival phrase

CM Construction Morphology

Comp  completive aspect

Cop copula
D determiner
Dat dative

Def definite
Dem demonstrative

Det determiner



ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

X

Dig
Dim
DP

Fem
Gen
Inf
Inst
Loc
m

M
Masc
MWE
N
Neg
Neut
Nom
NP
Num
Obj
Obl
Ord

pers
PHON
Pl

Poss

digital

diminutive

determiner phrase

exclusive

feminine, feature

feminine

genitive

infinitive

instrumental

locative

minimal number, non-plural
masculine, measure noun
masculine

multi-word expression
noun

negative

neuter

nominative, nominalization
noun phrase

numeral

object

oblique argument

ordinal

preposition, person, particle
person

phonological representation
plural

possessive

prepositional phrase

prefix

present tense

progressive

participle

relation

reflexive



X ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS

RHR  right-hand head rule
SBJ subject

SC small clause

SCV separable complex verb
SEM semantic representation
Sg singular

SOV subject-object—verb
Subj subject

Suff suffix

SVO subject—verb—object
SYN syntactic represcntation

t trace

TNS tense

tr transitive

A% verb

VN verbal noun
VP verb phrase

X,y variable
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Morphology and construction
grammar

1.1 Introduction

The title of this book, Construction Morphology (henceforth CM), promises a
theory of linguistic morphology in which the notion ‘construction’ plays a
central role{ The theory of CM aims at a better understanding of the relation
between syntax, morphology, and the lexicon, and at providing a framework
in which both the differences and the commonalities of word level constructs
and phrase level constructs can be accounted for.

In this chapter, I outline the main ingredients of this theory: a theory of
word structure, a theory of the notion ‘construction’ and a theory of the
lexicon. These are the topics of sections 1.2 and 1.3. In section 1.4 I discuss how
the notion ‘construction’ can be made fruitful for morphological analysis and
theorizing. A specific advantage of the notion ‘construction’ is that it can be
used both at the level of word structure and that of syntactic structure without
obliterating the differences between these two domains. This is shown in
section 1.5 where phrasal units with word-like properties are introduced.
Although this book focuses on word formation, inflectional phenomena
also provide strong evidence for the correctness of a constructional approach,
as briefly discussed in section 1.6. Section 1.7 provides a survey of the issues
and phenomena that are discussed in the chapters that follow.

1.2 Word-based morphology

There are two basic approaches to the linguistic analysis of complex words. In
the morpheme-based approach which was dominant in post-Bloomfieldian
American linguistics, a complex word is seen as a concatenation of mor-
phemes. In this approach, morphological analysis can be defined as the
‘syntax of morphemes’. For instance, the English word walker can be seen as
a concatenation of the verbal morpheme walk and the nominalizing suffix -er
that carries the meaning ‘agent’ This is the way in which English morphology
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is often taught in textbooks, for example in Harlev (2007). In a more radical
form, the morpheme-based approach has even led to the claim that ‘morpho-
logically complex words are the outcome of the manipulation of morphemes
that takes place in syntax’ (Julien 2002: 297). Alternatively, we might take a
word-based perspective in which words are the starting points of morpholog-
ical analysis (Aronoff 2007). This is done by comparing sets of words like:

(1) buy  buyer
eat eater
shout shouter
walk  walker

We then conclude to a formai difference between the words in the left column
and those in the right column. This difference correlates systematically with a
meaning difference: the words on the right in (1) have an additional sequence
-er compared to those on the left, and denote the agents of the actions
expressed by the verbs on the left. Words like buy and buyer stand in a
paradigmatic relationship, as opposed to the syntagmatic relationship that
holds for words that are combined in a phrase or a sentence. This paradig-
matic relationship between pairs of words like buy and buyer can be projected
onto the word buyer in the form of word-internal morphological structure:

(2) [[buylyver]y

In the mind of the speaker of English, the set of words listed in (1) may give
rise to an abstract schema of the following (provisional) form:

(3) [[x]ver]y ‘one who Vs’

This schema expresses a generalization about the form and meaning of
existing deverbal nouns in -er listed in the lexicon, and can also function as
the starting point for coining new English nouns in -er from verbs. That is,
new deverbal nouns in -er are not necessarily coined on analogy with a
specific existing deverbal word in -er, but may be tormed on the basis of
this abstract schema. A new word is formed by replacing the variable x in the
schema with a concrete verb. This is the operation of ‘unification. For
instance, the recently coined English verb to skype ‘to communicate by
means of Skype’ can be unified with schema (3), resulting in the new noun
skyper. As Tomasello (2000: 238) points out, language acquisition starts with
storing mental representations of concrete cases of language use. Gradually,
the language learner will make abstractions across sets of linguistic constructs
with similar properties, thus acquiring the abstract system underlying these
linguistic constructs.
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The idea that word formation patterns can be seen as abstractions over sets
ot related words is rooted in a venerable tradition. For instance, the German
linguist and Junggrammatiker Hermann Paul wrote in his famous Prinzipien
der Sprachgeschichte, published in 1880, that| the language learner will start
with learning individual words and word forms, but gradually (s)he will
abstract away from the concrete words (s)he has learned, and coin new
words and word forms according to abstract schema;j This enables the
language user to be creative in word formation and inflection (Paul 1880
(3rd edition 1898]: 102). This tradition is continued in the paradigmatic
approach to word formation in the European tradition of word formation
research (Schultink 1962; Van Marle 1985, 2000), in recent work in various
varieties of non-transformational generative grammar such as Head-driven
Phrase Structure Grammar (Riehemann 1998, 2001), and in the theoretical
framework of Cognitive Linguistics (Croft and Cruse 2004; Langacker 1987,
1991; Tayvlor 2002).

Since such schemas depend on relationships between words, this morpho-
logical model has been called the network model (Bybee 1995), and the notion
‘network’ is indeed a proper term for conceptualizing the set of relationships
between words in a lexicon (Bochner 1993). This approach may also be
qualified as the ‘abstractive’ approach (Blevins 2006) because the coinage of
new words depends on abstractions over sets of existing words and word
forms in the lexicon of a language.

Schema (3) may be said to license the individual deverbal nouns in -er in
the English lexicon. Complex words, once they have been coined, will be
stored in the lexicon of a language (which generalizes over the lexical mem-
ories of the individual speakers of that language), if they have idiosyncratic
properties and/or they have become conventionalized. A word is conventio-
nalized if it has become the word to be chosen in a language community to
denote a particular concept. For instance, the English compound cash dis-
penser is a word used to denote a machine from which one can take cash
money. This machine can also be denoted by cash machine and automatic
teller machine (ATM), but the word money machine, though well-formed and
transparent as to its meaning, is not a conventional term for this device.
Hence, words like cash dispenser must be stored in the lexicon.

This very short sketch of the analysis of a morphological pattern makes two
assumptions. First, it assumes that there are specifically morphological gen-
eralizations or rules that cannot be reduced to either syntax or phonology.
That is, this book takes the lexicalist position that the grammars of natural
languages have a relatively autonomous morphological sub-grammar. Sec-
ondly, it assumes that complex words, i.e. the outputs of morphological
operations, can be listed in the lexicon.
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Morphological schemas have the following functions: they express predict-
able properties of existing complex words, they indicate how new ones can be
coined (Jackendott 1975), and they give structure to the lexicon since complex

" words do not form an unstructured list but are grouped into subsets. This
\conception of the grammar avoids the well-known rule versus list fallacy

(Langacker 1987), the unwarranted assumption that linguistic constructs are
either generated by rule or listed, and that being listed excludes a linguistic
construct from being linked to a rule at the same time.

The relation between schema (3) and the individual words that conform
to this schema is that of ‘instantiation’ each of the nouns in -er listed in
(1) instantiates the schema in (3). Schema (3) provides a direct account of the
fact that -er is a bound morpheme that does not occur as a word by itself,
since this morpheme is not listed in the lexicon as an autonomous lexical
item. Its existence is bound to its occurrence in schema (3). The same
sequence of sounds /ar/ is used in other morphological schemas as well, for
instance in the schema for the comparative form of English adjectives.

The use of constructional schemas like (3) looks similar to the use of word
formation rules, as proposed in Aronoft (1976). The equivalent Aronovian
rule is:

(4) [x]v — [[x]ver]y Semantics: ‘one who Vs habitually, professionally’

The similarity between the two approaches is that they are both word-based
(and hence affixes are not lexical items themselves), and both assume the
coexistence of abstract patterns (rules/schemas) and complex words instan-
tiating these rules/schemas listed in the lexicon. Yet, there are a number of
advantages of schemas over rules that will be discussed in more detail in the
next chapter. One difference that can already be mentioned here is that,
whereas rules are always source-oriented (you take a base word, and perform
some morphological operation on that base word), schemas can also be
product- or output-oriented (Bybee 1995; Haspelmath 1989). For example,
in Ngiti, a Central-Sudanic language of Zaire, the plural forms of nouns that
are kinship terms or denote other inalienable possession are always character-
ized by a Mid-High tone pattern whereas the corresponding singular forms
have a number of different tone patterns (Kutsch Lojenga 1994: 135) (Low tone
is marked by , High tone by *, and Mid tone is unmarked):

(s5) singular plural
aba ‘father’ aba
abhu ‘grandfather’ abhu
adha ‘co-wife’ adha
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Hence, the plural forms can only be characterized uniformly in terms of an
output-oriented schema that specifies the Mid-High tone pattern of all these
plural forms. The following schema is output-oriented, and expresses the
relevant generalization:

(6) [Mid High]y; ‘plural N;” (where N; is inalienable)

The notion ‘schema’ is a very general notion from cognitive science. [t is ‘a
data structure for representing the generic concepts stored in memory’
(Rumelhart 1980: 34). That is, it can be used for making generalizations across
all sorts of linguistic levels and types of (linguistic and non-linguistic) infor-
mation. In Chapter 2 I discuss the properties of schemas in more detail in
relation to the structure of the lexicon.

What is the implication of word-based morphology as outlined very briefly
above for our conception of the architecture of the grammar? How does
morphology fit into that architecture? My starting point is that L;ach word is
a linguistic sign, a pairing of form and meaning| The form of a word in its
turn comprises two dimensions, its phonological form, and its morpho-
syntactic properties. Hence, each word is a pairing of three types of infor-
mation which will be labelled as PHON, SYN, and SEM respectively.
Its meaning (SEM) may have both strictly semantic and pragmatic compo-
nents (McConnell-Ginet 2008). Morphology affects all three dimensions of
words. That is why we need a ‘tripartite parallel architecture’ of the grammar
(as advocated by Culicover and Jackendoff 2005, 2006; Jackendoft 20024, 2007
on the basis of primarily syntactic considerations). The essence of this model
is that each level of representation is governed by rules and principles of its
own, and that there are interface modules that specify the links between types
of information on the different levels (Jackendoff 2002a: 125).

In Figure 1.1, Jackendoff uses the term ‘rules’ for regularities on a particular
level of linguistic description, such as phonology or syntax. However, nothing
hinges on this term, and one could use the term ‘schema’ here as well. For
instance, for each language we need a phonological grammar that specifies
how the sounds of a word are grouped into syllables and higher-level prosodic
constituents such as the foot and the phonological word. The regularities in
the phonological structure of words can be expressed by schemas for phono-
logical structure, and the actual assignment of phonological structure to a
word will then have the form of matching the sound sequence of that word
with phonological schemas including those for prosodic structure. Hence, we
might express the commonalities in the phonological properties of words as
: @Eical schemas that generalize over the phonological properties of
words. The notion ‘schema’ is a far more general notion than the notion_
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Phonological Svntactic Conceptual
formation formation formation
rules rules rules
l l |
1
Phonological Syntactic Conceprual
structures structures structures
Interfaces to ‘/‘ \ PS-SS ‘j §5-CS \ Interfaces to
hearing and interface intertace perception
vocalization rules rules and action

PS-CS
interface
rules

Ficure 1.1. The tripartite parallel architecture

‘construction’ or ‘constructional schema’ which denotes a schematic pairing
of form and meaning.

In sum, a word, like a sentence, is a complex piece of information. It links a
particular sequence of sounds to a particular meaning, and it has formal
properties such as a syntactic category label. The information contained in the
English simplex word dog, for instance, can be represented in Figure 1.2, where
the symbol — stands for ‘correspondence’

The first piece of information in Figure 1.2 concerns the phonological
properties of this word: it is a phonological word (w) that consists of one
syllable (o) that in its turn consists of a sequence of three sounds. This
phonological word bears the same index as the syntactic information about
this word (that it is a noun), and is also co-indexed with the semantic
information that it expresses the predicate DOG. Co-indexation is used to
specify the correspondence between the three kinds of information involved
in knowing a word. We thus see that a word has a tripartite parallel structure.!

" This is a traditional insight, formulated as follows by the linguist E. M. Uhlenbeck in his dies
lecture for the University of Leiden in 1976: ‘woorden zijn eenheden waaraan drie dimensies zijn te
onderkennen. Zij vertonen een hoorbare vorm — dit is hun fonische dimensie —, z1j leveren in het
gebruik een Fennisbijdrage tot het geheel waarvan zij deel uitmaken — dit is hun semantische dimensie
—, en tenslotte hebben zij een grammatische dimensie waaronder allereerst moet worden verstaan dat
zij over systematische verbindingsmogelijkheden beschikken ten opzichte van andere woorden” [words
are units for which three dimensions can be distinguished. They exhibit an audible form - this is their
phonic dimension -, they contribute knowledge to the expression as a whole — this is their semantic
dimension —, and finally they have a grammatical dimension, which means first of all that they dispose
of systematic possibilities of connection in relation to other words [my translation] (Uhlenbeck
1976)].



