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Vorbeherkung o ' u

Mit dem vorliegenden Band gratulieren Kollegen, Freunde und
Schﬁler Ilse Zimmermann zum 60. Geburtetag. Alle Beitrdge nehmen
auf grammaﬁische Themen Bezug, die in den Arbeiten dexr Jubilarin
einen zentralen Platz einnehmen und zu denen sie beachtenswerte
und viel beachtete Arbeiten verfaBt hat. Der Titel des Bandes
stellt zwei Aspekte der Spfachstruktur heraus, déren innerer
Zusammenhang Ilse Zimmermann seit vielen Jahren beschaftigt,
Wortstruktur und Satzstruktur. fhre Untersuchungen zu Nominali-
sierungen im Russischen und Deutschen machten sie frilhzeitig auf
einen'Faktenbereich aufmerksam, der in der Entwiéklung.der
Grammatiktheorie der jlingsten Zeit eine wichtige Rolle spielen
sollte. Ausgeriistet mit fundierten Faktenkenntnissen und &iner
Sensibilitdt fir theoretische Probleme gehfrte sie zu den
Linguistee, die als erste die allgemeinen Anregungen lexikalisch
orientierter Entwicklungen der Grammatiktheorie aufgriffen. und N
in sorgfidltiger Detailarkeit systematlsch ausbauten. Die in den
verqangenen Jahren erschienenen Arbelten von Ilse Zimmermann sind

Bausteine zu einer theoretischen Erfassunyg der Beziehungen zwischen

Syntax und lexikalischer Struktur, an deren Zusammenfiigung die
Jubilarin weiterarbeitet. Auch die Belitrdge zur Satzmodusanalyee
sowie zu topologischen Aspekten der Syntax verdanken N

Ilse Zimmermann wichtige Anregungén und helfende Kritik. Das aus--
geprégte Interesse der Jubilarin-an der Diskuesion wissenschaft-—
licher Preobleme verbunden mit der Fdhigkeit, Partner anzuregen,
bewirkte in nicht wenigen Fdllen, daf Ideen eufgegriffen und ver-—
arbeitet wurden, ohne daB deren Quelle geniigend ‘'deutlich wird.

Mit diesem Band bedanken sich die Beitréger ganz herzlich fiir

die mit menschlicher Widrme und kollegialem Verstindnis vermittelten B

Anregungeh und Kritiken der Jubilarin, die sie auch in Zukunft .
nicht missen mdchten. )

> r

W. Motsch

Manfred Bierwisch

EVENT NOMINALIZATIONS: PROPOSALS AND PROBLEMS

1. Introduction
The relation between constructicns like those in (1) and (2} has
been a permanent topic in the development of Generative Grammar:

{1) (a) He called me shortly before you arrlved in. Berlin.

(b} 'He called me shortly before your arrival in Berlin.

{2) (a) It took them two years to reconstruct the building.
(b) The reconstruction of the building toock them two years.

Farly attempts to account for the relation in questicn COnSidered
the (b)-sentences as transformationally related to the (a)~sentenees
in pairs like (1) ung kﬁ). The classical study of LEES {1960) pro-
v1ded the most extensive analysis exempllfylng that periocd. An im- -
portant reorientation concerning these and a wide range of other
phenomena was proposed in CHOMSKY (1970), initiating the ‘so-called
Extended Standard Theory. Within this framework, the relation
between the {a)= und (b)-sentences was not based on syntactic
fransformations, but rather on lexiecal processes relating pairs
llke arrlve/arrlval construct/construction, etc. Further elabora-

tion and modification of the theory, in¢luding in particular work
on Lex1cal Morphology in KIPARSKY {1982}, on the principles of
X-Bar-gsyntax and on the theory of ©-Roles as summarized in CHOMSKY
(1981} and related work, clarified the nature of this sort of o
lex1cal relatedness and its syntactlc consequences. The picture

‘emerglng from this development can prov1510nally be characterized

by the follow1ng traits:

(A) Nominalization =~ like other processes of derivatioral morpho- .
logy —- is based en an intralexical morpholegical operation
which determines the morphological, syntactic, and semantic
properties of the derived noun (to the extent to which these
propertiesg are systematic, i.e. predictable) .

(B) A crucial factor determining the syntactic properties of a
;exical'item is its e-Grid, i.e. the argument structure of the
item in question. A constitutive aspect of the operation in (A}

. is thus the specification of the derived ®-Grid of the result-

ing ncun.
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(C} Since nominalization is e_lexical process:‘derived nouns are
subject to various sorts of idiosyncrasies, which are not
predlctable from their constituent parts.

In the following discussion, I will explore some of the consequences

and problems resulting for event nomlnalizatlons from the plcture

indicated by {B) - {(C).

For the sake of concreteness, the discussion will centex on,event
nominalization in German, leaving aside the Question wﬁegher and in
which way sgpecific parameters of German must be switched in order
to account for similar phenomena in other languages. Although the
idicsyncrasies acknowledged in (C) are pervasive, bound to both -
languege particular and item specific conditions, the focus of the
.discussion will be on the general principles involved in (A) - (C}
on the basis of which the idiosyncrasies arise, rather than the
irregularities as such. o

The morphological operation mentioned in (A) will be restricted
jto affixation as exemplified in pairs like warn-en/Warn-ung (warn/
warning) , erober~n/Erober -ung (conguexr/conguest), etec. I will not
deal with the problem whether all mOIphOlOglcal processes —— in-.
cluding so-called- zero-derivation as in fall-en/Fall (fall/fall),
or alternations asg in gpring-en/s Erung'(Jumpljump) -~ are to be

assimilated to affixation. It will become obvious, though, that the

principles involved in affixation are relevant for morphological
processes in general. ' '

In order to give a brief account of the princrples involved ‘in
(A} und (B), I will. sketch the structure cf lexical entries in
Sectlon 2 and the basic _assumptions about affixation in section 3..
In section 4 to 6 some of the conseguences and problems emerglng
from this account with respect to (C) will be discussed.

.

2. The structure of lexical entries” ‘
To begin with, I will assume that the Lexical System LS specifies
the structure of the lexical knowledge involved”in the knowledge of

a particular language. LS consists of the system LE or lexlcal
entries E of the language in question and the rules and principles
determining the structure of possible entries of LS. LE. contains

" .all.and only those entries which .are not predictable on the basis

of other elements of LE and the rules and principles of LS. In

7
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other words, LS8 is a computational system &etermining tne structure
of pdssible lexical entries E, a subset of which constitutes the
system LE of unpredicteble, i.e. idiosyncratic entries. Notice that
the elements of ILE, although unpredictable in one wa§ or the other,
are nevertheless subject to the general rules and principles of LS.
The unpredictablity concerns merely the particular information '
specifying the elements of EE.

LE contains a proper subset BLE of basic lexical entries, which
ere‘morphologically primitive. Elements of LE that are not in BLE

are morphologically complex, but still unpredictable in one way or

the other, Thus words like Beginn (beglnning}, Umgtand (circum-—

stance) are morphologically complex, although their propertles are
not fully derlvable from hasic elemants by general rules and prin-
crples Let CLE be the set of complex elements of LE. Obv1ously,.

" 'CLE will contain among others nominalizations with idiosyncratic,

unpredictable properties.

For the sake of completeness, we might designate by PﬂE the set.
of possible lexical entries determined by LS. PLE will comprise LE
and the set of fully predictable complex items, which might be

:called the set VLE‘of virtual lexical entries. What we are primari-

ly interested in here ist the way in which LS determines the struc-
ture of elements of VLE, but also the light it sheds on the struc-
ture of elements of CLE.

Although it might not always be easy to determine whether a
given elament belongs. to CLE or to VLE, the distinction in princip-
le is sufficiently clear, Some of the problems arising in this
respect will be taken up below. ' ’ ‘ L

It might be useful for the further discussion to contrast the
lexical -system LS with the mental lexicon ML which SPEleleE the
actual representation of lexical knowledge in memory . ML can be
construed as a specific implementation of the computatlonal system

:Ls'in the brain.-Fo;maliy it comprises a proper subset of PLE to-
=gether with properties and relations not determined by LS, such as
.frequency of use, preferred interpretation, etc. The point to bel

noted here is that ML mlght contain virtual elements alongsrde w1th
basic¢ und unpredlctable, but ‘complex elements of LE. Hence thE
dlstlnctlon between fully predictable and idiosyncratic elements,

. : ' . 1
[ :
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which has a principled status in LS, does not necessarly play the
same role in ML. Although I will not enter intc the problems relat-
. ed to the structure of ML, it will be helpful to keep in mind the
distinction to be made between the computaticnal structure of LS
" and its implementation in terms of memory structures serving pro-
~cesses of access and recognition in language use. For further dis-
cussion of this distinction see BIERWISCH (1987).

Elements of PLE, irrespective of whether they are basic, complex;
or virtual, are to be considered as data struétures/orgénized in -
-accordance with the rules and principles of LS. Each element of PLE

consists of four components:

(3) (a). a specification of the phonological form. BF

{b) a structured set GF of grammatical features

‘{c) a e-Grid indicating the argument structure.
{d} a specification. of the semantic form SF

The phonological form PF of an entry E is a {three dimensional,
multi-tiered) array of features specifying the contribution of E
to the PF-representation of expressions containihg'E. GF consists
- of binary features specifying the syntactic category of E, further
grammatical properties such as Gender, Number, Case, Person, etc.
and morphological properties like inflection class, etc. The 6-Grid
consists of a sequence of @-Roles determining the specific combi-
netorial prdpertieé of E, to Qpich we will return immediately. The
semantic form SF of E specifies the linguistically determined con-
ditions which E contributes to the conceptual interpretation of
exEressioﬁs containing E. Hence SF is not a reprasentation of -the
actual meaning of E, but rather a more abstract condition which
. lexical knowledge imposes on possibile meanings of E. More formally,
SF can be stated as an expression of cetegory O in a categorial
system based on categorized conetants and variables, where d_is the
category of propositions and 1 the category of objects or entities.
For the sake of illustration, suppose that the SF of the locative .
preposition in specifies the condition that the location of some
object x is contained in (or is part of) the location of some
object y. Formally: -

(4) Loc x‘ e: 'Loc v
| ]

1/1 1 (0/1)/1 1/?

/

0/1

O

Based on this notien.of sémantic form, a.@-Role can be considered
as a lambda operator binding a pertinent variable in SF. In the
present case, we get two ©- Roleé,-turning the propositiocnal condi-
tion {4) into a two-place relation. Dropping the categorization,
we have (5) indicating the SF-and the & Grid of Locative in:

(5) ¢ £ I oxx]1 [ CLoc y 111
[P R . —~— —
8-Grid SF

On this account, the syntactic combinaticn of a lexical head with
a complement to which it assigns a ©-Role amounts to functional
application as the corresponding semantic operatioh. Abbreviating
the SF of Berlin by a semantic constant BERLIN of category 1, this

can be illustrated as follows:

(6)(3)' EPP CP ‘in l ENP Berlin .] |
(B ¢ ® o x & LoC yl BERLIN
ta) % [LOC x € LOC BERLINY

(6a) ist the syntactic structure corresponding to the functional

-’gpplipation of (5} to the SF assigned to the NP Berlin, as repre-
' sented in (6b).. By standard lambda conversion, (6¢) is derived from

(Sh).'Details aside, assigrment of & ©6~Role to a syntactic argument
amounts to lambda conversion, eliminating the 8-Role in question
£rom the e-Grid. Thus in a rather speCific sense the @-Grid of a
lexical entry E constitutes the interface between the syntactic and-
semantic information of E: It makes variables in SF available for

'syntactic specification, thereby determining the combinatorial pro-
~ perties of E. Two further points. are- to be added in this respect.
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First,.a‘lambda operator & censtituting a @-Role of E must be -
associated with Case or other grammatical features identifying the
grammatical properties of the pertinent‘syntactic argument., In the
case of locative in, which requires a ﬁativé—NP as its object, the
&-Role ¥ WDuld have to be associated with the feature [+ Oblique],
assuming . ‘that this distlngulshes Dative from Accusative. A still
simplified representatlon of in would now look as follows:

{7} /in/ ; -V, -N, -Dirl : ¥ R [ LOCx = LOC-y.]
) . |

E+0b12

it [ y & 3 — 2z
PF Gk e~Grid SF

Grammatical fedtures associated with &-Roles are assigned either by

. structural conditions or as iéiosyncratic; lexical information.

-

Both structural uhd léxical assignment of feature to ©--Roles is
subject toiprincipleé'belonging to the rules and principles of LS.
It might be noted thst under this perspective thé principles of
Case a351qnment discussed in CHOMSKY (1981} aré to be construed as
conditions determlnlng tﬁe-assocmatlon of grammatical features W1th
8-Roles.

THe second point concernes yet another aspect in terms of whicﬁ
the 9-Grid interrelates semantic and syntactic .information, What is
at issué“is thE‘fact that further principles determine the structure
of possible 8= erds, depending on the syntactic .categor:.zation of
theixr lék;cal\entries. in order to sketch these pr1nc1ples, three

;addltlonal propertles of @-Roles are to be:introduced:

' (8){a) A &-Role is e\ther referentlal or non-referential,

(b) A ©-Role 'is either external or internal.
(c} Ae~Role is either obligatory or optlonal

[

To begin with (8c¢), an opticnal e- -Role may .or may not be reallzed.
If it is not realized, the corresPOndlng vatriable in SF cannot be
syntactically specified and functions as a parametex to be fixed -
by conditions of conceptual interpretaticn. I

Turning to (8b), an internal ©-Rcle ﬁust he assigned to a comple-~
ment properly governedey the lexical head assigning the 8-Role. The
status of an external 8-Role is somewhat more complicated. As a
matter of fact, an external (or designated)‘e—Rble is to beﬁrealizgd
in a number of different, category-specific ways, which I witl not
spell ocut here in detail. '

\
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As to- (8a), the crucial property is that of a referential &-Role,
by means of which a lexical head (tbgethet with its syntactic argu-
ments) may or must become -referential, i.g. interpreted as referring
0 an appropriate sort of entity. The most th1ous case in point 1s
provided by simple nouns like table or water with only cone 8-Role in
their respectlve e-Grid, by means of which they may be used as re-

ferring to an suitable entity.

According to what has been said -above, a 8~Grid is rconstituted
by a sequence of 1ambéé operators (92), where' the ordering determines
the successive dischafging of @-Roles w;th %1'being the final e—Rolé
to be discharged: ’
o A A

(9) - 'x b4 ces X

" .
n Fn=1 Xy  forn ;_1

2

g ., .
“'We can now state some of the conditions on @-Grids as follows:

(10 (a) There is exactly one designated @ Role for each &-Grid.
(b} §1 is a referential @-Role for the ©-Grid of Noups.and
" Verbs.(l.e. the primary categories defined by‘ﬁ&V,'—&Nl).
(¢) The designetad e-Role 1; xz\for the ‘g-crid of’ Verbs,
Q . otherwi
) Internal 8-Roles precede the deslgnated 8- Role, i.e. j » i
for x the designated and %. an 1nternal 8-Role.
{e) §1 cannot be associated with lexlcally detérmined features.
(f) Only internal @~Roles can bé optlonal. . ’ .
(g) Optionality of. e—Roles is lexically spec1f1ed for =N cate-
gories, i.e. for Verbs and Prepositions. ™ R -

(h} EInternal e- Roles of +i¥ categories, i.e. Nouns and Adjectlves,.

are normally optional.

I will not discuss and motivate these principleé in detéil ﬁotice,
however, that it follows from (10){&), (b), and (c) that for Nouns
the designated and the referentlal 8-Role must be 1dent1cal, Whlle

for Verbs they must be distinct.’ R

I ‘will conclude this sketch of the structure\8£ lexiéal entries
with two examplea 1;1ustrat1ng an additicnal- 001nt Whlch will be- -
come important for event nomlnalizatlons Consider the fDllowmng
oversimplified entries for a relatlanal aoun and a 81mple transi—‘

tive verb:
~
~

5
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(1I)'/zo-n/} [+, -v, ¥Masc1; § % [[x CHILD-OF yIla [MALE xJ]
(12) /ret/ [-N, +v1 $£ % [Z INST [x RESCUE y11

Whereas the 8F of Sohn (son} should be selfexplanatory, that of
retten (rescue) requires some comments. The proposition [x RESCUE yl
abbreviates a more complex condition the details of which heed not
‘cencern us here. This probosition is to be instantiated by an event
or situation z. This instantiation, prov1ded ba a functor INST of
category (0/1)/0, relates ‘a proposition to an event or 51tuat10n

It is a characteristic componept of the SF of verbs by means of
- which they yield a referential 1nternretatlon

Cconcerning the e—Grlds of (11} and (12); we ‘notice fixst that ?
constitutes the onlf internal §-Role in bqth entries. According to
(16h), ¥ is optional in (11), whereas the § in (12) is cbligatory,
because it is not lexically marked fof optionality. According to-
{10c), % is the designated §-Role in both (11} and (12), and it is
furthermore the referential @ Role in (11), while for (12) the
.referential &-Role is ﬁ,'as determined by {(10b) . Since this distinc-
tion is due to general conditions on &-Grids, it has interesting ’
consequences for the effect of event nominalization;—While'for the
verb retten the aesignated'e—Roie ig different from the referential
8-Role, the correspénding event noun Rettung must use its referen-

. tial @-Role as its designated @~Role, We finally notice that struc-
turalrcase features will be as%ignedﬁto'§ in (11) and {12), but only
in {12) alsc to the designated ©-Role Q More specifically, the
features spec1fy1ng Genitive will be assogiated with ? in (11),

while in (12) the features for Accusatlve and Nominative are a551gn—'

ed to y and %, respectively.

For .further details and motivation concerning the structure of
lexical entries:sketched so far, see BIERWISCH (1987a, 1988).

3. Prin01ples of afflxatlon

Assuming the general structure of lexical entries as sketched so
far, we will turn now.to the principles by means of which the
lexical system LS genetates complex lexical eatries. The orienta-
tion of the following propesal is based on the conéept of word
syntax as developed in SELKIRK (1982) and léxical morphology as
initiated by KIPARSKY (1982). A more detalled expositicn of the
principles of affixation to be sketched below will be found in
BIERWISCH (in preparation). )

- -

The starting point is the assumption that the set BLE of basic'
lexical entries comprises the system of (productive) affixes of the
language. Affixes are entries with specific properties, determining
their role in:the formation of complex entries. Although a systema-
tic account of affixation would have to inciude both derivational

.and inflectional elements, I will restrict attentdion here to deri

vation. ‘ ’ - Ve
How, then, do affixes dlffer from major category entries of the
sort 1llustrated in (11) and (12)? Apparently, affixes may exhlblt

_special pronertles with respect to all four components of a 1ex1cal

ehtry. As each of these components is subject to the rules and prin-
ciples of LS, and, furthermore the 1nformatlon contained in each of
these components must operate accordlng to the rules and principles
of grammar in general, these specificities are not unrelated and

’ completely arbitrary. It seems, in fact, that they are all related

in one way or the other to a épecific property. of the 8-Grid,
namely:
(13) Qn of an affix is'associatéd with a feature L[4 FY identifying

a lexical category.

One'miqht conside; {13} as an additional condition on e—Gri&s
alongside with the;conditions in (%0). Let me bfiefly comment on
the content and conseguences of (13).

Notive first, that §n i$t the "topmost" e—Rolé to be assigned
to the closest (and generaily only) argument of the affix. As a
matter of fact, for affixes typically (but not necessarily) we have
Qn = 31..Secondly, the éssignment of LLFY, identifying a major
lexical category XQ, must be a lexical property, as it defines the
affixal character of the entry in guestion. From thié, it follows
that an affix by.its very lexical properties takes a lexical element
as its argument, forming a complex constituent of which it is the
head. Let us suppose that this constituent, unlike other head-com-
plement constructions, where the complement is itself a maximal
vrojection of some lexical head, is not a phrasal, but a lexical
constituent, i.e. it remains on the basic level in termé of X-Bar

theory.

If an affix is the head of the construction it creates, it must

determine the syntactic and grammatical features assigned to it, as
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is required by the'principles of X-Bar theory. And in fact, the
GF-compoﬁént of complex lexlcal items is determined by that of its
suffix (in German, and other languages subject to the nght Hand
Head Condition for lexical items): trink—bar (drinkable) is'an
Adjective formed from a Verb, Tlrm-chen (little tower} is a Neuter
Noun derived from a Masculine Noun, etc. In order to be projected

according to general principles, these features must constitute the

GF—componeﬂt of the affix. From these considerations, it follows
that e.g. —bar must have a GF-componeﬁt compriging [V, +N], while
its {only) @-Rele must be associated with [+V, ~N1, But now we seem
to run into a-conflict with the conditions stated in (10): If —bar’
is cateqorized as an Adjective, its @=-Grid is to contain a desig-
nated ©~Role, possibly alongside “with optional internal €-Roles,
instead of the @-Role characteristic of an affix. As a matter of
fact, ~bar makes an Adjective, but isn't an adjective (as has been
pointed out to me by Wolfgang KLEIN, contrary to what e.g. HUHLE
{1982) and others claim}. We can resolve this conflict by giving' _
{13} the required interpretation: If {13) applies to the ©~Grid of
a lexical item, -the conditions of (10) are suspended. This boils
down to the consequences that a lexical entry satisfying {(13) is
not a major lexical category, but will derive one by affixation.
Further problems arise in this connection w1th;prefixes (which
cannot be proper heads), and ieflections, but I will skip them here.

The most important property related to k13) eOncernes'the way in
which the @-Role of an affix as assigned to the, pertinent argument.
Formally, -an affix combines with its argument not’ by funetional
application, as illustrated in (6) for major'lexicai categories, '

“but by fumctional composition. The difference in question can ke
indicated by the follow1ng oversimplified illustration:

(14) (a) ~ er ist nicht klug (b} or lst- unklug
NOT CLEVER HE UN  CLEVER HE
o/o 0/1 1. . . o/o 0/1

\\0/\?/‘ - /

Although both nicht (not} and un- are semantlcally of category 0/0,
they combine with their respective arguments in.different ways:

-1 -

NOT turns, by, functional application, .a proposition into a proposi-
ticn, UN combines by functional composition with a property into a
(complex) property of the same category. In other words, the complex

._predicate formed ‘by UN inherits the argument position of the ori-

grnal predlcate This is in fact the crucial ‘property of affixes,

' known as inheritance of argument structure. The problem to be ac-

counted for can clearly -be seen in the eXamples in (t}: arrival
although a Noun whose head ist the affix —al, inherits the argument

“structure of the Verb arrive, albeit with the specific conditions '

for theilr realizatioh associated with the nominal character of
arriwval.

We can derive this partieﬁier property-of affixes'from the con-
dition stated in (13): Whereas erdinary €-Roles of major category
items are to be assigned to phrasal"constituente with  a ‘head whose
8-Roles must all have been disoharged préviouslyﬁ the @~Role of an
affix looks for a lexical entry that comes along. with all its un-
saturated ®~-Koles. The lambda operator of the affix cannot cope, so
to speak, with the full, complex semantic category of .major lexical
entries. Hence it skips the initial operators of the ©-Grid, until
it finds an expression that fits the category of the variable on
which the lambda operator‘is based. Thus from the lexical category
features associatéd with the 6-~Role of an'affix.it fellows that the

.affix agsigns its o- Role by means of functional composgition, and

from the semantic category of its variable it follows which opera-.
tors of the ©-Grid of its argument are to be skipped - and hence
inherited by the derived complex item. Let me illustrate this point
by the prefix un-, whose lambda operator looks for an expression

of category 0:

(15) fun-/; €@ 1; :}‘ Lo x )

I+N, -V}
(16) /klafg/; €+, -Vl; 2 [CLEVER z)
(17)  fun-klu:g/; [+N, -v1; % [UN (CLEVER i1
As UN is a constant of category 0/0, its arguﬁent x must be of
category O. Hence 2 JYequires an argumeni of category O, which- is
provided by the pure SF of -the Adjective that un- combines with.

Thyus (17) derives by functional composition’of (15) with {16);
where the proposition [TLEVER 2zl substitutes for the variable x in

.
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(15) by lambda conversion, with the ®-Role 2 of the Adjective being
‘sklpped by the affix and thus inherited by the derlved Aﬂjectlve

{I have assumed here that un-, being a prefix, cannot project gram-
matical. features to the dominating constituent and therefore its
GF-compenent is empty. But this ig inessential in the present
" context.)

I will not go into the details of the PF+component of afflxes,
although most of the. speciflc cptions permitted there, 1ncluding
empty arrays or superlmposed features resulting in alternatlons
in the segmental structure of the host; can again be related to
{or derived from) (13), more specifically from the fact that due
to (13} the resulting construction must be a 1ex1cal entry and

thus subject to lexical phonology.

The SF-component -of afflxes neets the. general conditions intro-

duced earlier, i.e. 1t is a configquration of congtants and varlables
. forming an expression of category O. A case in point is the SF

LUN x} of the prefix un-—. As we will see shortly, the SF of affixes
might again be impoverished, consisting, in the limit, simply of a
variable of category O. e

To summarize, the essentlal feature of lexical entrieS'for
affixes ist the fact that x ig associated - with major lex1cal cate-
gory ‘features. As has been outllned in somewhat simplified manner ,
most of the characteristic properties of affixzes discussed in the
literature can be derlved from this. property, together with lnde-

pendently motlvated prlnc1ples.,

~

Let me illustrate this sketch by the affix —har (=able/~ible),
a typical derivational sufflx._What an analysis of -bar has to

account for is the near synonymy of pairs like these:

(18} {a) Das kénn gerettet werden. “{This can be saved)
~{b) Das ist rettbar. {This is savable)

Details aside, ~bar must bring in the pOSElblllty component of the
modal verb, and it must turn the internal @—~Role of the transitive’
Verb it combines with into the de51gnated g-Role of the resulting
Adjective — much like the passive, which turas the internal- 8-Role
of a tramsitive verb into its designated €-Role. Assuming the above
_principles of ‘affixation, the follow1ng entry for =-bar can be set '
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up, which ylelds, by functional composition with (12}, the derived
entry in {20}): .

N

{19) /-bar[; pt+v, +N3 X fPOSSLE x 1 1 € 11
+v, "Nl .

N

(20) /ret-bar/; [+V, +N1; § [POSS le INST € u RESCUE y 1313

Notice that x in {(19) is a variable of category (0/1)/1, hence %

requireo an argument of this category. Therefore, the composition

- 0of -bar with the stem of retten skips the internal argument of the

Verb, substituting its SF p;ps ‘the designated and the referential
8~Role for the variable x in (19). Thase §-~Roles are subsequently

satisfied by u and e, respectively, which remain as parameters of

'8F to be fixed by contextual conditions (in fact by some sort of

generic reference).INow by general conditions on 6-Grids, the
©-Role ¢ inherited from the Verb becomes the designotedrenRole of
the derived Adjective. Notice that from this requirement‘it follows
without further ado that -bar yields regular Adjectlves cnly from
transitive Verbs. - . ; f

The entry for -un g derlvrng event nouns in German can now be
stated as follows:

{21) /-ung/; U-V, N, +¥Feml;: g . rx1
' f+v,-N1 )
By general agsumption, x must be a variable of category d, heace

—ung addo nothing to the SF of the Verb it nominalizes. The only
change it effects is to turn the &-Grid of the Verb into that of a

Noun. This is illustrated in (22):
. . 4 . :

Pl

- (22)  /ret-ung/; -V, +8, #Feml; ¥ % 2 Iz INS% [x RESCUEy}

According te the conditions in ¢10),-% is now both. the referential
and the designated @-Role, while £ and § are both optional, internal

_B—Roles,.the realization of which is subject t¢ general conditions

on Nouns, which cannot be spelled out here. Notice that on this

account the Noun Rettung is vreferential with respect to an event

_.1nstantiating the proposition [x RESCUE y], exactly as desired,.
Both variables of ‘this yproposition are syntactically specified in

a construction like Peters Rettung der Passaglere (peter's rescue
of the passengers)
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Let me conclude this section with a remark on the status of
affixes in the mental lexicon ML. While afflxes are regular, though
specific, elements of .BLE, i.e. entries of IS, they need not ke
assumed to be ‘separate elements of ML. It might -in fact be ‘that ML
has affixes stored only as components of actual complex elements
of ML. Whatever the proper solution to this problem mlght be -- and
- I take the problem to be an empirical one --—, it does not interfere
with affixesras.entries in the computational system LS.

4. Idlosyncratic affixation
Having outlined the structure of afflxes and the operation of affi~

xation following from it -- includlng in partlcular the 1nher1tance‘
of argument structure --, I will now explore the conSequences_of
these proposals concerning the observations (A) and (B} above for
the 1dloeyncra51es acknowledgd in .(C) . The starting point is, of
course, the entry for ,~ung, which 1s one of the regular means}to

'derlve _event nouns in German. :

+ There are clearly rather different types of 1diosyncrasy and
‘irregularity to be recognized, and not all of them can be dealt
with here. In this section, I will look at what might be called
idtosyncratic cheice of’ affixes, in sectiom 5 and 6 two different
problems concerning prlmarlly the semantic form of derived nouns !
w111 be explored.

Before turning to the details,'a general remark with regard to
the type of account to be given for irregularities seems to be - in-
polnt. As irregularlties are ‘a widespread, in fact typical pheno~
menon in word formation as opposed to phrasal syntax, JACKENDOFF
(1975) 'has made a radlcal proposal according to which derived lexi-
cal items are generally stored as elements of LE, related to the
base of derivation only by rules of correspondence or analy91s. on
this account, idlosyncrECLes are in fact what is- to be expected in

morphologlcally complex words. I cannot go into the concrete detalls .

of this approach; I want to point out, though, that it might be a
plausible approximation to properties of ML, but 1nappropr1ate as
an account of LS. Not only is the formal status of the rules of
analysls dubious, ﬁissing crucial generglizations of the type
discusgsed above. Even the idiosyncrasies cannot be characterized ~
with respect to their proper status, as will be seen as we proceed.
The point at issue is essentially this: Idlosyncratlc 1ex1ca1

-~
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b
properties are specific, irreducible options on the basis and with-
An the limits of general, but specific principles, and it is pre-
clsely with respect to these princ;ples ‘that they have to be account-
ed for. The reascn for this claim is not merely that it promlses a

—more interesting theory, but that it appears to be the only way to
come to grips with what e. g. ARONOFF {1976} has called the mysterles
of dérjvational morphology.

To sum up this point: The system LE of lexical entries'ﬁust con-
“tain all complex items whose properties are not fully derivable‘
from' other items by independently ﬁotivated rules or principles;
and it {5 in this sense that LE ist the actual'looue of idiosyncra-

tie information. But it is only with respect to the general rules

»and principles of LS thdt idiosyncrééies can be identified as wnat
“they are. As a matter of fact, the confusion between LS and the

" rather different requirements to be met by an account of ML has
blurred much of the discussion about “analoqy" "productivity", etc.

Turnlng now to 1dlosyncratlc affix selectlon in event nominaliza-
ticn, we notice that -ung -is oresumably the neutral option, but can
by no means comblne freely ‘with arbitrary verbs. Three types of
restrictlons m;ght be distinguished for exposrtory reasons:

Pirst, there is a whole range of alternatives, illustrated,
~without completeness, in (23)

(23)(&) warn-en (warn) Warn-ung

{b) fahr-en ‘(drive) Fahr-t

" ver-lier-en (lose) ‘ Ver-lus—t - , o

[{=)] glaub~en'(believe) Glaub~e ‘ o e .

(d) tretxen (kick)  Trite ' '
spring-en (jump) - Sprung
fall-en (fall)  Fall

{e) ver-hér~en (interrogate) Ver-hér

{£) nomin-ier-en (nominate) Nomin-ier-ung
(g) ex-port-ier-en (export) Ex-port
(h) spekul-ier-en {speculats)

(1) ras ier-en (shave) ' Ras-ur

Spekul-at-ion

(j) re-par-ier-en (repair) Re-par-at-ur

(k) konsstru-ier-en (construct) Kon-struk-t-ion
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Six comments are to be made with respect to this list.

ﬁ. For the time being, d@ifferent variations in semantic interpreta-
‘tion cof the éxamples giﬁen-here are to be ignored. The only point
of interest at the moment is that all ofithem do have an interpre-
tation correctly determined by the 8F given in (21} for -ung, viz,
£x3. Deviations from this interpretation will be taken up in

saction~5.

2, Whéther or not some of these examples are to be listed in LE -—-
possibly for semantic reasons in one of the readings not at issue

at the moment -- is to be 1eft open for the time being. The decision
will depend on thé questlon whether or not the relevant propertles
of the complex items can be ‘derived. in 1ndependently motivated ways.
This, however, is an emplrlcal issue, and it is the rules and prln—
ciples that would account for the derivation of the relevant prop-

erties that are to be determined.

3. Besides ordinary cases of proper segmental suffixation, I have
included cases of segmental alternation and zero- afflxatlon, foxr
~reasons that should by now be obvious: except for the specific prop-
erties of PF, all other information contained in (21) is required
for the other cases as well‘(including'phonologically empty ones),
excépﬁ differences in GF determining Gender --.and the cqndit?ons

determining the idiosyncratic choice of affix.

4, The latter conditions concern the main pOlnt of the list: choice
of affixes is by no means free, in fact there is a strict speclfl—

cation for all of the cages in (23} which verb combines with which

affix. The account of this selection turns out to be the essential

point with respect. to the present type of idiosyncrasy.

5. Obviously, there is a certain ranking in type-frequency of
affixes ranging from neutral -ung to exceptional cases like ExEort.
Hence the envisaged account of ‘affix-selection must be susceptible
to some scort of markedness hlerarchy Furthermore, there are con-
straints distinguishing native stems and affixes in (a) to '(e) from
non-native ones in Cf) to (k}. I will not deal with the emplrlcal
details of tﬁese two aspects, but I will indicate where they show up

in the proposed accouht.
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6. Fiﬁally, in cases like Spekulation or Reparatur we have some

" kind of dubkle affixation, one being presuppcsed by the other,

which the choice of affixes must also be able to determine.

' 8econdly, we have cases like {24), where cne verb can be the
argument of two alternative suffixes:
(24) (a) wend-en {(turn}

(b) streich-en-(cross out)

Wend-ung Wend-e

Streich-ung Strich

(c) identifiz-ier—en (identify) identifiz-ier-ung Identifiky
‘ ‘ -at=-ion

{d) block-ier—-en {block) Block—ier—ung Block-ade

These cases are, as a matter of fact, a subtype of the first one,
50 that the above comments apply here as well -- with two

-amendments:

7. We do not only havé different verbs for one affix (which is the
very essence of affixation), but alsc different affixes for ohe
Qerb Hence, the selection between verbs ahd nominalizing affixes
is many-to-many, but of course still strictly determined. The non-
—tr1V1al point of this observation ist this: Although the cholce
is many-to-many, there is an overwhelming .asymmetry. While only
vaery few verbs have twg options (and noct more, for proper eveht
nominalizat}on),Vmost éffixes allow fpr an indefinite number of
verbs.,

8. In somercasés,'alternative affixes of the same verb induce

differences in (preferred) semantic interpretatiocn, Streichunﬁ vE.
Strich being a case.in point. It is not obvious whether thesew_.
differences have to be captured in SF (we will return to this sort
of proklem below), but if so, this ldlosyncrasy has to be determined

together with the choice of the afflx -= or simply listed By means

of a complex entry in LE.

Third, there'is_a fairly long list of verbs that do not allow

for any of the event nominalizatlons. Examples are:

(25) {a) zeigen (show) {b) h&ren (hear)
{(d) lauschen (listen)

(f) bummeln (stroll)

" {cYy vergessen (forge;)
{e) hiipfen (hop)

cher verbs do allow for the affixes in gquestion, but do not-form
évent nouns. Examples are dichten (wrlte) with chhtung {poetry) or’
ahnen (foresee) with Ahnung (idea, forebodlng)
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The most plausible way to look at (25) seesms to be to tahe-these
cases as vet, znother subtype of the first one, with the verbs not
selecting any of the affixes in question. The three types of idio-
syncrasy in affixation then simply beil down. to verbs selecting
one, two, or none of the affixes. o

ﬁow,,then,‘is the'selectlonal mechanism between verbs and
affixes to be accounted foi? As has been shown in section_3,f
suffixes are heads, assilgning a 8-Rele to thelr stem (hence actiné'
as functors) and pro;ectlng their GFucomponent to the dcminatinq
node. Being heads, the affixes thus should select their complement
-- as they do anyway -by means of the cateqgory features [& FY asso-
ciated with their @-Role. And this.is in fact the general view held
in this respect, as fotmulated.e.g. in MOTECH (1988), where it.is

claimed: that rules of affixation have to provide "restrictions

defining the class of base words to which the affix is attachable".
As the above comments {and simple considerations of plausibility).
cogently show, this view is in blatant conflict with the facts.

Not only is' it clearly an idiosyncratic information about the verb

which affix it allows for, rather than about the affix which idio- .

syncratic class it applies to. It also seems to be imposgible to
specify the subclasses in guestion in‘any way independent of the
very cholce of affixeés. (For example alongside with {25b) héren
excluding Horung, we. have anhiiren (hear) with Anhorung (hearing) )
But then, do we have to discard the notion that suffixes are heads?
or do we have to assume that it is in fact the complement that
selects its head? As will be seen, the question is simply put the

wrong way.

Before showing how the apparent confliltt can be solved, I will
indicate entries for some of the concurring- affixes:

l\- al

7 . ., - ot
(b). /-t/: = 4N, =V, +Feml; 2 Tx1
‘ . [+V:-N!
“({e)’ /Ablaut/;U+N, -V, +Mascl 2 0 rx1
' eavlnt
(dy /-ion/: t+N, -V, +Feml 2 [ x3

TV -y , ‘ .

'

...19-\ ' .-/

Notice that this is not a gimple, unstructured list: The &F, the
e-Grid, and also the category features of GF are identical for all
entries. We thus might assume . that (26) constitutes an organized
subsystem -of BLE. Depending on the empirical mqtivation'of relevant
notational devices, this might also be made'explicit in formal
terms. I will tefrain from arbitrary proposals here, but will return
to one substantial point shortly. Suppose, then, that each sub- - -
system of this so;t'is identified by the common properties of its
elements. On this beckground, each affix can be assigned a unique

—nplace within its pertinent subsystem, and ‘hence -in LE.

Suppose furthermore, .that the place of an affix in its subsystem
is not arbitrarx but reflects ‘conditions associated with their re-
spective differenCes, e. g the condition that {26d) combines with
{and is itself) a non—native entry, while {26b} and (26c) require
mative entries and (ZGa) is neutral in this respect Furthermore .
the conditions in question might reflect some sort of priority
r%nking, thus giv1ng rise to the\markedness phenomena mentioned in
comment 5. In general, then, 'each’.affix, is identified in non-
arbitrary ways by its place in Lﬁxaccording to the sﬁbsystem it
belongs .to and the relative position within this subsystem. The
conditions determining membership in a subsystem and the place

within it must be assumed to be part of the prinCiples of L&,

imposing computaticonally relevant struqture on\LE It .is therefore
both a theoretical and an empirical task to determine-their form
and content:.I cannot go into these issues ‘here; it should he ob—
viousi however , that these conditions have %o do w1th ,the systemae\
tic llmltS LS provides for the organization of 1d105yncratic infor-
mation in LE. On the basis of these considerations, the place of

an affix in LE, i.e. its 1dent1ty as an entry, can be expressed by

a kind of feature combination, which we might 1abe1 provisionally,

" by CAFi] (for Affix Feature 'i}. [AF J can be thought of as an

address of its affix. The crucial pcint is, that:this address is
anything but arbltrary, pbut rather derives, by some sort. of "self-
addressing, from the principles determining the place of an affix.
More specifically, [AF J congists of two components, one- identifying
the subsystem to which the affix belongs -- in the present case"
constituted by the properties shared by affixes for event nOminali—
zation —, the other speecifying its place within the subsystem
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according to its particular properties. Thus for -ung, cAFiJ would
be somgthing like [EN, Q3. Qhere EN ;dentifies Event Nominalizers
and Q@ the place of -ung among them. These arbitrary labels must be
replaced by syséematic feé£ures in accordance with the conditions
mentioned above. Like those conditiqns,*the features reflecting
them must be determined on empirical grounds. Although I cannot go
into these matteré here, I will assuhe that the two components will
be spelled out in terms of standard binary ﬁeatures, presumably
subject to cancnical markedness con#entions; among others. (Alter-
nativgly, one might consider EN as a multivalued feature and Q as
its value, using features of the type.proposed in GAZDAR.et al.
(1985}, a possibility which I will not QGOpt‘here.) In any case,
the partitioh into the two components EN and () is not only dépet-
mined by the structure of LS, it has further consequences, to which
we will retuin. For the sake of simplicity, I will continue to use
AF, to refer to the systematic address of affixes established so
far. We now can face the problem of specifying the selection
mechanism of affixesf‘ '

The basic¢ means have already been introduced and don't need any
further ado: We simply ilnclude AF{ alongéide with the-categbry
featutes identifying the complement of the affix into the,feature
complex assigned to thé a-Role of the affix, and alsc into the GF
of. all verbs selectlng the affix in question. The éssential conse-—
quences ©of this move are simple and obvious, determining exactly
the right'stem—affix combinaticns. Some comments will elucidate its
implicétions, though. B

First, the puzzle of what selects what is solved appropriatel?:

stem and affix gelect each other, just like-kéy and lock, in exactly -

the way in which heads and complements select each other in general,

Secondly, there is an imporfant difference in the status of AF;

in the (selecting) affixal head and the (selected) lexical comple-
ment, which corresponds.precisely to. the intuition that in a crucia;
cense the stem selects the affix. Let us look at this point a bit
closer: For affixég, on the one hand, the content of AFi has the
systematic nature described above: it follows directly from the.

place in LE determined by the hypothesized'principles of LS organiz-

ing LE. We might in fect assume that for this reason AF, need not

=Y

be listed as idiosynecratic informafion of the affik, but is rather
supplied by a general convention.which assigns the featurgs identi-
fying its place in LE to the characteristic @-Role of the affix.
We will see shqrtlj that this is a natural assumption to be made
for affixes on independent grounds. For major lexical categories,
on the other hand, AF; is esge§tially idiosyncrafic, not following
froT anything besides the fact that it may serve as the complement
to the affix in question. Hence it must be fixed as idiosyncratic
lexical informatiqn. In other words, whereas the status of AF, as

4 complex of features assigned to the 6-Role of the affix is ;yste—
matic and largely p;edictable4 its inclusion into the GF of a
lexical entry is idiosyncratic, which is the actual ground for . .the
intu;tion that information about gelection ' is a diacritic property
of the stem rather than the ‘affix. This 18 not at variance with the
fact, ,though, that technically the affix carries the condition to
be met by the complemenf;-hence acting as a proper head..

Third, we automatically get a natural acecount for. cases like
thqse in (25) disallowing event nominalization. While it would be
bizarr to mark certain (or all?) affixes with idioéyncratié infor-
mation excluding certain elements, things are straightforward
under the present key-and-lock-account: The verbs in question are
gither marked in their GF with [EN, ﬁ],’where @ does not identify
a place in the system of EN-affixes, or simply lack the correspond-
ing AFi altogether. The choice between these 0ptibqs is égain an

empirical one, based on considerations to which I will return below.

~ Verbs of type (24) allowing two different affixes would, of course,

have two different AF, in their GF.

Fourtb; the features included in‘AFi'héve a gpecial status in
the grammar in that their:content is dependent merely on tﬁe orga-
nizational structure of LS. I would, in fact}‘conjecture ﬁhat all
features specifying'morphoibg;cal class meﬁbe;ship, like strong and

‘weak -inflection, alongsidé with.(dériﬁatidnal) affix selection, are

of this type. More generally, besides the primitives of PF and SF,
we have the following types of binary features:

(27) (a) Category features
(b} Grammatical features
{c) Morphological features '
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As discussed in section 2,-the. category features determine,~f;rst
i e
of all, the structure of e~-Grids. From this, their role for t

ion
organizatlon of syntactic structure follows, due to their project

s of X-Bar syntax and g-theory. Grammatical features

by princrple ‘ : )
. do not determine the
Pexsén, Teqse,‘etc

ilike Ccase, Number , Gender, . :
atructure of 8-Grids, put mediate ®-Role assignment and are also1
freely projected by the.principles of X- bar syntax Morphologlca

1 properties of LS and can-
bar syntax . Whereas cate-

features represent purely orgaglzati:naf >
rojected ocutside the X~ level © -
3221:i :ndjgrammatlcal features presumably have a genieral interpre-
tation in Universal Grammar, morphological features arise only v:a
the particular structure of the lexical system of given. language ’
211 three types of features
es . However, morphological

ected phrasal category-

albeit by means of general principles.
can appear in GF and be assigned to 8- -Rol
features cannot appear in the GP of .a proj B
Assignment to @-Roles, on the other hand, concernes either grimma
tical features 1dent1fy1ng phrasal arguments, or category fea ur:zd
identifying lexical arguments, the litter antomatically aicompa:o
by the AF; —agdress of the affix the ©- -Role in guestion be ongi .
These rather sketchy considerations show why it is plaus;ble o
assoclate AF with the 8-Role of ‘affixes: Morphological features
are lntralexical both in orrgin and distribution.

I will summarlze this proposal by (28), which is related to (13)

in an ocbviocus way and determines a further characteristic property
of affixes:

‘ . cin
(28) A &-Role assoc;ated with a 1exical feature L[4 Fl 1§,autema i-
cally a551gned the AF; representlng the aﬁdress of the entry

i

containlng the e-Role.

t
From this condition, it follows that affixation can be subject o

al
idiosyncratic constraints not available for the choice of phras

a
arguments by major, lexical categories.~(No verk can reguire e.q-

"subject or complement belonging to a partlcular 1nflection c¢lass,
etc.) - ‘
Finally, we will consider the relation of v1rtual lexical ele-
ments originating from (1dioeyncrat1cally constrained) affixation
at’
to correSpondlng complex elefients of LE. A useful way to look

this relatioh is 1ndicated‘by the follow;ng question:

- w23 -
(29) (a) Let CLE contain the entry (22) for Rettung.

(b) What are the conditions that switch (22) into an element
of VLE, 1. e. give it the status of a virtual entry?

Assuming the organization of LS discussed so far, the cruc1al con-
dition for the switch in (29b) is, of course, that LE contains ‘the
entries (26@} and (12), for -ung and rett-, respectively. By virtue
of (28), the G—Role of -ung ‘will automatically contain [EN, Ql in
the bundle of features assigned to it. The interestiﬁg,polnt to be
noted is this: Whilé the assignment of [EN, O to the 6-Role of
-ung is an automatlc consequence. following from the very ex1stence
of the affix-entry, the :l.nclusion of ¥EN, Q] into the GF of rett-,
which is a further condition for the switch in {29b), must be in-
ferred from the existence of (22). In other words, to the extent
tdlwhich AFi is an jdiosyncratic component‘of'the GF of a lexical
entry (we will return to the iﬁpact of this premis immediately),
it must ﬁe derived from the existenee of a Complex item for whlch
it is relevant. Henee 1d103yncratic morphological 1nformation can
enter the lexicon only via. actual complex elements of CLE, which
might, however, subsequently be eliminated in favor of virtual
elements. Hence the answer. to (29b) is this:

30) (a) - The existence of an entry for the affix
(b) The-existeﬁce of an entry for the stem

(¢) The inclusion of the address of the affix into the GF

of the stem. ‘ f '

Of course, the complex entry (22), whether an actual element of CLE

"or a virtual element of VLE, does not contain the AFl component any

moré. Hence.the inclusion of it into the GF of the stem presupposes
the independent existence of the affix the‘anress of which provides
the features of AF . Froﬁ this perspective, the twopartite structure
of AFi becomes relevant The first component, identifying the affixal
subsystem -~ EN in the case .at hand -- indicates that the type of
morphologlgal process is avallable, in the present case, the forma- '

tion of an event noun, In other cases Plural- or Case-formation etc.
*he second component indicates'the actualLentry realizing the proéess

‘in questlon.,'

Now, contrary to the premls made above, the features to be in-~
cluded according to (30c) into the GF of a lexical entry are not
. o . .

! '
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" fully arbitrary and unpredictable. First, the type component of AF,
largely follows form the semantic and grammatical properties con-=
‘gtituting the subsysten in questlon T
event nomlnallzatlon, nouns allow plural formation,
~par, etc. Hence the type
dundancy or default

hus verbs normally allow
transitive

" verbs usually allow adject1Ves with

component EN is predictable to some extent by re

rules, the specific properties of which cannot be discussed here.

Secondly, the ‘conditions on actual reallzatlon of a glven type of

process, indicated by the second component of AF. are subject to

preferences to be reflected in markedness conventlons, as already

mentioned. We thus might assume that e.g. verbs are specified_for

[Q1, unless marked otherwise. Hence, again, default rules OY nark-

edness conventions will provide the relevant'featﬁres in the
- neutral case. )

As these con51derat10ns show more clearly, the choice. of features

is by no means & matter of arbitrary notational
affix within its subsystem depends,
which its occurance is

representing AF
.convention. The place of an

among others, on the degree and the way in

predlctable Thls place mast furthermore be represented in terms

of features which allow the principles and conventions of LS

operating on them to make appropriate predictions. This in turn

requlres a systematic and explicit account of these principles .

and conventions, constraining not only the content of the indi-.

_Vldual entries, but also the gverall orqanlzatlon of LE. TO mention

one case in point: The decision mentioned above concerning the
verbs in {25), which ‘do not allow for event nominalization, depends
both on the features and the pr1nc1ples applylng to them. If, a
DIOV1SlOnally suggested above, N, 03 ist in fact the neutral option
for verbs following fram gefault pr1n01ples ‘and markedness conven-—.
tiOns, the respective features will not be included in the idio-
syncratic information of verbs 1ike retten; they rather follow from
the principles in question. The content of these principles would
be something like the follow1ng—- * '

(31) 1f ‘the &-Role of an affix 1s assoc1ated with E&EU Ar, 1, and
AF contains only unmarked feature values, then AF, is
cluded Ainto the GF of all lexical entries the GF of which.
containe [ F1 and no features conflicting with AF;
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, . ) .
‘?he formulation af(31) is highly provisional, but it shows that (31)
is a general convention of LS, even though its operation is depen-
dent on idiosyncratic, language particular information Gf LE. But
now, verbhs like EQEEB' hiipfen etc. caﬁnot simply lack features
concerning event nominalization, as this would not prevent them
“from forming xHérung, *Hﬁpfung, etc. They rather would ﬂave to be
marked by something iike [EN, @1 excluding the choice of any. affix
from the subsystem addressed by [EN].,This, however, is a kiﬁd of
negative information, the origin of which is not plausibly deter-
mined by the Qbove considerations concerning the gource of idio=
syncratice morphological features. As this example shows, £arreach-
ing conseguences are involved in the determination of the features
and principles in questlon

. Another aspect that must be captured by the features in question
is the rather intricate structure of morphoiogical classee created

. by thé s 3 i :
Y & AFi features included in the GF component. This point might

be illustrated by verbs selecting the affix (26b), the PF of which
wes loosely indicated by /Ablaut/. Whatever the correct specifica-
tion of this.Pprroperty might be, the affix must be restricted to
verbs that for independent reasong select affixes determining
systematic vewel change. Suppose that the address of f26b) is.

[EN, R], then fRY should have a form which allows to systematicall
exploit the fact that its inclusion into tﬁe GF of a verb pre- Y
supposes the occurance of a feature (53 indicating the eelection

of affixes inducing ablaut. In other words, (Rl must identify a
subclass of ESt-verbs. ‘

Yet,aeother factor that enters the content of morphcoclogical

- features is the information expressed by levels of affikation in

Lexical Morphology as proposed in KIPARSKY (1982). This information
determines in effect the operation of phonologlcal rules and prin—
ciples, and I will not comment on it here.

In general then, a. great deal of systematic exploration is

_needed, 1n ‘order to correctly determine morphclogical features and
. the pr1n01ples referring to them. Although I cannot yo into these

matters any further, the guldellnes of such exploraticns, turning
both oe rheoretical considerations and empirical detail, should.be
sufficiently clear. Let me point out in this eonnection, howevel’

. . ' ’ ) ’
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that it is in this area of research that work on the structure of
derivational. and inflectional systems, including conditions of
“system'adeqﬁacy" and ﬁorphological regularization gs proposed in
'WURZEL (1984), must find its proper place. In somewhat simplified
terms, the shift towards "System adequacy"is essentially the re-
placement of marked by umnmarked features in the second component
of AF; in the GF of lexical entries. We will observe part Of the
mechanism involved in those shifts shortly.

tet us get back to the relation between actual and virtual com-
plex entries as outlined in {29) and {30). One point to be added
'according to the previous remarks is a qualification of (308},

which. now is to be replaced by (32):
(32) The inclusion of unpredictable or-marked feature_values in the
address of the affik into the GF of the stem. . ’
These ldlosyncratlc features would then prevent (31) from supplylng
unmarked morphological Lnformatlon.
Notice next that in the llght of\our‘observations-regaraing {29)

and’ {30}, the blurred borderline between CLE and VLE, i.e. actual
and virtdal complex entries, becomes a plausihle phenoménon. This

can be seen as follows: For so-called productive affixes, viz. those

selecteg by a laxrge number’of stems (on the basis of features that.
are, mereover,'to some extent predictable), the switch indicated N
in (29b) relieves the set IE, in obvious ways. For unsystematic.
affixes. on the other hand, the corresponding switch doés not
actually simplify the lekical system: To eliminate a true element
of CLE not based on an independently established affix reguires not
only the affir to be inseérted into the pertinent subsystem, but alsc
the pertlnent address features to be created and inserted into the
GF of. the entry of the stem. In somewhat simplified terms, (un)sys-
tematicity corresponde.to the amount of (additional) infbrmatlon
required to meet (30a), (30b), and (32}.7Thus'the fact that the
status of borderline cases 1ike‘Export and Import is difficult to
decide (if at allr, neatly follows from the plDCLPleS of 1diosyn~
cratic afflxation developed here.

It should be noted in passing, that so far we are dealing with
semantically‘“traﬁsparent“ ccmplex'entries“exciusively. Problems of
semantic idicsyncrasy will be taken up in the next section.
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A further remark should be made concernlng entries like Zeitung
(newspdper) or Widhrung (currency), which are small in nurber and in
no way related to event nominalization inspite of the fact that
they contain -ung -- or rather its PF and GF -- in their represen-
tation. There is simply no stem in LE that would grant their eli-

-mlnatlon from CLE, at what expense eveér. I will not enter hédre the

discussion of a side issue related to examples llke these, viz. the"
question whether they are true complex entrles, and 1if 50, whether
and how they are felated to the actual entries correspending to
their component:s. This relation, whatever it mlght be; has nothing
to do with affixation proper.

- Let me turn next to some observations-céncerninq the acquisition
of affixation emerging from the foregoing discussion. Notice first
of all that the sw1tch characterized by {29) and (30} can be related
in a natural way to principles of language vaulsltlon ACCOIdlng
to well established assumptions (see e. g. PINKER (1984), CLAHSEN
(1988)), the acqulSltlon of lexical entries has major lexical
categories, which are moreover represented as elements of BLE, as
its initial phase. Hence the initial set of LE does not contain-
affixes, Some sort of systematization in the corresponding ML, ex-
p10r1ng semantic, phonologlcal, and overt syntactic informatlon,
leads to the reorganization of ML, relating elements of BLE accord-
ing to recurrent parts. This reorganlzation might in. fact be thouqht;
of as detsrmined by rules -of analys;s or correspondence of the sort

_env1saged by JACKENDOFF (1975), which mlght however, he glven a

more principled character on the ba51s of the present cons;deratlons.
Based primarlly on’ the 1nformation concerning the stem, these (im~
plicit) processes of reorganlzation yield complex lexical items. In

Jterms of 18, this means that alongside with the by now complex

entries, an entry of their common stem is constructued, thiis maeting
condition (30h) for the elimination of the complex entrles from CLE.
The crucial step with respect to affixation is the construction of
an indepéndent entry for the-affix invelved in the complex entries
in question' CLAHSEN (1988) proV1des 1ntere5t1ng evidence, shOWing

~ that this is 1ndeed a 'separate and rather consequential step, In

-

terms of the computational system LS, this pnov1des ‘condition {(30ay -

for the elimination of the complex entries from - ‘CLE. Accordlng to

the prlnclples of LS proposed here, the constructlon of an affix
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entry imﬁlies the assignment of its address-fedtures to its key
©-Role. The natural prediction to be made in this stage is that

the relevant complex entries are switched to VLE, exploiting (31

as far as pOSSible in order to meet cohdition (3i1c) -- or (32).for
that matter. Exploitation of the default~ and markedness-conventions
which (32) makes use of, produces the well-known overgeheralizations
in ontogenetic development, and the tendency towards regularization
orISystem adeqﬁacy in language change. In a someﬁhaﬁ aimplified
schema, the acquisition of affixaﬁion_starts with the premié {29a}
and effects ‘the switch in (29b)‘by stepwise fulfiliment of (30) (b},
{a), and {c). It goes without sayiﬁg that the switch of an entry
from CLE to VLE does by no means imply its elimination from the
stored elements of ML. it implies, however, the stepwise construd-
tion of the complex organization of LE expressed in the features

.

used in the necessary AFi. ’
If this general picturé is correct in principle,_as I suppose,
it makes non-trivial predictions, which can be explored by means
of observation and experiment. Notice that these predicfions con-
cern the development of affixation, given the pfinciples‘of Univer-
sal -Grammar, and also the continuous elaporation of LE by new ele-
ments of CLE, new affixes, and the pertinent organization of LE in
- terms of subsystems. Thegse are interacting, though essentiaily'
different develoPments: The acquisition of affixation involves
setting parameters of UG, such as the headtparapeter, giving
suffixes -- bufnotprefixes -- the status of proper heads in German,
whereas the incorporation -of new entries simply exploits the rules
and principles already given. From this exploitation it follows
without further stipulation that morpholégical ¢Hange should be
directed towarxds syétematization {"system adequacy"), rather than
simplification in some absolute sense.

' Returning to more specifib problems’ of évent .ncminalization, we
MWtoﬂwhwtmiM%@wuummﬁmsﬁs&mﬂ@dmﬂe
affixation in nouns like Repar-at-ur (repair), Spekul-at-ion
{speculation), In-filtr-at-ion (infiltration), etc,. are to be
accounted for. In principle, there are three poésihili?ies to

analyze these cases:
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(33)(a)_ [{spekul atl ionl
(b) € spekul rat
(¢} - [ spekul

ienIy
ation 3}

In (33C) : Y v r
P ) we do not actuall have double aff ixat ion but rather arn
2 1t¢l1ona Si]’lg le affix -ati : Y -
- ddis 1 tion to be added to ti
l e ae system EN r Creat
ing ts spec:LfJ_c address, say [EN, T], for which the pertinent verhs
e an 1 ¥
ar th L0 be marked in the usual wa R might be that this is in
C the Corxrect analy i 2 |
gis of these Cases 1 W ply
fact o ‘ . I Germanh, If so e sim 1
have addi thIlal de tail in LE, hut no fur ther comment i s needed
However a8 we hav to acco int or dc nible af Xatlion anyway I -Wil i
i e i i i
r

. .
- consider the lmpllCﬁthnS of (33) (a) and (b) in turn, Tl'le featuxes

requlred to identif the lace of ~ion wil lIldlCated by !EN; Ul
: N - s
E ¥ P be .

for the sake this diSCuSSlOn ‘

ChBSZSt::?e;:szssg point to.be noted about -at is its degenerate
RebEll—ioé (rebeli?t be affixed alone, as —ion in fact can: e.g. in
e ;;; Slightlii:;;ekzzzeié—igg (¢onversion), eto, {Actually,
Capge are . ? icated, as there is ahother affix
i;_;onszjziﬁzta(i;::erent,,but related type of'nominalization, as
tio;)r - De;;&_at (:nt?ate?, besides Konzantrfgg—igg {concentra-
ror the r bei;; Ier?vat%va), besides Deriv—gg—igg (derivation)
o e contribute,t w;l; ignore these result nominalization.) Nor
o o . o the S? of the complex word, as each of the
foen o o operzt::ses like arbeit—g;—ggz { {you) workedi in fact
ho o fora:ha dumm¥ morphological marker, which is,
I . . e pertlﬁent class of verbs, viz, thoge

; Tl according to version (33c) '

‘ .
h fo OW1in entr will au tOIE\athall iela the desir ed r es

in accordance with (33b).

(34)  /at/; t+v, -n, En, up; % .r 1
=x

1
C+Vr _N, ENJ Tl

The feat v . which
ures [EN,T] must automatically he assigned by (28) h
means, i . . n .
é r 1n effect, that (34) nas to be assigned place T w'té‘ h
ubsystem EN. i ] i
N. This is an unpleasant consequence, @specially in
C 1

View of the @ [
F marking /at/as a verbalizer, contrary to the v
ery

nature of EN.- t ] i e =10 ot
- I 15 re ulred, though, for the. affix ion t k
ake
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comp051tion with (34), we derive (35), which would actually be the

unanalyzed entry requlred according to (33c¢):

(35) /Jat-ion/; [+N, -V, +Femd: % tx1

[
£+v, -N,EX, T2

. Notice that the features assig%ed to the @-Role are inheritéd -
together with the @-Role -~ from the affix /at/.They do not £ollow
by (28) from the address of (35). Except for this technical point,
{33b) and (33c), not surérisingly,_turn out not to be essential :
alternatives. In effect, (33b) treats ation as a virtual suffix,
while (33c) treats it as an actual.complex suffix, not requiring
the problematic entry {34). .

What seems to be more surprising at the first glapce is that
(34) also supports the analysis ({33a), all other things being
efqual. To see this, we need only to realize that (34) can apply to
verbs marked by (EN, él {as presupposed for the pertinent. class),
turning them by functional composition into verbs marked by [EN, U,
to which then -ion can apply, as desired. The fact that the latter -
step'is obligatory, as gpekul-at is neither a real verb nor noun,
can assumed to follow from the fact that [EN, U} is at variance

" with verbal inflection, hence the derived item cannot enter any
further combination, except composition with -ion. The analysisﬂ
(33a} thus seems to‘reduCe to the same assumptions about 18 as
{33b).

If this were the wholé story, we would have to turn to phonology,
in order to try to decide the case —- presumably in favor of (33a).
There is, however, a‘further observation to be made. The inclusion
of /at/ into the subsystem EN was motivated by the assumption that
stems like spekul-,'éentil—, etc. are marked by [EN, T), appropriéte
for the complex EN-affix (35). Suppose now, that the stems in
'question~are not marked for event neminalization, but rather for
the auxiliary affix /at/, which is not a member of EN. ‘Suppose
furthermore that the address of this affix is rbA. T1, where DA
abbreviates a subsystem of dummy affixes, T indicating the place
of fat/ in this system. Obviously, the verbs in questibn will now
be marked fap, T1, rather than [EN, Tl. With thesé assumptlons, (34
would have to be replaced by (36):
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(36)  /Jat/; ¢+v, -N, EN, Ul; - 2 Lx 1
<
f‘f‘V:"NrDArT14

Actually, (34) is not replaced by (36}, but rather assigned a
different piace in BLE, from which the assignment of ha; T1 in-
stead of £EN, 11 follows by convention (28). Combining (36) with
the appropra.ate stems yields "expanded" verbs to be nominéliz’ed
by -ion, as desired. : ’ )

Notice that the reassignment just discussed supports, once again,
the alternative analysis (33b) as well. But now a further observa-
tion is to be made. Whereas the expansion of ventil- into
ventil-at , which then undergoes proper nominalization, is a natural

. step, the composition of at with ion into a complex affix, absorb-

~1ng a dummy "verbalizer", is somewhat artificial, This impression
is corroborated by the following observation.

In a large number of cases, nomlnalizatlon by at-ion alternates
with verbal stem formation with - -ier—, which can be accounted for
by the follow1ng affix entry: ' - -

(37} fisx/; t-r-v. -N, VII; £ I.'x 1
[+v,-N, Dﬁ 57

VI abbreviates the AF in terms of which verhs formed by ~ier- ére
selected by their inflectional affixes. It is plau51ble to assume
that (37) belongs to the same system of dummy affixes as (36),
where S indicates its place. As a matter of fact, {36) and (37)
differ only with respect .to PF and the\AF component in GF. This
i8 a natural basis for including them into the same subsystem. But
how assume that the features representlng the place S and T of (37)
and (36), respectlvely, are to be chosen in such a way that they
share an element, say ¥+ K1. Then all verbs selecting both -ier- -en

. and -at-icn are to be marked DA, +K1 instead of oA, 51 and £pa, Ti,

expresslng the proper generalization. The situation arising from
this assumptlon is strictly parallel to that of o. .g. an NP neutra-
1ized for the dlstlnctlon between Nominative and Accusative, like -
es (it), which can be selected both as subject or object by corres-
ponding &-Roles. Although "the generalization thus achieved still
does not logivally exclude the analysis (33b), it makes (33a) even

more plausible, according to which -at- {as well as —-ier-) serves

stem formation, rather than complex affix formation. I will not go
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into further arguments pointing in the same direction. Although
if we include double affixa-

I will leave

the whole story is aven more complex,
tion of the type Nomin-ier-ung and their constraints,
it at that, adopting tentatively entry {(36) and analysis (33a),

which is in fact supported by lndependent congsiderations -about

affixation based on inflectional affixes, which we cannot deal
with here.

So far, I have considered only one type of event nominalization
which in essence turnsthe referential &-Role of a verb intp that
of a noun. There are, however, three other ways to effect a similar

change, illustrated in (38) - (40}:

(38) Sing-en (singing) VTrampel—n ‘(tramplinq) Rett-en :(rescuinq)
(39} Sing-er—ei ( " ) Trampel-ei (trample) Rett—er—%i { " )
( " ) ( " )

Ge-trampel-e Ce-rett-e

")

additional questions, which I will qomment on

(40) Ge-sing-e

All three types raise
rather briefly: ‘ _
I take the corresponding cases in (39) and {40) to be Synonymous,
but different from event nouns discussed so far. They requlre the
event referred to to be some sort of repeated (and scmewhat chactic)
activity of the verbs designated argument. I will,
represent this conditions as [x REPDO y), where y and x correspond to
the referential and the designated ©- -Role of the verk, respectively.

The common part of the affixes involved in (39) and (40) can thus

somewhat. ad hoc,

be represented as (41):

(41) (+N, -v1; & % ¢ rrx REPDO yl : [rz x1 yI7
C
r+v, -N2

In order to insert the condition REPDO on x and y» “the affixes must -
access these variables. They hence skip only the internal ©- “Roles
of -the verb, searchlng for an expre551on of category (0/1)/1 to be
substitutad for z. Notice that the component REPDQ imposes a se— .
mantic constraint on the verbs that can be selected: Only verbs
compatible with the activity requirement are -acceptable arguments

of {41).

Be31tzere1 (from possess) .
soon as you allow for some sort of activity interpretation of the

This rules out derivations like Seherel {from see).,
The constraint 1s purely semantic: As

verk, the derivations become interpretable as well. It is not clear

.-.33‘_

to me-whether another pecularity of these nominalizations is to be
accounted for in the same vein, namely that all other arguments
inherited from the verb are not really optional, but practically
blocked: Constructions like (42} are rather awkward:

(42} (a) ?Peters Singereil der Nationalhymne (Peter's singing of fﬁeau
national -anthem)
(b} Thr Getrampel in der (‘die) Kiiche (her trample in(to}

the kitchen)

It seems as if the somewhat chaotic action is iﬁcompatihle with
more specific arguments and prefers them to be unspecified para-
meters. I will not gpeculate further on these matters.

The morphological realization of (41) needs further comments.
First, both alternatives involve scme sort of double "affixation,
althougﬁ of a different sort: The cases in {40) consist of the
suffix -g, which introduces the Gender featﬁres [-Masc, —-Feml and
requires a stem prefixed with ge-. The cases in (39) are based on
the suffix [-eil, which introduces t+Fem] and requires either a
dummy affix -er- or a bisyllabic stem ending in a liquid.

Second, the prefix ge- has ekactiy the distribution of the same
prefix used in participle formation and thus constrains the type
{40) on independent grounds: We do have Gemorde (murder), but
xErsteche nor *Geersteghg (stabbing) . From this, it follows
that the structure of (40) nust be LLge sing] eJ,.with the dummy

prefix having the same origin as that of the past participle, the

neither

details of which need not concern us here. But now the problem
arises: How does the suffik -e identify its complement? A somewhat
ad hoc answer would run as follows: Although prefixes, which are
not proper heads, cannct preject category features, they can project
morphological features, say [+Px]l in the case at.hand. Now the
suffix -e would have to have the feature C+PxYassigned to its key—
~g-Role. This yields the correct result, if’ ge- is appropriately
marked. This solution, however, is clearly ad hoc in the present
framework. An equally ad hoc alternative would require that the
suffix —e can look for.the actual -phonolegical prefix of its com-~
plement. Peﬁaing further argument, I will leave it at that.

Third, access to phonological information in the key-6~Role of
the affix seems to. be unavoidable for the suffix -ei involved in
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type (39), if the above generalizatiOn is correct, viz, that -ei
requires a bisyllabic stem ending in a liquid. The dummy afiix ~er—
under this assumption simply provides a syllable ending in /r/, in
case the stem does not meet the conditions by itself. If this move’
is correct, it raises a whole number of further guestions, which I
will not enter here. )
Finally the nominalized infinitiv in {38) is by far the most
regular and systematic event noun in German. Using the Infinitiv
morpheme, it turns the verbal stem into a Neuter noun with the’
pertinent consequences for its e~Grid, It does not appear to induce .
any morphological 1d105yncrasies, hence whatever its address mlght

" be, the features identifying it are automatlcally included in the
GF of all verb stems. Like the nouns in (40) Gesinge etc. the Infi-
nitiv allows Case inflection, but no Plural formatlon. (Unllke (40) .
the nouns in (39) can be pluralized: die singerei-en.) These facts
can tentatively be summarized in (42) -
(42) /-n/; r+N, -V, -Masc, -Fem, -pluri; % ‘ £ x3

[+v, -N1

For the epenthetic expansion of /-n/ into /-#n/, see WIESE (1986) .

In actual fact, however, there are two nominal infinitives in German.
Besides the one captured by (42}, there is a klnd of Gerund con-
struction using the same morpheme, but with different syntactic
propefties, as illusﬁrated by the following examples:

{43} {a) Peters Vorlegen/Vorlage der Abschriften
(Peter's submitting of the copies)
(b) sein promptes die abschriften Vorlegen
(his quick(ly) submitting the copies)
-In cases like (43b). the nominalization is sort of incomplete: Like

verbs, this infinitive is head final and a551gns Accusativ to its "
internal argument. Actually, constructions like (43b) have a some-.

what problematic status in German. Their relation to proper nomina—

lization resembles that of Gerunds in English dlscussed in CHOMSKY
(19701, I will not go into this rather different sprt of problems

hare.

Let me conclude this section with the obgervation that all eveet _

nouns discussed here —- irrespective of semantic variation —-- in-
herit their reference to events from the verbs they are based on.
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(Sﬁrictly speaking, nouns derived by (471} do not inherit-the 8-Role
§ from the verbal complement, but re-establish it, sc to speak. But
they too exploit the variable instantiating the proposition of the

S5F of a verb.) There are howeveé simple, non-derived nouns exhibit-
ing the same sort of event reference. (44) is a case in point:

(44) /sturm/; (N,-V,+Male, AF,3; X fx INST ESTORM]] °

Here STORM is a constant of category O, abbreviating the proposition
that the air moves heavily. Such basic event nouns are by no means

a borderline case. It is not always'clear, however, whether a given
event noun is basic or is related to a corresponding verb by zero-
—afflxatlon. The first 51tuation seemsd to hold for Marsch {march)

on which the verb marsch-ier-en is based (possibly by means pf an
exceptional application of (37}), the second situation has been
supposed to hold for Fall (fall}, Sprung (jﬁmp), etc. In general,
however, event nouns ean be identified on the basis of their GF and
SF, independently of their morphological status.

5. Semantic Variation

The idiosyncrasies and the constraints imposed on them to‘Be con-
sidered in this section are of a rather different type. As we will
see in more detail, they are essentially independent of the morpho-
logical peculiarities discussed so far. For the sake of exposition,
T will distinguish two types of problems, which might be called
semantic separation and EOnceptual shift. Both have to do with what
is sometimes called lexical drift, i.e. theﬂemergenee of unpredict-
able possibilities of semantic interpretation, where to some extent

~conceptual shift is the origin of semantic separation. It therefore

seems to be plausible to discuss them in that order. As before, I -
am primarily ‘interested in the aspects that- constrain apparent-or
real idiosyncrasy. These are essentially of two types: First, coﬁai:
tions on the SF component of iexical entries, second principles of
conceptual knowledge determining the -dinterpretation of linguistic
expressions. As we will see, this distinetion, although important
for both empirical and theoretical reasons, is hot always easy to
draw, primarily due to ocur lack of explicit knowledge about the
principles of conceptual structure. Hence much of the following
discussion will be provisional and inconclusive. For some illﬁstra-
tion and discussion of the problems ‘involved, see BIERWISCH (1981,
1983), GERGELY and BEVER (1986).
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Before turning to phenoﬁena of conceptual shift, I will point
out a type of variation which is actually quite regular, strictly
following from the principles of affixation. What I have in mind
is the fact that nominalizationslike Eroberung (conquest), Verhdr
{interrogation), Identifikation {identification) can-refer to actual
events, while this is a dubious claim for nominalization like Hoff-
onung (hope), Meinung (opinion), Glaube (belief), Intention {inten-
tion). What they can refer to, are mental states, attitudgs, or
something of that sort, but not events. Analogous comments apply to
Lage (position), Haltung (posture, attitude)}, Geltung (value, vali-
dity), Haftung (obligation), and many others. The probiem we are
facing here is one 6f terminclogy rather than of substance. I am
using the term event in a rather broad, but well founded, sense,
including states, processes, and proper events. (For some discussion
of the problems involved, see BACE (1986).) In general, the ‘content’
of a proposition determines the sort of entity that can instantiate
it. Hence the proposition contained in a verb's SF determines '
whether its referential 8-Role goes for a state, a mental attitude,
a process, or an event. This choice is..simply carried over to the
derived noun through inheritance of @-Roles. The entries in (26)
therefore correctly predict the kind of variation just illustrated.
Lacking a bhetter term, I will continue to falk about event nomina-

lization.

In view of this generalization, a great deal of de-adjectival
- nominalizations can also be classified as event nomlnallzatlon.
Suppose that nouns like Klugheit (cleverness) relate to Klug—seln
(being clever) essentially like Eroberung relates to the nomlnallzéd
infinitiv Erobern. We then would have to represent Klugheit as in
(45} . Assuming-that klug has the entry (46), (45) would follow by
means of the affix (47):

{45) /klu:g-heit/; [+X, -V, +Feml; ¥ & Fx INST [CLEVER y11
(46) /klu:g/; rH, +V, AN, Q2 $ [CLEVER M1

. p
(47) /hait/; PN, -V, +Feml; %‘ % [x INST { z 1

[+V,+¥,AN,07

What is to be noted in (47) is the additional e-Role % it brings in,
not inherited from the adjective. It is this &-Role, and the compo-
nent INST to which it is related, that creates event {or rather
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state) reference of the derived nouns. Let me note in passing that
(47) accounts in fact for the semantic relatedness of Kiugheit and
Klug-sein, if we assume the independently motivated entry (48) for
the copula (see BIERWISCH (1988)):

(48) /zaj/; 4V, -N, AF;}; ¥ ¥ % Ix INST Lv y 31
[}
L+Prl

The feature [+ Pri is to be construed as identifying a non-direct-
ional PP, a predicative NP, or an AP to be &-marked by the copula.
Suppose now that klug is such an AP, if the morphalogical features
1a¥, Q1 are dropped from its GF, and may thus become the internal
argument of the copula. Hence /zay/ would take  (46) as 'a phrasal
argument, wheres /hajt/ would take it as a léxiéal arguﬁent the
former using . functional application, the 1etter functional compo-
sition. As a consequence of functional appllcatlon, the SF of (46)
together with its 8-Role substitutes for v in (48}, which by further
lambda conversion yields the 5F of (45). The nominal character of
King-sein must be assumed to be due to Gerund formation of the type
mentioned abhove.

Returning to semantic variation of event nominalizations, we
notice that event nouns,whether de-verbal, de-adjectival, or basic
elements, all.share the configuration (49), where P is a pPropositiosn

(49) /PF/; [N, -V,...2; ... § (x INST p} I

The variation between_states,.processes, and events in the narrower
sense simply follows from the content of P. On the background of.
this generalization, we will turn to the problems of conceptual
shift. A well known and_widespread phenomenon relevant here is the
result interpretation shown in the féllowing examples:

(50) (a) Die Ordnung der Biicher kostete ihn drei fage.
Arranging the books took him three days.
{b) Die Ordnung der Bilicher war schwer wiederherzustellen.,
The arrangement of the books was difficult to restore,

(51) {a) Seine Rekonstruktion des Voréanés war rasch abgeséhlGSSen.-
His reconstructlon of the event was quickly finished.
{b) Seine Rekonstruktion des vVorgangs war irrefiihrend.

His reconstruction of the event was misleading.
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{52) (a) Die Bebauung des Gebiets wurde unterbrochen.
The construction of buildings in the area was interrupted.
(b} Die Bebauung des Gebiets wurde‘eingeebnep;

The buildings in the area were leveled down.

The result emerging from an event can vary bétwegn a state, i.e.
another event in the general sense of the term, as in (50k), and

a physical cbject, as in (52b). Within that range, further variation
is possible, as shown in (53}, where (a) refers to an event, (b}

an object, and (¢} an imagined event or object, depending on what

the planning is about:

(53) Peter hat die Uberdachung {a) geleitet (b} abgerissen () ge=-
plant
Peter (a) directed {b) destroied (c) planned the roof con-
struction - -

Thus it seems that the choice of the result instead of the event
interpretation depends to a large extent on the contextual setting,
more specifically on situational and encyclopedic knowledge, i.g.
conceptual information relevant to the context. i

Likewise, the character of the result is determined by the con-
ceptual knowledge related to the type of event, just as the‘tyﬁe :
of event was shown to depend on the proposition it instantiates.
This observatién is directly related to the fact that result inter-
pretations are difficult to obtain, if at all, for verbs like
springen (jump), reiten (ride), werfen (throw), zweifeln (doubt),
deklamieren {recite), since in these cases thg events do not lead
to a result distinguishable from the occurrance of the event itself.
Hence Sprung (jump), Ritt (ride), Wurf {throw}, Zweifel (dopbt),
Deklamation (récitation) refer to the event, not a result of it.

There are numerous complications involved here, which_I will not
pursue any further. I will rather turn to three general points to

be made here.

)

1. The most important observation is that tﬁe type of fariationlwe
are considering noﬁ'mugt in no way he taken as a specificity of
event nominalization, or derivational morphology, for that matter.
The variation simply reflects the overall phenomenon of polysemy.
More specifically, the alternations illustrated in (50) - {¢53) are
strictly parallel to those observed e.g. for basic items like book,
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letter, novel, newspaper, which can be used to refer - among others -

to an informational structure of some sort or a physical object re-
presenting it. Similarly, school, parliament, university, bank, etc.
refer either to a social inétitution, or a building where the in-
stitution is located. As I have argued in BIERWISCH (1983), those
alternations -- alongside with various similar changes -~ are deter-
mined by conceptually motivated shifts creating varying families of
concepts clustering around the respective core concept. One of the
important points of these families is that they relate concepts of

' different ontological type —- such as abstract structures, physical

objects, social institutions, events or processes, and a numer of
others. Without going into the farreaching —-- and largely unexplor-
ed -- probleﬁs érising here, I will merely point out that the shift
in interpretation of event nouns participates in exactly this sort
of shift creating families of concepts. Two observations will sup-
port.and clarify the claim a bit.

First, the result interpretation of event nominalizations parti-
cipates under -appropriate COndlthns in the type of shift just
nmentioned with respect to book ete.:

(54)(a) Die Ubersetzung der Bibel war in wenigen Wochen abgeschlossen.
The translation of the Bible was finished in a‘few weeks.
(b} Die tbersetzung der Bibel enth&lt €inige Fehler.
The translation of the Bible contains some errors.
(c) Die Ubersetzung der Bibel ist dicker als das Original.
' The translation of the Bible is more voluminous than the
original, h

The event of (54a) is shifted to the resulting infoimation structure
in (54b), and this into the representing physical object in (54¢).

‘Under sufficiently specific conditions, the event—interpretation is,.

by the way, available even for nouns 1iké book:
(55) It was only after his second "book that he became famous.,

Secondly, ontologically'different conceﬁfs can simultaneocusly inter-
pret one and the same expression, if their relation is sufflciently
close. This is born out e.q. by conjoined predications requiring .
different types of entities as argument, as in (56):

(56} The book is entertéinging, inexpensive, and easy to take along. m'
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{57) Peter hat die tfberdachung geplant, geleitet und wieder

abreiBen lassen.

(57) shows that this holds for event nominalizations as well.
Further constructions illustrating the same fact, as well as the
conceptual limits imposed on it, could easily be adduced.

2. As these observations show, the availability oflthe different
interpretations under discussion emerges from conceptually orga-
nized encyclopedic knowledge{ inclu&ihg the ontolegical types and
principles un&erlying it. It is for this reason that Ehe variation
in guestion is in an important way independent of the lexical
system of particular languages. In this respect, the variation
discussed here is crucially different from‘the phenomena involved

in idiosyncratic affixation.

The conceptual origin of the variation in interpretation does
not automatically imply, though, that it is not entrenched in some
way in' the lexical system. We will return to this question shortly.

3. The variation at issue results from an intricate mixture of idio-
syncratic and predictable conditions, albeit in a completely dif-
ferent way than the morhological idiosyncrasy in affixation. A
preliminary orientation in this fairly obscure area might be achiev-
ed if we realize that the actual phencomena are.détermined by {at
least) three different types of conditions, viz. those belonging

to LS, those belonging to the autonomous conceptual system, and
those belenging to ML, implemeﬁting the computaticnal structure of
knowledge. The conditions in question differ in two distinct ways:
On the one hand, linguistic knowledge {including LS), and conceptual
knowledge are two'auponomous, though interacting, systems of mental
structure. On the other hand, both belong to the computational or=-
ganization of knowledge which is implemented by memory structures
and mechnisms of processing, to which ML belengs. Now, ML need by

no means reflect in any simple and direct way the modular organi-
zation of the computational system it implements. The actual storage
in memory might well be a partial. integration of linguistic and

encyclopedic information.

Hence what shows up at the surface as a fuzzy domain of semi-
predigtability bothering research in word formation, must be ex-
plained in terms of the different factors involved, which then are

Y

likely to exhibit a great deal of systematicity, constraining spe=-
cific 1dlosyncra51es. Wlth respect to LS, which we are primarily
interested ln, the question will primarily concern the status of

‘complex lexical items, to which I will return.

Suppose now, for the sake of argument, that the alternation
illustrated in (50) - (52) would have to be reflected in LS, i.e.
in the SF component of the entries in question. A. natural way to
incorporate this assumption in the present framework would reguire
represen#ations like (58), besides the event interpretation (59):

(58) Ordnung: % ¢ £ [f 2 RES e] : [e INST fy ARRANGE x1]]

(59) Oordnung: £.§ £ [ =z INST Iy ARRANGE x13

The proposition [z RES e} has a fairly wide range of interpretations,
all identifying Z as an entity resulting from the event e, where z
might be another event (or state) - produced by e, or an appropriate
type of object that comesg into being through e. The proposition

£z RES e} is connected to the rest of +he SF as a precondition to

be met for the rest to be applicable. (Technically, this is indi-
cated by-the colon, which is to be construegd as an SF-constant of
category (0/0)/0).It is now easy to realize that (58) would result
from (59) by means of the cperator (60} combining with {59) through
functlonal composltlon.

(60} ¢z Itz REZ el : [ v e 12

For [v e! to be a componént of category 0, v must be of category
o/1, hence the application of (60) to (59) skips only two of the
lambda operators, such that 2 [ z INST Iy ARRANGE x11 will be sub-
stituted folr v in {60), where then e will replace the original va-
riable z by lambda conversion, yielding (58}. 5o far, we have simply
exploited conditions on §F. But what could be the status of (60)?

Notice first of all that there is an affix -at in German, whioh
derives result nominalizations like Derivat (de;ZQative),iKonzen;
zentrat (concentrate), Resultat (result), kondensat (condensation) .
As already mentioned, this affix is clearly distinct from the dummy .
affix discussed earlier. As (61) shows, the entry of this affix
contains (60) as its SF: )

(61) /a:t/: [+N, V, -Masc, -Feml; x § [Ix RES el:L x e J1

L+, -N1
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Likewise, result nouns like Ronstrukt (construct), Transform
(transformation), Produkt {(product) appear to require an affix
differing from (61) only by its PF, hence farming a further entry
of a subsystem RN.

If {60} is thereiore parxt of BLE anyWway., in fact the crucial
configuration of a specific subsystem of resnlt affixes RN, one
might how wonder whether éertain_elements of EN have a hombnymous
counterpart in RN. Under this assumption, the alternative inter-~
pretations illustrated in (50) - {53) were cases of proper ambigui-
ty, originating from two different, but homophonous affixal heads,

' much like e.g. kommt {come/comes) is ambiguous between Plural Impe-

rativ and 3. Person Singular Present, due to the ambiguity of /~t/.
The amblguity between event and result nominalization would thereby
become a strictly structural phenomenon in LS.

Before I'm going to discuss reasons and means for an alternative

treatment, I will briefly show how some other putative facts about

event nominalization can be incorporated in this analysis.

The following generalizations are supposed to hold fo'r avent
nominaliéation in English (see GRIMSHAW (1988) for a recent account):
(1} Oonly result nominals, but not event nominals can be pluralized..
(it} .Only event nominals preserve the argument structure of the
verb, optionally suppressing certain argument positions,
whereas result nominals do not allow argumenis at all.

{iidi) ﬁesult neminals, bﬁt not event nomigals, are avallable for
more idiesyncratic interbretation=(i.e. for "lexical dArift").

On the assumption that there are homonymous affixes for event and
result nominals, (i) is captured by a morphological featgre in the
GF of the event affix blocking the application of a Plural affix.
(1i) is slightly more caﬁplicéted. We notice first that what
GRIMSHAW calls suppression of an argument is tantamount t¢ not
fealizing é @-Role -= usually an optional one. As I have supposed
without further argument, optionality holds for all but the desig-
natéd ©-Roles of nouns. (This assumption might be in qee& for
further elaboration, introducing certain dependencies between the
realization of oPﬁibnal ©~Roles. I will not go into these refine—
ments.) The cruclal point in (ii) is, however, that result nominals
are supposed to have no:e—Roles whatgoever except, of course, . the
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referential ©~Role. Formally, the elimination of a ©-Role can be
effected in the present framework by a free varjable absorbed by
the pertinent lambda operator, as e.g. in the entry (19) for ~bar,

repeated here as (62):

(62) /bar/; [+V; +N1; %

‘ [POSsStL. xul e 1
L+Vv,-N3

Here, u and e each kill one ©6-Role of the verb -bar combines with.
If the generalization (ii) is empirically correct, the elimination
of ©&-Roles cannot appropriately proceed that way, since the number
of @-Roles to be eliminated by the result nominalizer wounld vary
according to the verb it applies to. This, however, iz not the case
for (62). What seems to be necessary is an additional stipulation,

- ‘which saye that inherited- optlonal ewRoles are automatically dropp—

P

ed from the @ CGrid of result nqmlnalizatlons. Thisg stipulation must
of course be a lexical property of the result affix. Other affixes,
2.9. those deriving nominals like Singerei and Getanze discussed
above might be marked for similar rediction of the inherited 6-Grid.
I will not formuzlate such an additional operation on 8~Grids, as I

_have doubts about 1ts empirical validlty, for reasons to be dis-

cussed shortly. Suppose however for the sake of argument, that there
are two affixes —1one and nion r the first excluding plurallzation,

the second excluding internal e-Roles. On this account, {ili) would

simply say that only nominals formed by —1on are subject to lexi-
cal drift.

Notice now, that if (i) and (ii) are empirically correct gene-
ralizations, a nominal like destruction elther takes complements,
but no plural (due to 595e), or it pluralizes, but doesn't allow
complements (due to ion ). Hence (63) would have to be ruled out-

’63)(a) Each of the three destructions of Carthago
{b} John's and Eve's conflicting recenstructions of the burglery

Other hominalizations are equally in confllct with the putative
generalizations:

(&64) (a) several of John's proofs of the theofem
(b) his premature criticisms of the book

Wotice that it would not help to say that the PP's in {63) and (64)
are not complements, but modifiers of the head noun, because that
rould make the whole argument circular. (As a matter of fact, (64a)
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is the paradigm case that motlvated the analogy of nominal and verbal ) ‘57) (a) Die Uberlegung(en} des Direktors.war(énj bekannt .
constructions in CHOMSKY (1970), which would be pointless, 1f the o . The consideration(s) of the director was/where well Fnown.
nominal did not-have arguments.) Moreover, (63a) does not even seem : (b) Di¢ Disposition des Produzenten wurde mehrfach rev}@iert.
to rule out the event interpretation, as it could well be the subject The disposition of the producer was repestedly revised.
of came as a surpris¢ or bedan with a siege. ' Thus, there is no feason to assume that‘reéult nominals are-depriv-
T cannot go into the interesting detalls concerning these con- ed of tﬁé'e-Roles event ncominalizaticns inherit from the verb.
structions, but I will point out, that (i) and (ii) don't hold for Notice that even the dependencies in the realization of optional
German. Notice, incidentally, that (iii) becomes. pointless under ©=Roles do not conform to this distinction. For both event and
these circumstances. If it is neither piuralization nor lack of result nominals, there seems to be a_prefetence to assign the
argument structure a drifted noun characterlstlcally shares with : Accusative 8-Role of a transitive verkb base, rather than its de-

result nomlnallzatlon, than it might just as well be said to have signeted @-Role, to the Genitive NP governed by the nominals in

drifted from an event nominalization. At least for nouns like question. And once again, this preference can be coverridden for

Sitzung (meeting, session), Vorstellung (performance) , or Spannung i ; both event and fesult nominals by semantic conditions: If we replace
(voltage) this is mofe plausible than the intervention of a result. ~ des Produzenten in (67b) by dex Auffiihrung (of the production) the

switeh in @-Role assignment is mandatery. The same holds for the
event nominalization in (68), if we replace der Auffiihrung by des
Produzenten: '

As to {i), there are clear violations in both directions. (65)
illustrates pluralized event nominalizations, (66) shows that result
nominalizations do not necessaﬁily allow pluralization: ‘ . ) ‘
(65) ta) Seine drei Spriinge iiber die Latté‘eraffqeten den Wettkampf. (68) DiE'Er;auter?ng det Auftﬁhrung.dauerte'méhr als eine Stunde.
His three jumps over the pole opened the competition. The éxplanatlon of the PrO§UCthn took more than an hour.

(b) Die Umdispositionen des Dirigenten zogen sich iiber Tage hin. To summarize: Although there is more to be said about the realiza-

The rearrangements of the copductor went On for- days. ’ tion of optional ®-Roles, conditions on pluralization and argument
. structure cannot plausibly be reduced to different entries for

’ 2 . . .
(66).(a) Er lieB die Bebauung({‘en) des Gebiets einebnen. ‘ o ) )
affixes deriving event and result nominals, respectively. Hence

He had the buildings in the area léveled down. ¥
(b) Er rigte die striktel n) Isollerung( en) der HAftlinge. a ditfergnt account tor the alternation in question is needed.
He criticized the striCt igsolation( s) of the prisoners. Given the earlier observations concernirg the coﬁceptual origin
of varied 1nterpretat10n, the natural assumption seens to be that
we are deallng here with a phenomenon of conceptual, rather than
lexical structure. This might in fact be ‘the correct solution to

the problem. It is, however, difficult to evaluate without a better

The result nominalizations in {66) seem to have propertles of mass

nouns, and therefore nc plural.

Agaln, thlngs are more complicated with - {ii}, prlmdrlly because
of the constraints on adnominal complements in genexal and the
dependencies involved in the realization of optional complements in
particular. Without going intc these intricacies, it is easy to see
that result nominals may have complements. In (66), we have the

understanding of the principles of conceptual structure and its
interaction with LS. I will therefore outline an alternative pro-
posél, according to which the distinction hetween eveht and result
‘nominals is represented in LS without invoking actual ambiguity of
Accusative ©-Role of the verb realized by a Genitive NP, as required affixes ~- or separate éoﬁplex lexical entries, for that .matter.
by structural Case assignment of nouns. In (67), the Genitive NP ; h

1 he desiqnated 6-Role of the verbs The essence of the propoéal is the assumption that L8 provides
realizes the deslgnate T

restricted (and conceptually motivated) means to adapt compositio-
nally derived SF representations to the requirements of conceptual
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interpretation. To make this péoPOsal more concrete,‘I'wili agsume
that affixes for event nominalization have the properties discussed
dne section 3 and 4, systematically specifying conditions for re-
ferehce to events. Suppose now that the contextual requirements on
interpretation, deriving both from the syntactic environment and
the discourse setting of the resulting complex entry, are at var-
iance with reference to the event type thus determined but would
be met by reference to the result emerging from that event. Thus
for example the compositionally derived entry Ordnung (arrangement)
' might regularly appear under conditions, where its ordinary repre—
sentation given in (59) would be inappropriate, while the expansion
given in (58) would grant a conceptually coherent interpretation.
As already pointed out, the necessary expansion can be effected by
functional composition. applying (60) to (58) as its argument. Let
ug assume,. therefore, that LS has available the operator / {60},
repeted here as (68):

~

(68) $ 2 rtzsss s1:Cvell :

Let me call (68) an SF"templet As the availability of (68), and
SF-templets in\general, is the main point of ' the proposal under

discussion, I will add a few comments.

1. The main contribution (68) makes to the SF of an. entry it applies
to ig the component Cz RES e] based on the constant RES, a primitive
provided by UG. However, this component must be interlocked with
the' SF of the event nominal in specific ways: Added as a precondi-
tion, the component must switch. the binding of the reéferential

@-Role of the noun from the variable representing the event to that -

representing its result. Therefoxe, the device effecting the result
interpretation cannot simply be the result component, but must be

the more complex configuration (68). ;

2, rhis éonfiguretion,'as we have seen, is to. be identified as the
defining structure of the affixe’s effecting result nominalization
Ags an SF- templet however, it doas not carry any qrammatical infor-
mation, neither assigned to the lambda operators, not -as a GP-com-
ponent. (68) 48 subject to the standard'conditions on SF: The lambda
operators are prefixed to. an SF- expresszon of category G, the
structure of which requires the variables v and z to be of category

o/1 ‘and 1, respectively. Hence as a whole, {68) is of category
! . ‘

‘.

(70 % %
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(0/1)/(0/1Y, a functor that comBines by functiOnal‘composition with
an argument in the saine way as affixes do, but not on the beSis of
grammatical information. It therefore cannot have any syntactic or
morphological let alone phonological conseguences or conditions.
It is in fact & purely semantic change constrained by the structure
of the expression to be interpreted. With necaessary precaution, ‘one
might think of this operation as a kind of invisible, purely seman-

. tic affixation. _ - ’

3. The proposal is not completely ad hoc. As I have conjectured in

'BIERWISCH (1983), the semantic phenomena of conceptual shift might

be the result of SF-templets in a more general way. For instance,

the place~ interpretation for school, bank, etc. might be effected

by a templet of the fcllowing type,

~

(69) £ % [0x PLACE-OF y1 : [ z ¥ 13

(69) can~
not be the actual templet, but it illustrates.the gist of the gene-
ralization of SF-templets. In a similar vein, the phrase ein Jahr
nach Tschernobyl (one yeer after Chernobyl)‘clearly reguires an

v . .
For a number of reasons, which need not concern us here,

‘event-interpretation of the NP Tschernobzl, which could be effected.

by the following tempiet'——'given again-in a merely suggestive form:

~

[Ix INST Pl ¢+ Ix Ryl : £z y 13

P is a variable .of category O to be fiked'by a propositional con-
dition specifled by encyclopedic knowledge (the power plant acci-

A dent., for the'case at hand); ﬁ‘is a parameter of category (e/1}/1,

conceptually fixed by a relation comnecting the event x and the
object y identified b? the predicates contained in Tschernobyl. In
BIERWISCH (1987), I have discussed a templet of a somewhat different

xtype, which provides a gradable reading. for absolut adjectives like
" green, round, male etc.

Although these hints need a‘great deal of clarification, they
should suffice to give 'an idea of the function of SF- -~templets.

4, In a sense, then, SF~templets are well formed SF-configurations,
floating around in L5, as they are not attached to any grammatical
or phonological information. They are available if need arises to\
achieve conoeptual interpretation. In order to nrevent this propos-

al from vacuousness, the existence of those templets must be

restricted con principled grounds. I will therefore.assume that each
N N B E N
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SF-templet has to be supported in LS by its occurrence as a
(distinguished part of a) proper lexical entry. In other words,
LS-templets must be established on independent grounds on the SF-
level of LS. For the templet creating result nominals, there are

. two sources: a direct and an indirect one.

The entries directly supporting-(68) are the result affixes of
the subsystem RN, exemplified by (61). As already pointed eut, (68)
results from (61}, if only its SF and the ‘prefixed lambda operators

are picked out.

(68) is furthermore indirectly slupported by complex entries of
LE whose SF is that of a result nominal, but cannot be reduced to
a fully predictable, i.e. virtual entry. Abfall (garbage) might be
a case in point, because ite specific condition -(the result must
be useless) does not compositionally arise from stem and affix.
{(We will turn *o these phenomena below.) Those complex entries
support (68) only indirectly, as they do not exhibit the templet
explicitely, but only the configuration that would arise from J.tS

application, if there were an appropriate stem.

The interesting point abeut indirect support of this sort is
that it exploits the same mechanism by which proper affixes are
' established, if our comments on their acquisition and the switch
from actual to virtual complex items are correct. On this account,
‘indirect support is not an ad hoc stipulation to justify SF-templets,
but follows rather from general principles determining the organi-

zation of LE.

If this account of conceptual shift is on the right track, it
gives the variablity of interpretation a principled statws between
proPer ambiguity (as e.g. in trink) and mere vagueness (as exem-
plified by e.g. the variety of interp;etations all meeting the
eonditions.of write). Lexical ambiguity has two (or more) structures
fixed in LE, vagueness dees not specify differences of interpreta-.
tion in terms of LS at all: Conceptual shift Goes not fix alterna-~
'tive interpretations in LE, but it allows possible options te be
represented in terms of SF. Tt constitutes, 50 to speak, an elu51ve,

i.e. improper, type of amblguity

With this construal of. conceptual Shlft we have got a fairly
plausible account of what is systematic, and what is idiosyncraticn
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"from the point of view of LS, in the variable interpretation of
derived nouns: SF-templets, which must be supported by LE, provide
the systematic patterns chanelling the flexibility of conceptual

y interpretation. The variety of factors inherent in the conceptual
domain impose the idioeyncrasies of interpretation. What is idio-

" syncratic from the point of view of the lexical system might, of

- _course, bel gtrietly systematic accerding to principles of con-

ceptual knowledge. This is a natural consequence of the autonqmy
¢f the computational systems invelved.

In sum, then, the SF-templet proposal requires almest no arbi-
trary stipulation; it mainly exploits independently motivated as-
sumptions ahout LS, from which it derives a fair range of plausible

2consequences. It is based .on certain general assumptions about ther
‘organisation of L8 and the division of labour between L5 and the
conceptual system. Especially the latter assumptions are anything -
but obvious, given the present state of knowledge about the con-
ceptual system. Therefore, a better understanding of the c_:oncept,ua.l
system might lead to revision of the proposal under discussion.
Since the explanation of the event-result-alternation in terms of
prdper ambiguity seems to be inappropriate, however, the only real
alternative to the present proposal would have to treat the alter—
nation in guestion in purely conceptual terms, w1thout any 1nterw
vention of the lexical system. This alternative does not seem to
lead in the right direction, though. I will therefore tentatively
adopt the present proposal in the remainder of this paper.

Result ihterpretation is obviously not the only option available
for event nominalization. A slightly more restricted, but still
pretty general possibility is the means or instrument interpreta-
tion, as i1llustrated in the following examples: ]

(71) (a) Die Isolation des Kabeis war defekt.
The isolation of the cable was défective.
(b) Die Verpacknpg‘der Waren ist zerbrechlicher als der Inhalt.'
The packaging of the goods is more fragile than the content.
{c} Die Polsterung des Sessels ist‘aus reiner Wolle.
Tne upholstery of the armchair is- all woollen.

Cases like these are transparent, as they are reélated to regular
event nominalization by a templet that shifts the reference from the
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\évent to the means or materials needed-for the event to happen. A
crﬁéiel side effect of this SF-templeEVis that .it blocks the desig-—
nated &-Role of the underlying verb. The SF-templet in question
nust therefore be something like (72):

~

(72) % X Ctx MEANS-OF &) : [Lv y 1 e 11

In the way described earlier,.y eliminates, a 8-Role of the under-
lyihg verk -- more specifically: its designated €-Role, as V must

be of category (0/1)/1, hence substituted by the SF of the verb
plus’ its designeted and referntial @-Roles —-, & transfers the -
binding of the referentlal 6-Role of the verb to the new referential

®-Role R.

WhetHer (72) is directly supported by a proper affis is not
quite clear, depending on the analysis of instrume.t nominalizations
like Bohrer (drill), Ordner (file), Ventilator (ventilator), Konden-
sator (condenser), etc. It might in fact be, that these'nouns‘are'
baée@ on affixesiby which (72) would be supported in the way des-
cribed above. In any case, (72) is supported indirectly by entries
in éLE Pertinent examples are Leitung (cabléJ pipe), Liege {day~ .

- ~bed}, Glotze (TV—set {collogquiall), Nahrung (food), probably
Wohnung (residence), to 'which I will return below Helzung (heatlng),
Kleidung {(clothing), etc. As a makter of fact, the distinction
between cases like those in (71) 'and the latter examples is not
quite_c;ear. This is a natural ednsequence.of the nature of semantic
séparation; to which welrurn_shortly.

It-mighf furthermore be noted that result and means interpretation
are not clearly diséinguishable either in certain amses. Congider
e.g. {73), where the object referred to might be construed as the
result or the means of the event: o

(73)(5) Die Markierung der Biume war verblaBt.
The marking of the trees has faded out. .
(b) Der- Anstrich des Hauses blittert ab.
‘ The coat of-paint of the house peels off.

Such embivelence is precisely what should be expected under the
SF-Templet propbsal: As templets are purely semantic, their inter-
vention has no overt gra@matical consequences . They cannot even
create unresolved ambiguifiies in cases like (73}, "where the con-

ceptual interpretation might'in fact be uﬁ%quivocal. As & matter

P

£
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‘of fact, undecidable cases of this sort are fairly widespread and .
well known, so that I may refrain from further exemplification.

. Although the problems of conceptual Shlft are by no’ means ‘ex- .
hausted the basic mechanism relating idiosyncrasies to princrples L
of LS should be clear: enough. I will therefore turn to semantic

.
separation.

The main factors involved in semantic separation have all been
introduced, hence further discussion can be restricted to same com-
ments.

1. To begin with, entries subject to semantic separation are ordi-
naxy entrles belonging to CLE. What makes them complex, rather than:

'_ ba51C, entrles is the existence of elements in ILE matching in part

‘thexr representation in such'a way that.they would result from them
by regular compositioﬁal'processeekof LS. Therefore Vater {father)
and ggEEEE'(mother), although sharing all_of!their SF and @-Grid,
except the component MALE and FEMALE, respeetively; are not complex,
because this correspondence cannot be‘relered,to more basic entries \
in LE. Nahrung however, in contrast to its English &guivalent food,

is complex, as part &F its representation is matched by that of -

" ung, and another part by that of the verb néhr-en. I will not txy

to come up with a more systematlc definition of. the required gor-
respondence, ags I believe that it would be spurious- for reagong to
be discussed immediately. suffice it to say that e.g. Richter
(judge) is in CLE because of richt-en and -er, while Tochter
(daughter).should be in BLE. Notice that what is essential is only
the fact that entries that are clearly not in BLE can be ldentified
‘as such. Hence borderline cases like eltung do not create diffi-
culties. :

2. With this proviso, the main point to be made with respect to
semantic separation is this: A complex lexical entry will switch
rnto a v1rtua1 entry in the sense discussed in connectlon with {29}
and (30} above if, and only if, its SF completely arises by syste-
matlc processes of LS from the entrles required in (30)(a) and (b)
(The systematic processes in gquestion mlght now be allowed to in-
culde the application of $F-templets.) From £his perspective, se~
mantic separation is the characteristic property of a comﬁlex entrf
in .CLE that cahnot be switched into an element of VLE because of
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ite SF. The ccmponents in SF that preven.t the switch are its idio-
syncratic properties. :
3. On.this account, we can specify the degree of separation in
terms of the specificity of SF-components that prevent the switch
to a virtual element. Although an absolute measure might be diffi-
cult o define and probably lacks empirical content, a Comparative
evaluation will usually be available without difficulties in prin-
ciple. Notice that this is a natural extension of the morghological
evéluation'discussed above into the domain of SF.'with‘this degree
of separation at hand, we can easily acecount for the blurred border-
line between CLE and VLE. or between conceptual. shift and semantic .
separation, for that matter ConSider a case like Wohnung {residen-
ce, place of living). On the one hand, it derives by regular af- -
fixation from the‘vefb wohnen {live, reside), if the SF-templet: for
means&interpretgtion is available, and if ‘furthermore the entryjfor
-Wohnung does not- contain additional conditions the cobject referred
to must meet,. leaving these for contributions to be made by ency-
clopedic knowledge'. The status of such additional conditions is a
major source for difficulties in specifying a precise borderline
between CLE and VLE. On the other hand, Wohnung does not allow. a
' pfoper event interpretation:

*

(74) “pie’  Wohnung in Hamburg verlief wunschgemis.

Tﬁe resicence in Hamburg passed as deSired

This means that the proper composition with —g_g does not yield a

" virtual entry for wohnen. But then, thére is no regular entry to
which the means-templet could apply. In othér’words, even if Wohnung
did not contain idiosyncratic conditions an the object referred to,
because these are sﬁpplied.by encyclopedic knowiedge, it would not

derive regularly via event qominahzatlon This then is another reason

for keeping it in CLS, albeit at the verge of virtuality. (Notice
that these con51derations concern the status in LS exclusively:
Wohnung clearly is a fixed and stable element of ML.}

- Examinatibn of further cases would-brihg out more intricacies,

but the principles. constraining idiosyncrasy in semantic separation
should be clear enough.

4. 1t should ‘alsc be clear that the diagnosis of gemantic geparation
as lexical drift makes senmse only with respeot to the virtual item’
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to which an entry would switch if it were not blocked by additional
idiOsyncratic ‘components in SF. This trivial observation must not
be construed as necessarily implying a one-directiomal dependence,
say by (gﬁadual)faccumulation od idiosyneratic information on the
hasis of a virtual entry. As a matter of fact, just the inverse
might frequently be the case. Thus the noun Rektion (government)_
as a technical term becomes virtual, relying on the affix ~-t-ion

(as in Aktion (action)}, just in case the independently ex1sting

verb reg-ier-en acquires the corresponding representation as a
technical term. Hence semantic separation is a systematic relation, -
not a developmental process,'although it might be involved in actual
1ex1cal change.

Let me conclude this section by mentioning one proposed prinoiple
of lexical organization that does not determine phenomena of seman- -
tic separation and conceptual shift. The prin01ple of contrast pro—
posed by Eve CLARK (1988) excludes strictly synonymous entries from
the lexicon. Suppose that this principle holds for LS.’ (It cannot
hold for affixes, but this is a side issue which we might ignore.)
What we would expect on this assumption is that verbs allow;ng ‘two
alternative event nominalizations: exploit different SF-templets to
avoid Synonymy. Pairs like Wendung / Wende seem to follow this pre-
diction, the letter, but not the former being largely restricted to
event interpretation. Slightly less idiosyneratic, non-native pairs
like IdentifiZierung / Identifikation, Individuierung / Indiv1dua—
tion, Substituierung / Substitution however clearly contradict this
prediction, as the following examples show:

(75) (a) Die Isolierung des Kabels wurde rasch abgeschlossen.
The isclation of the cable was quickly completed.
{b) Die damit erreichte Isolierung des Kabels war liickenlos. .
The isolation of the cable thus achieved was complete. .
{c} Die Isolierung des Kabels besteht aus Gummi.
The isolation of the cable consists of rubber

This alternation hetween event,result, and means is. a frequent pat-
tern that applies e. g. to Abdeckung (covering) . Verlangerung '
{lengthening), Ausbau (exten51on), Yhergany {transltlon), and -
several others. The relevant point here is that in’ (75) Isclierung
can be replaced throughout by Isolation without any difference.
These examples indicate, moreover, that the principle of contrast

.
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does not even seem to hold for ML in any strict way.

It might be noted in paseing that these remarks do not apply to.
reglemented terminclogies, where different affixation is somgtimes
,explolted in systematically controlled ways. In general, however,
synonymy shows up in different places. not only in nominalization-
manchmal,gelegentllch, dann und wann, hin und wieder, ab und zu
" (sometimes, occasionally, now and then) all seem to have the same

" range of interpretation, just as Orange and Apfelsine (orange),
Geige and Vicline (v1011n), anfangen and beginnen (begin}, and ,
quite a few others. What we probably do have in ML is a preference
to exploit synonymous items. if conceptual differences are to be
fixed. In cases like (75) this preference simply is not 1nvoked
{For some'discussion of the rather different role the principle of
contrast is supposed to play in word acqu151tion, .see GOEDE (1989). i

!
6. Variation involving o-Grids

The discussion of event nominalization, its idlosyncraSLes and
semantic variation was based throuqhout on the theory of affixation
sketched in section 3. According to this theory, affixation résts
on systematic operations on §-Grids, following the prinCiples of
functional composition and resulting in e-Role inheritance. The
operations are highly restricted and cannot affect &-Roles that arg
skipped by an affix, and hence inherited by the derived entry, in
any" 1diosyncratic way. Event nominalization in particular does not
change the &-Grid of the base at all, except for automatic conse-

quences emerging from conditions on e-Grids. In this qection, I

will discuss certain cages that seem to be at variance with these
agsumptions, viclating the princigles of 8-Role inherinance at least
apparently in one way or the other. ‘h

" The first problem.concérns verbs requiring an cbligatory ;eflexive
pronoun that must not carry over under nominalization (event now
to be taken in the general sense discussed above, including states

and processes).

(76) (a) sich drgern (bé vexed) ; Arger (vexatiocn)
{b) sich schimen (feel ashamed) Scham (shame)
(¢} sich sorgen . (worry} o Sorge {worxy)

(d). sich interessieren {be interested)Interasse (interest)
(e} sich bemiihen (take pains, Bemiihung {pains)
{f) 'sich erinnern (remember} Erinnerung (remembrance}
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In order to account for these cases, we have to take a look at re—
gular reflexives the dummy reflexives in (76} contrast ‘with.

According to standard assumbtions, reflexive pronouns-munt be
licensed by a éwRole assigned toc them, which in turn requires Case
marking, and they must be bound by an antecedent NP. @-marking and
Binding depend on mdrphological.and syntactic conditions, which I
will take fdr granted. The semantic effect of these conditions
amounts to a scmewhat special kind of lambda conversion: A copy of
the antecedent (or rather its SF)} is substituted for the variable
bound by'thé discharged 8-Role, i.e. by the lambda operatof to ke
eliminated I will leave the technical details'aside The main
p01nt to be noted ist this: The 8-Role assigned to a reflexive
proncun is an ordinary internal @-Role to be used in regular
©-marking, .as shown by the conirast in (77)-and (78}):

"(77) Er hat sich nicht bewerfet.
_ He didn't value himself.

(78) Er hat den Kandidaten nicht bewertet.
He didn't value the zandidate.

- . .

Hence whatever is special about reflexives with respect to moréhq—
logy,. syntax, and.semantics comes in through the reflexive pronoun.
These properties carfy over under event nominaiization, as far as
general conditions aliow. These conditions are as follons- Instead
of . the Accusativ structurally assigned by the verb, the derived
nouh assighs Genitiv to the same ©-Role. Now, in German, there is
ne morphological Genitiv of the reflexive pronoun. By way of com-
pensétionr one gets (79} o & e

(79) seine Bewertungnseiner selbst / des Kandidaten
his valuation of himself / of the candidate )

In German, this adnominal reflexive is somewhat marginal, while in
English, due to different morphoidgiéal conditions, it is more
natural. Thexpreferréd option in German {(and possibly in English
as well) would be the compound Selbstbewertung (self-valuation). I
will not discuss the specific properties of this p0551bility.

Now, the crucial point about absolute reflexive.verbs like those

_in {76) is that the ©-Role they assign to the pronoun has a peculiar

status: It is am improper &-Rcle in that its lambda operator runs \
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idle, it doces not bind a variable in SF. Thus in simplified terms,

we would have entries like (80): .
Pl ~n

(80) /smy; L, -N1; ¥ § £ (z INST ISHAME yll
[+Ref1l

Imptoper, i.e. vacuous 8-Roles. seem to be subject to the following
condltlons- ' '

(81) (a) A referential 6-Role cannot be 1mpr0per._
{b) ‘An improper &=-Role is structurally a531gned the feature
-+ Impers], if it is designated, and the feature C+Refll

if it is internal.

Improper de51gnated = Roles come with so-called- weather—verbs and
~adjectives, as in es regnete (it rained), es war kalt (it was

. cold), thelr feature [+ Impers] is short for the grammatical cha-
racterization of the dummy subject es. The point at issue here is
the improper internal €-Role, requiring a reflexive pronoun for
structural reasons. {Hence the feature [+Refll in (80} need not be
listed in theé lexical entry.) The semantic effect of this reflexive
remains just as empty as that of the dummy subject es. The occurence
of an improper de51gnate& 6-Role reflects the extended @-Criterion
of - CHOMSKY {1986), accord%ng to which verbs require subjects, the
ocecurence of an improper internal @-Role is a lexical 1dlosyncrasy
of the pertinent entries. It is not completely arbitrary, though:
Many of the verbs in guestion are actually intrangitive counter—
parts to transxtlve verbe. The absolute reflexive verbs are related
to them by some sort of de-causat1V1satlon, retaining the (by now
1mpr0per) internal 8-Role from the corresponding causatlve.rhrgern,
interessieren, bemiihen, erinnern in (76) are all of this type.

-given this. 1ndependently motivated analy51s of improper 8-Roles
in general and obligatory reflex1ves in particular, the properties
of the pertinent event nominals follow automatlcally if we make the
rather natural assumptlon that improper optlonal &-Roles cannct be
realized, We might in fagt say that they disappear from the €- -Grid
altogether. As nominalization renders internal O-Roles optional,
the 1mproper ones cannot be marked I+ Reflexlvel, but rather dis-
appear. This explalns why we cannot have d1e Scham seiner selbst

dle Selbstscham, alongside with die Achtung seiner selbst or

elbstachtung (selfurespect), a551gn1ng a proper &-Role to a
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reflexive argument. Notice that other arguments carry over ag usual,

available for cpticnal realization, as in sein Interesse fiir Musik

(his interest in music), corresponding to er interessiert sich, fir
Musik (he is interested in music).

Idiosyncratig censtrain‘ts.m.ight ccecur, however. Thus the (op-
tional} ©~Role lexically marked Genitiv, by meahs of which the
reason of being ashamed can be realized, is not inherited by. the
nominal: Besides er schimt sich der Frage {he is aehahed of the
question) we do mot have *seine Scham der Frage. What we do find is
gelne Scham wegen der Frage from er schimt sich wegen der Frage {he

- is ashamed because of the question). As restrictions like thege

geem to be unpredictable, Bcham must show up.in CLE, inspite of the
fact that most of its properties are predictable.

The next problem to be digcussed conc¢erns nominalizations like’
(81): ' '

(81) (a) verdrgern (anﬂoy) ' Verdrgerung (annoyance)
" (b) beschfmen (make ashamed) Beschémung ' (shame)
(c) frustrieren (frustrate) Frustration (frustration)
{d) -enttjuschen (disappoint} Entt4uschung . (disappointment)
(e) irritieren . (irritate) frritatioﬁ {irritation) ’
{f) begeisterh Tinspite} Begeisterung (enthusiasm)"

These cases are based .on transitive verbs referring to an event -that
brings about a certain mental stete of  the person specified by the
direct ohject of the verb. Whether.or not these verbs are to bhe
analyzed as proper causatives, might be ‘left open. The crucial point
to bepoted is that the event nominalization beséd on these verbs is
given the result interpretation with practically nc exceptton: What
Verérgeruﬁg refers te ie not the event of producing someone's an-
noyance, but rather the result of this event, viz., the annoyance of
the pefson in cuestion. Hence‘the result-templet discussed above -
autométically applies in these cases, switehing the reference to the
state the verb would denote after stripping away the causative
component. This interpretation is accompanied by a correspending
choice of ‘the internal Q—Roie: (82) (a) and (b} correspond‘to.(saa)-
but not to {(83b) . Hence (82c) is uagrammatical.

.
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{reter's annoyance)

{B2) (a) Peters Verdrgerung .
' {the annoyance c¢f Peter)

(b} die Verdrgerung Peters

(c)*die verirgerung des Lirms (the annoyance of the niocse)

(83) (a) (der L&rm) verirgerte Peter (the noise annoyed Peter)

{b) Peter verirgert {(jemanden) {peter anrnoyed somehody)

These abservatlons raisé two guestions, one concerning the SF of
the derived nomihal, the o¢ther its Q—Grld Congider fixst the sF
in question. For the sake of arguinent, we might assume that‘the

verbs in (81) have entrles of the following s;mplified general form.r

t84) /PF/; [+v, -N1; R § £ rzms-rcry CAUSE el: fe’ INST EP x1111

P characterizes a mental state of x instantiated by e, which in turn
is caused by y. Obviously, P must be specified in different ways

for the verbs in (81). On this assumption, the result referred to

in the corresponding nominals could be identified by [Le INSTLP x11.
Are we to suppose. then, that this is in fact the SF of the derived
nominal? Pwo reasons are in favour of this assumption: First, it
gives a plausible account of the required SF, viz. an instantiation

‘of a mental state of %, where x used to be the variable hostlnq the .

object of the verb. Second, it would support an appropriate =} Grid
namely a de51gnated, referentlal 8-Role for the state e, and an
. internal e-Role for the argument of the mental state predicate P,
'whlle no 6-Role for the caunse of the mental state could be in the’
Grld.

Two reasons argue against this assumption, though. The first is

. of a rather general, theoretical nature. Acoording to the basic
; assumptlon about affixation pursued here, an affix can, by way of
'functlonal composition, enrich the SF of its argument, as shown in
the case of -bar or the result affix -at, but it cannot eliminate
anf material from $F. The proposal under consideration, .however,
would require the component [z INST [y CAUSE ell to be eliminated.
Hence, either the prlncrples of affixation are in need of general
revision, or the nomihals in (81) cannot bhe related to their verbs
.'by ‘affixation, but must simply be listed in LE. It goes without

saying that an SF—temolet cannot be supposed to do things its sup-
"porting affix is unable to do, so that the con51dered SF cannot ‘be
" assuimed to arise via templet-application.

i
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' The second reason is an empirical one, which in a way supports
the first one. The relevant fact is illustrated in {85):

(84) {a) Peters Verdrgerung durch den Lirm
. Peter's being annoyed by the noise
(b) Die VerHrgerung (der Bewohner) durch den Lirm dauerte an.
The annoyance (of the 1nhabitants) by the niose continned.

Not only does the cause of the resultlng effect show up in these
constructions, it is also obvious that the event referred to. by the
head noun is the event instantiatiﬁg-the causation of a mental
state, rather then the mental state resultrng from ‘it. Hence the
generallzation made above on the basis of (82) and (83) was not

" fully correct. The ldentification of the result in question with

{the caused mental state i$ the natural option, but it can be over-—
.ridden under appropriate conditions, which foreground the regular,
compositional event nominalization.

If these considerations are correct the nomiﬁels in question
will have the following representation (assumlng here result inter-
pretation):

(86) /PF/; [N, =V,...1; .
X ¥ 2 Cfz RES e'l:le'INSTLLy CAUSE el:fe INST [ P x 13111

We now have two parameters in SF not bound by a lambda operator,
viz. the e¢' brought in by the result templet, and the e inherited
from the underlying verb. Since in vérious ~= but not allk-- cases
RES and CAUSE are converse relations, it’.follows ‘that rnterpreting
e.as the preferred value for z is a natural. option. (1 refrain from
spelllng out .the details motivating this assumption.)

The.account of the nominals‘in‘(Bi) derived ‘so far provides a“
result interpretation, which contains the basis for both (82} endf_

. {85), where (82) emerges as the speciel'(preferred) case, if the

two related parameters are fixed by the same value. This account
does not reguire any additional stipulation in LS.

N .

) There remains, however, a problem to be solved. with regard to the

G-Grid 1n (86). As it stands, (86) has the correct referential . °

e—Role z, and furthermore two inherited internal (hence optional) '

g=Roles- y and 2. Of thésé, however, only g can be realized, ‘while.

? must always be omitted, as shown by the'ﬁngrammaticality'of (pES);
. - A
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Notioe.that this holds also for (853, where the PP must be consider-
ed as an adjunct rather than the realization of an argument. This
follows from the fact that it cannot be inherited from the verb,
where the correspondlng phrase would be.an adjunct as well:

(87) (Jemand) 'verirgerte Peter durch den Larm. . .
{Scmeone) annoyed Peter by the nlose.

Both in the verbal. and the nominal construction this adjunct ‘adds
an instrument to the event referred to by the head.

Hence what we need is a way to get rid of the second ©-Role in
(86) . Formally, this could be athieved by adding {88b) as an alter-
natlve to the 6~Grid and the SF 6f the EN affixes, repeted here as
(88a). '

(88)(a) % [ xI ' {b) % Z trxylzl
pHV N : LV, -1 ‘

while in the standard entry (88a) the variable x is of category O,
in (88b) it must be of category {0/1}/1. Now y, not heing bound by
a lambda operator in this configuration, will eliminate the in-
admissible 8Role from (86) in the way discussed earlier. This
amendment introduces an otherwise onjustified ambiguity inte the
specification of event nominalization. {Notice that (88b) must not
apply to the majority of cases; including the reflexive verbs dis-
cussed above.) A somewhat more motivated possibility comes up if
we realize that the nominals under discusgion are more plausibly
related to "passivized" verbs, rather than the actual transitive.
Hence instead of the verbs in {81}, the nom}nals would have =ome-

thing like (89) as their base:

(89)(a) verdrgert sein " (be annoyed) .
(B) beschimt sein ~{be. ashamed)
(c) frustriert‘sein ’ (be frustrated)
(a) enttéuscht seih ' . {be disappointed)

{be irretated)
(be enthusiastic})

(e) irritiert seim

(£) begeletert sein

Without going- into technlcalltles, we might assume that in some
way passive morphology eliminates the designated @-Role of a verb,
introducing a correspondlng feature into its GF. With this proviso,
the desired ellmlnatlon of the inadmissible &-Role in (85) would
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result, 1if event nominalization\applied to the passive stem, rather
than the underlying active verb. Although this approach seems to me
to point in the right direction for both empirical, and theoretical
reasons, there is a fair amount of difficulties te be clarified,
which I oanhot dwell on here, Hence I will leave it at that.

An equally intricate problem is connected to another variant of.
result interpretation. Compare the cases in (90) with those in (g1)

{90} (a) Seine Beschreibung des Bildes lag bei den Akten.
His description of the picture was in the files.
“(b) Er sammelte die RezenSLOnen selnes Romahs.
"He collected the critigues of his novel.

?(91)(a)-1hre Kompositionen lagen auf dem Kiavier:
- Hér compesitions lay an the oiano.
{b) Seine Erzahlungen glaubte niemand mehr.
ﬁobo&y believed his nerrations anymore.

AlL rélevant nominals require result interpretation, referriﬁg‘to
objects emerging from the event. The specificity of cases like 91)
is that the resulting object is in a sense provided by the verb,
somewhat like the resulting state was determined by the verhb in the
cases discussed. before. The difference'is, however, that the cbject
in Question could be denoted by the grammatical object of the verb,
while no such syntactic realization was involved in the resultiné
state. Intuitively speaking, result nominals like those in (91)
seem to refer to the grammatical object of the verk rather than thé
event it denotes. More technically, the referential ©-Role in- no-
minals like these is based on the object &-Role, rather than the -

-referential @~Rele of the verb' This -intultion seems to be born out

by the fact ‘that the object 8-Role is in fact not .available for an
optional complement in cases 1ike {9171 Contrary toe {90), where
just these complements ‘show up, constructions like (92) are odd:

(93)(a) Ihre Kompositionen veon Balladen laqen auf dem Klav1er.-
Herr comp051t10ns of ballads lay on the piano. . '
(b) Seine Besitzung | des Landgutes) bei Rom wurde verkauft

His possesion {of the country~seat) near Rome was -scld.

According to these observations, the relevant entry e.g. for KomEO~'

sition, derived from komEonleren with the entry (93}, should be
(94)
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~ A

(93) /kompon-/; €3V, -N,...}; % § £ Lz INST fy COMPOSE x11

A

{94) /kompos—it-ion/; [+, V,+Feml; § % [z INST [y COMPOSE x13

{94) has the cbject(s) composed as its referent, as desired, and

. the composer as its only internal &-Role. If (94) is supposed to:
.derive from (93) by affixation -- as it morphologically should' -~
then, of course, an additional (subsystei of ) affix(es) is nec—-
essary. Semantically, the affix is straightforward, as no change
in 5P is needed. The problem lies with the derived @-Grid. The dif=-
ficulty is not the elimination of the original referential 6-Role
2; we.already know how this could be done. The problem is rather
the necessary inversion of the designated and the internal 6-Roleé
of the verb. This effect can in no systemetic way be achieved by
functidnal composition. Henceé the required affix would not ‘only

" introduce unwanted ambiguitf into the system of affixes, but it

'lwould'spoii baslc principles of affixation. Let us look therefore

for another solution. . ’

"Notice first of all that the distinction between the ordinary
result interpretation of event nominals and the object-nominali-
zation under'consideration is in most cases rather.subtle, even
elusive., To mentlon just a few examples: Lieferung (delivery/ .
things‘delivered), Ankiindigung { announcement), Sendung (sending/

.transmission), Produktion (production) are open to different-con—
struals -- even under the result/object-perspectivé -- depending
on the conceptual setting of the interpretatidn.‘Hence resorting
to explicit ambiguity seems to be at variance with the nature of
the phencmerion, given the more general observations about-variable
ihterpretation. Furthermore, the admissibility of Object -based
complements depends on highly specific semantic conditions. Re-—
placing e.g. Komposition by Vertonung {musical setting) would
render {92a) acceptable, simply bhecause the resulting object is not
the referent of the grammatical cbject in the case of vertonen (set
to music). Now, whether the event or process referred to by a given
verb follw05 the pattern of kompohiereén or vertonen often depends

on specific conditions of encyclopedic knowledge- produCing a £ilm -

fol;pws either composing or getting to music, depending on factual
aspects of the event in- question, hence the result interpretation
of Produktion might behave either way. The result interpretation

of Ergberung under this perspective switches depending on whether
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an occupied object is construed as different from'the unoccupied
one. Obviously, the lexical SF is not the appropriate place to fix
those decisions.

Suppose, then, that instead of the stipulated entry (94), we have
the regular event nominal, subject to result interpretation, i.e.
{95): ) '

(95) /kompos-itrion/; [N, -V, +Feml;

R 9 2 (02 RES el : [e INST [y COMPOSE x111

It is now easy to see that the.identification of the resulting ab-
ject referred wo with the grammatical object of the underlying verb
is tantamount to the identification of x and 2. This identification
,1s in fact reminiscent of the identification of the resulting state
with the state caused by the event the verb refers to in ‘the cases
discussed above, technically the identification of 2z with e in (36).
There .is a crucial difference, though Whereas in (86) the identi-

_fication concerned the choice of a free parameter, in (95) it in-.

volves two variables bound by lambda operators, Furthermore, one of
these operators, viz. % in the cass of (95), must be barred under
the interpretation in question, .in order to block cases like (22},
This observation suggests a plausible solution to the problem con-
cerning the derived ©-Grid of the type of object ncminalization we '
are considering

Let us assume, as before, that the referential 6-Role of a noun

_is indispensible,. i.e. £ in (95) has to be realized in any case. We
furthermore observed that the distinction between "effected" and
"affected” object is subject to conditions of conceptual context:

the referent of the object is identical to the result of the ‘event
for compose, it is distinct from the result in set to music, and it
can be construed either ‘way in cases like produce.

\

Let us suppose now that identical values for different variables
might he reflected in SF. Under the present conditions; this would

- mean that x in (95) is to be replaced by Z., depriving x of its per-

tinent variable, On this account, ® becomes an improper €-Role,
which is furthermore optional and would --'acording to the above
assumption about improper e—Roles —-=- disappear from the o-Grid.
What we qet is the ©-Grid' § £ in (95), which oorresponds to the
9 .Grid y £ in {94) in the desired way. We thus have derived the
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Aintended result, without arbitrary stipulations iutroducing unmoti-
vated ambiguity or weakening the theory of affixation dn arbitrary
ways. The only additional assumption to be made is that couditions.
determining the value for a variable in conceptual structure must
be reflected in SF, affectlng, moreover, the composition of the

8-Grid. Whether this stipulation is correct, and under which condi-
tions it applies, remains to be seen. It clearly leads to the cor-
rect result in thé present case, but its consequences in general are
to be .explored. There is, however, one piece of supportlng evidence
to be mentioned here.

Object interpregtation of result nominals appears to create a
particularly strong motivatign for semantic separation. Dichtung
{poetry), Besitzung (possess;on, estate), Meldung (announcement,
report) are cases of different sort. In the light of the above con-
siderations, the fixed identification of the original object 6-Role
with that of the result referent gives rise to lexical drift, lead—
ing to actual instead nf virtual complex entries.

It seems that semantic separation must also be invoked for inci-
dental cases, where the designated @-Role of the verb seems”to be-
¢ome the referential ©-Role of the nominal, as it happens to be the
case in {one of the readings of) Begleitung (company) . Besides other
idiosyncratic features, e.g. its mass noun.like preperties, it is

-more closely related to agent nominalization (Begleiter) than to
event nominalization. I will not enter_the discussion of agent
nominals in geﬁeral and simply assume that.Begleitun , besides its
reqular event interpretation; has a fixed complex entry subject to

' semantic separatiom. o

it goes wrthout saying that these comments do not echaust the'
wealth of gpecific problems and idiosyncrasies connected to event
nominalization. They should suffice, though, to indicate that a wide
'range of idiosyncrasies, includiné those apparently involving the
structure of 8-Grids, can plausibly be related to general principles
of affixation. ’

7. Conclusion

Let me summarize the main points'I have tried to establish in this
study. Exploring a special domain of German grammar without being

able to achieve, or even to strive for, descriptive completeness,
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.

I have priimarily been interested in general'principles underlying

the corganization of the lexical system 1S and the ‘way in which these
prlnciples allow for and at the same time constraln idiosyncratic -
properties. I will first sketch the overall architecture of the
lexical system as it emerges from the proposalshpursued here. I will
then Summarize the main tenets concerning principles of affixation.
Finally I will draw some conclusions from the types of idlosyncasy
and varration we have encountered

To begin with, the lexical system LS has been considered as a
subsystem of linguistic knowledge as represented by the grammar -¢
of a given'leuguage. LS is not an autonomous module of G, but rather

-4 modular system in'itself the modules of which interact with, or

partlcipate in, the computatlonal processes of extralexical rules
and prlnciples of G. The grammar G moreover interacts with other
computational.systems of the mind, In particular the representation
of semantic form SF determined by G provide the interface with the
system of conceptually -organized encyclopedic and situatlonal know-
ledge.

‘LS -is the Bubsystem of G that specifies the set ?LE of possible
lexical éntries. The gross archltecture of L& can ‘be indicated as
follows:

LS comprises a structured set LE of lexical entries and several
subsystems of rules. and princlples.i

LE containg a proper subset BLE of basic lex:.cal ‘entries,

BLE 1is devided into two subsets: Major lexical category entries
and afflxes. Afflxes are organlzed in specifically structured sub-
systems (inflectlonal paradlgms being a particular subtype of these
subsystems)

'4

Major category entries do not constitute subsystems in .BLE, but

. Presumably with respect to LE, which includes the set of complex

lexical entries CLE.

Each lexical entry determined by LS is a specific data structure
c0mprislng four systematically related. components: (PF, GF, 6-Grid,
SF) . The rules and principles of L& determine the structure of per-
missible elements of LE and the computational processes specifying
predrctable, i.e. redundant information as well as combinatorial
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possibilities within LS. Extralexical rules and principles of G
determine the computatiocnal effect lexical entries have outside LS.

The'systems of intra- and extra-lexical rules and principles
need not in general We disjoint, in other words certain principles
of the same modulé might apply both within and outside LS, other
modules might apply only inside or only outside LS.

The rules and principles of LS are modular according to’the types
of information {types of primitives) and the levels of representa-
tion’ they apply. to.

Principles of. LS include those of (autosegmental and metrical)

phonology, the structure of GF~information and its projection, the |
structure of @-Grids, depending on syntactic‘category information,

- the assignment ‘of featureés to 8-Roles, the categorial structure of

SF; and the principles of functional application and composition.

The interaction of these principles determines the set PLE of
possrble lexical entries, i.e. the output of LS.,

A proper subset of PLE underldies the implementation of lexical
knowledge in the mental lexicon ML.

Turning next to the more sgecific assumptions about the nature
of affixes and affixation, we have noticed that all specific pro-
perties are directly or indirectly.related to one'particular peint,
viz, the specification of the key—e Role. "

. The defining. property of the key-6- Role is its lexical associa-~
tion with a syntactic category feature, as distinct from all other
8-Roles,; which are either lexically or structurally associated with
grammatical features to be realized by a phrasal category. From this
property, together with general prlnClples of LS, the following
characteristics of affixation ‘follow:.

1. Affixes cannot show up as independent lexical entries, as they
look for -a lexical category as thelr argument, forming a complex
lexical, rather than a phrasal category.

2, Because of this dependency on major category entries, affixes’
can have a "degenerate” PF, i.e. a phonological structure that can
only be realized by means of;a host on which it is superimposed.
Thus segmental alternation, insertion of segment: tnformation, and

zero affizxation cease to be anomalies, becoming rather characterisﬂc'

possibilities of . affix realization.

- &7 -
3. Affixes are, due to their characteristic & Grid,.functors that
take a lexical entry as argument.

4, As lexical entries in general come- with their own unsatu&ated vt
@-Grid and are thus functors by themselves, affixes must combine '

_with their argument by functional composition, creating a new,

complex functor.

5. As a consequence of :this, the derived cohplex-elementiinherits
all @-Roles of the argument of the affix which the affix does not
absorb Hence inheritance of argumenb structure follows as a natural
by-product of functional comp051tion. ’

6. Affixes that are proper ‘heads of the derived entry (i.e. suffixes

{'in all languages with right hand head ineide LS) project their GF-
" component to the dominating node, specifying the syntactic, gramma-.

tical and morphological properties of'the-complex‘entry. Although
they project syntactic features, which deflne major lexical cate-
gories, -suffixes are not major lexical categories by themselves.
i'n other words: affixal heads'.derive an X from a Y, but they are
ne X, where X and ¥ are lexical categories. ‘ ‘

7. As affixes combine by functional composition .with major lexical
entries, they may add components to the SF of these entries, but
they cannot delete information from SF. ,

This highly interrelated bundle of pr0perties accounts for mostl
of the intriguing phenomena discussed in the literature on affixa
tion. In partieular, the results of the seminal work of WILLIAMS )
(1981) on argument structure’ an& morphology, and of its continuation
in TOMAN (1983) and other work on inheritance of argument structure
and on operations on &- Grids can be seen to find their systematic

_place within the framework developed ‘here. More specifically, the

consequences enumerated above impose systematically motivated,
highly specific constraints on the computational processes involved
in affixation. ' '

Another important property of affixation is also crucially ree
lated. to the keyue Role, albeit not as a logical consequence, but

'rather as an empirical fact about affixes as a characteristic device
of natural languages.

AffiXes~are gpecific types of lexical entrijes, uefined by the
occurrence of the key-@~Role. .Due to this specifiecity, they consti~

'
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tute structured subsystens of BLE. Each subsfstem is organized by
two types of information: {a) the imnvariant pattern {templet) of
the elements belonging to a giQen subsystem, (b)-the.diétinctive _
information defining the strugtural position of each entry within
the system. As this information defining the place of an affix in
BLE derives from its status as en affix, it can plausibly be assumed
'to be asgociated with the defining characteristic of an affix, viz.
its key-8-Role. The informatiOn thus emerging from the organization.
of_BLE constioutes the proper morphologicel features of 1s.

The mofphological information associated in this way with the
key-8~Role selects the idiosyncratic subclass of lexical entries
a given affix can apply to. On this assumption, the fact that idio-
syncratie morphological'selecrion is constrained to coﬁputational
processes within LS, follows from‘the assumption that affixes ard
organized in'subsysteﬁs implicitely defining morphological features
as a sort of traffic information controlling processes in 1Lg. Notice
that in this way, morphological odiosyncrasy is defined as a logical
p0551b11ity, but not as a logical nece551ty of affixation: It may,
but need not be exploited. -The way in which it can appear in LS 18
controlled, however, by general principles of mdrphologioal fearure'
sp301fication and assignment. .

This leads to the third point of -these concluding remarks, namely
lthe 1dlosyncra91es‘and variations involved in event nominalization,
and in morphological processes in generel. As I have not looked at
phonological problems, these remarks will be confined to morphoF
logical and semantic phenomeha. Two essentially -different types of

~ facts, based on radically different mechanisms, have been considered.

The boundary condition for both of them is the existence of com-
plex lexical entries, i.e. elements of LE. not belonging to BLE.

The first type Of facts has been called idlosyncratic aff:l.xation.
The type of informatien on which it is based is the morphological
features just mentioned. The mechanism by which these features ope—
rate is the key-and-lock-principle by means of which affixes select
admissible stems they apply to. Through_this mechanish, affixes
projeqt, in a sense, the information contained in the structure of
affixal subsystenms onto the set LE {in fact on PLE, as even virtual
entries can be.arguments of affixes). The crucial point is thar the

~
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idiosyncrasy resides in the'projected information, not in its origin

in, affixal subsystems. What may {but need _hot) be idiosyncratic is
the property of a given element of LE accordlng to which it allows
te be the argument of a given affix. The classification of elements
of LE (or PLE) according to these prOpertleS, which I Have aSSumed
to be represented as morphological features in GF, is the place of
potential idiosyncrasy ‘The way in which propér. 1drosyncratlc in-
formatron of this sort enters LE -(and it is only elements of LE,
but not v1rtua1 entries, that may contain’ proper idiosyncrasies) ,
is through elements of CLE which can be switched to virtuality, in-
duc1ng idlosyncratic information in their" constituent parts, more
soecifically. in the GF of their stem. -

The prin01ple'0n which the key-and lock—mechanism is based is
essentially an’ extensron of the. a551gnment and realization of Case
features. assumed in the Case-theory of . CHOMSKY (1981) Just as a
syntactic. ‘argumént, - in order to. be "visible" for a ©-Role to be

-assigned to it, must realize appreprlate (abstract) Case features,

a lexical stem must provide the suitable kev-hole for thekey-6-Role,in
ordexr to become the argumenc of an affix.. The only difference is
the sort of features involved Regular argument selection outside
LS is’ based on grammatical features, including in particular Cage
features. Selection of lexical aréuments inside L& is based on
syntactic category features, associated by general convention with

‘morphological features specifying the POSSlbly idiosyncratic key~hole'

appropriate for the’ key-e -Rele.

The second type of facts concernes idiosyncrasies of a complete-
ly different sort. It has been subdivided in two rather different
kinds of. phenomena, the borderline between them frequently being’

r -

fuzzy for principled reasons.

-The first, and rather general, phenomenon is ‘that of veriable
interpretation available for lexical entries in general Its moti§a~
tion comes from conditions of conceptual interpretation, and the
phenomenon of particular interest has been called conceptual shift,
I have suggested. that the variable interpretation of derived nomi-
nals -- especially event-, result., and means—interpretation -- is
chanelled by a more generally available'device called SF-templets.,.
An SF-templet is to be construed as a spurious lexical entry con-
sisting only of semantic information plus appropriate lambda
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abstractors. As it does not carry phonoloqical or grammatical in-
formation, it does not overtly manifest itself; its appllcation thus
introduces a semantic speQification which is between ambiguity “and
vagueness. If-it is cortrect, as I .have supposed without further ar-
gument, that SF~templets must apply within LS, it follows that; their
combinatorial oropertiee'muet.determine intralexical computations,
i.e. SF—templets must correspond to affixes. (Actually, SP-templets
“shOuld-allow for intralexical processes in genéral, including compund
fbrmation._l will continue to ignore this neoessary extension.) ’

) Two further points are characteristic for the device-in>question;
Firet, SF-templets, although improper, invisible lexical entries,
must be supperted by actual entries‘oflLE. This eupport is either
direct, if an SF-templet corresponds to the templet-information of
an actual affix (or rather of an affixal subsysteﬁ), or indirect,

" if the templet is the distinctive semantic information that would
switch an actual complex element of LE into a Virtual element.

Secondly, the application of an 8r-templet is triggered by the
requirements of coherent eonceptual interpretation. The actual avai-
lability of an interprstation bound to an SF-templet thus depends
on extra-leXical, in fact extra—linguistic conditions,'which mightf
bhe idiosyncratic from the point of View of LS (and G, for that
-matter} . :

The. second. phenamendn, called .semantic sexiaration, characterizes’
elements of CLE that‘cannot be rendered virtuval, i.e. do not reduce
+0 other” elements of LE by means of'principles of Lé, because of
-specific components in their SF. Semantic separation can be diag-

- nosed only with respect to a correaponding virtual entry +o which
a separated entry would reduce, if it were deprived of its addjitimal
{i.e. idiosyncratic}): information.

Fanally, I have argued that the various types of idiosyncrasy and
variation do not-interfere'with general principles of funtional
composition and organization of @-Grids. Apparent counterexamples
have been shown to derive in general from independently motivated
boundary conditions. : v

Two general remarks might finally be indicated First. LS is

equipped on' general grounds with mechanisms to accomodate variation,
and idiosyncrasy. The crucial difference between these mechanisms
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is " this: While idiosyncratic affixation, i.e., norphological idio-
syncrasy, is explicitély represented in LS by means of morphological
features, idiosyncratic variation of semantic: interpretation (a-

part from semantic separation, which is gimply listed in CLE) is not -

made formally explicit in LS, although invisible means to achieve
it are supported by LS. In somewhat simplified terms: morphological
idiosyncrasy is-part of LS, While ‘semantic variation is only sup-
ported by S¥, but not manifest in 1inguistic structure. :

.« Secondly, the different’ properties of idiosyncrasy and variation
and the different types of mechanisms on which they are based, ’
Clearly show the modular organization of LS. As a matter of fact,

the two.aspects frequently mixed up in explorations in word forma-
tion, are practically unrelated. Theydonot merely deal with differ-
ent principles of computation,

. It Seems to me .that acknowledgingthisessentially modular nature
of affixation, and of the organization of LS in general, together
with the specification of the global architecture and the detailed
principles of LS emerging under this perspective provides fairly
interesting perspectives for the study of morphology and lexical
knowledge in general.

-

Let me note in conclusicn that the overall picture of the 1ex1ca1
system expounded here is definitely oversimplified in essential
respects. To mention just two problems that do not eas;ly fit into
the delimitation of the domain of LS assumed here: Clitics and
phrasal affixes are subject to crucially lexical conditions in some

' respects, while they are essentially extralexical constituents in’

others. Likewise, idioms are notoriously phrasal in nature, but
subject to semantic separation in much the same way as are complex
lexical entries. .However, the adjustments or- modifications indicat-
ed be thege and similar problems will not simply undermine, I sup=-
pose, the prOposals developed here. They might rather be taken ag

a challenge to specify the nature and the limits of LS more clearly.
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