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PROLEGOMENA TO A THEORY OF WORD FORMATION
f 

A REPLY TO MORRIS HALLE 

LEONHARD LIPKA 

1.1. Research w i t h i n the TG Paradigm has c o n t r i b u t e d a g r e a t d e a l 

to a new awareness of problems of methodology in l i n g u i s t i c s . Such a 

Statement w i l l be disputed by nobody. I t seems, however, that c e r t a i n 

methods of t r a d i t i o n a l s c h o l a r s h i p have been l a r g e l y abandoned bymany 

researchers who work i n the TG framework, and have been replaced b y o t h -

er l e s s commendable procedures. I t used to be an accepted p r i n c i p l e 

t h a t reading should come before w r i t i n g and P u b l i s h i n g , i . e . , one had 

to make sure before c l a i m i n g to have discovered something, whetheroth-

e r s , working i n the same f i e l d , had not already come to the same or 

s i m i l a r c o n c l u s i o n s . Admittedly, t h i s i s much more d i f f i c u l t today than 

i t was f i f t y years ago. But i t seems to me that i t i s even more impor-

ta n t now, at l e a s t to attempt to f o l l o w t h i s p r i n c i p l e , p r e c i s e l y be-

cause t h i s i s the only way to improve the q u a l i t y o f the t e r r i f y i n g 

f l o o d of published and semi-published l i t e r a t u r e i n l i n g u i s t i c s , and 

at the same time reduce i t s q u a n t i t y . 

1.2. The purpose of p u b l i c a t i o n i s to prevent d u p l i c a t i o n of r e -

search and e f f o r t , but a l s o to allow f o r e q u a l l y p u b l i c c r i t i c i s m w h i c h 

i d e a l l y should advance the progress of s c h o l a r s h i p and increase general 

knowledge. To achieve t h i s e f f e c t c r i t i c i s m does not n e c e s s a r i l y have 

to be sympathetic, but may a l s o c a s t doubt on very fundamental assump-

t i o n s . A case i n point i s the s o - c a l l e d Chomskyan r e v o l u t i o n i t s e l f . 

S t r a n gely enough, however, once a r e v o l u t i o n has been s u c c e s s f u l , the 

r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s turned establishment themselves r a r e l y accept basi c 
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c r i t i c i s m but only admit ' c o n s t r u c t i v e ' comments. The f o l l o w i n g remarks 

may serve as an i l l u s t r a t i o n . An e a r l i e r and s h o r t e r version was sub-

mitted f o r p u b l i c a t i o n in L i n g u i s t i c I n q u i r y immediately a f t e r H a l l e ' s 

(1973) a r t i c l e had appeared i n the same J o u r n a l . P u b l i c a t i o n was de-

c l i n e d - as an anonymous ref e r e e put i t - because: "This appeärs to be 

inappropriate as a squib since i t i s i n d i r e c t l y an attack on the s i g -

n i f i c a n c e of H a l l e ' s work. The tone i s not a t a l l c o n s t r u c t i v e . " 

2.1. A f t e r excludingand then r e i n t r o d u c i n g semantics i n i t s ear-

l i e r stage of development, TG theory l a t e r neglected the morphological 

component ( c f . Kastovsky 1971:3), and now seems to be i n the process of 

r e d i s c o v e r i n g another aspect of language: word formation. H a l l e ' s (1973) 

a r t i c l e P r o l e g o m e n a to a T h e o r y o f W o r d F o r m a t i o n i s symptomatic of t h i s 

phase. He b e l i e v e s t h a t t h i s f i e l d "has been studied only to a very l i m ­

i t e d extent" and hopes "to a t t r a c t others i n t o research on t h i s t o p i c " 

(p.3). One wonders i f t h i s i n v i t a t i o n i s addressed to c e r t a i n researchers 

who have already accomplished a considerable amount of basic work i n the 

f i e l d . Amongst those names which immediately spr i n g to mind i n t h i s con-

t e x t one might mention s e v e r a l , beginning with Botha, B r e k l e , C o s e r i u , 

i n c l u d i n g D o k u l i l , Erben, F l e i s c h e r , Gauger, Gruber, Hansen, Hatcher, 

Henzen, Kastovsky, K o z i o l , Lees, Ljung, M a l k i e l , Marchand, M o r c i n i e c , 

Mötsch, Neuhaus, Rohrer, S t e i n , and f i n i s h i n g with Weinreich and Zimmer. 

This research has been openly published i n book-form or Journals and i s 

not confined to mimeographed papers which are only a v a i l a b l e w i t h i n a 

closed c i r c l e . The above l i s t can e a s i l y be augmented from the exten­

s i v e b i b l i o g r a p h y i n Marchand (1969) and from S t e i n (1973). H a l l e only 

mentions Chapin, Jespersen, and an unpublished paper by S i e g e l . Appar-

e n t l y , he completely ignores the f a c t t h a t Marchand (amongst others) has 

developed a comprehensive theory of word-formation, and has a p p l i e d 

t h i s theory to a f u l l - s c a l e d e s c r i p t i o n of E n g l i s h word-formation. The 

f i r s t e d i t i o n of t h i s Standard work appeared i n 1960 and was reviewed 

i n a number of Jour n a l s . Cf. Brekle-Lipka (1968), Marchand (1969), L i p -

ka (1971), Pennanen (1972), Kastovsky (1974). 
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2.2.1, H a l l e S t a r t s o f f with the clan.m that Speakers of Engl i s h 

know that a d j e c t i v e s such as t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l are "composed of the mor-

phemes" t v a n s - f o r m - a t - i o n - a l and that " f a c t s l i k e those" have 

to be fo r m a l l y represented i n a theory of word-formation. The proposed 

segmentation i s by no means a ' f a c t ' but must be based - e i t h e r i m p l i c -

i t l y or e x p l i c i t l y - on a theory, as i s the case with any a n a l y t i c a l 

procedure i n l i n g u i s t i c s , of which segmentation of utterances or words 

i n t o morphemes (morphs) i s one of the most important instances charac-

t e r i z i n g a whole era of l i n g u i s t i c s , v i z . s t r u c t u r a l i s m . For example 

anyone only s l i g h t l y familiär with the methods of s t r u c t u r a l d e s c r i p t i v e 

l i n g u i s t i c s would probably question t r e a t i n g - a t - i n t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l 

(or - i - i n s e r e n d i p i t y which H a l l e discusses l a t e r ) as a morpheme o r a n 

allomorph 1 but would p r e f e r a segment - a t i o n as a l i n g u i s t i c s i g n . I t i s 

t r u e , though, that " s t r u c t u r a l i s m " was not a mono l i t h i c block, and that 

various " s t r u c t u r a l i s t s " held d i f f e r e n t views a t d i f f e r e n t times. This 

i s a poi n t that i s often f o r g o t t e n when " t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l i s t s " t a l k 

about 'taxonomic s t r u c t u r a l i s m 1 . Of course, i t a l s o a p p l i e s to unspeci-

f i e d general Statements about 'TG grammar'. Any improvement on Standard 

work and the great mass of informed opinion i s c e r t a i n l y to be welcomed. 

However, one might expect such developments to be j u s t i f i e d a gainst 

other work i n the f i e l d . For a sketch of my views on the 'morpheme' ( c f . 

3.2.2.). H a l l e f u r t h e r suggests t h a t , f o r example, the entry f o r w r i t e 

must contain the information that i t belongs to the 'non-Latinate' part 

of the vocabulary. This Observation i s handled on a higher l e v e l of 

g e n e r a l i z a t i o n by Marchand's d i s t i n c t i o n between word-formation on a 

native and on a f o r e i g n b a s i s . 

2.2.2. The " i d i o s y n c r a t i c c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of i n d i v i d u a l words" 

are discussed a t length by H a l l e . This t o p i c i s the subject of a whole 

book (Botha, 1968) on the f u n c t i o n of the l e x i c o n i n a t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l -

Of course this is not to be confused with - a t e as in c o n s u l t a t e , p a s -
s i o n a t e y a c e t a t e , h y p h e n a t e ; cf. Marchand (1969:254-59). For - a t i o n 
see Marchand (1969:259-61). 
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generative grammar. S t a r t i n g from Chomsky's hypothesis about t h e l e x i c o n 

as "the füll set of i r r e g u l a r i t i e s o f the language". Botha t r e a t s nomi­

nal Compounds i n A f r i k a a n s i n great d e t a i l and postulates a phonologi-

ca l d i c t i o n a r y and a phonological matching r u l e . The t h e o r e t i c a l model 

proposed by Botha i s s t r o n g l y i n f l u e n c e d by Weinreich's thought ( c f . 

Botha 1968:245; Weinreich 1966:445; 1969:59, 74). H a l l e ( 4 f . ) d i s t i n -

guishes three types of id i o s y n c r a s y i n word-formation: a) semantic, b) 

phon o l o g i c a l , and c) r e s t r i c t i o n s of p r o d u c t i v i t y , and suggests account-

ing f o r them with 'a s p e c i a l f i l t e r 1 through which words have to pass 

a f t e r being generated by word-formation r u l e s . This S o l u t i o n e x a c t l y 

corresponds 2 to the p o s t u l a t i o n of an 'idiom comparison r u l e ' ( l a t e r 

'matching r u l e ' ) f o r a) i n Weinreich's 1969 model and the 'phonologi­

cal matching r u l e ' f o r b) i n Botha (1968). The r e s t r i c t i o n s under c) -

or more p r e c i s e l y a l l three types of r e s t r i c t i o n s on r u l e s : semantic, 

p h o n o l o g i c a l , p r o d u c t i v i t y - can be accounted f o r i n another t h e o r e t i ­

c a l framework by Coseriu's concept of 'norm' ( c f . Marchand 1969:17,57; 

S t e i n 1971; Neuhaus 1971). Although Weinreich does not c l a i m that h i s 

theory, published i n 1969 but developed and proposed e a r l i e r ( l e c t u r e s 

d e l i v e r e d during the 1966 L i n g u i s t i c I n s t i t u t e a t UCLA), solves a l l the 

Problems of word d e r i v a t i o n , h i s concepts of a 'simplex d i c t i o n a r y ' , a 

'complex d i c t i o n a r y ' , an 'idiom 1 i s t 1 , ' f a m i l i a r i t y r a t i n g s ' , and a 

'matching r u l e ' seem to be extremely useful and important. They are 

c a n s i s t e n t l y a p p l i e d i n Lipka (1972; esp.84ff., 1 2 8 f f . ) . 

2.2.3. Discussing the d i s t i n c t i o n between " d e r i v a t i o n a l morpho-

logy" H a l l e (6) s t a t e s : "I know of no reasons why the l i s t ofmorphemes 

should not inc l u d e a l s o the i n f l e c t i o n a l a f f i x e s " . At l e a s t two reasons 

might have been found i n Mötsch (1962): the place of i n f l e c t i o n a l mor-

2 Cf. Weinreich (1969:74): "The role of the f i l t e r i n g d e v i c e is to 
differentiate, among possible words, those that are established from 
those that are not" [my emphasis, LL]. Cf. the notions 'possible 
lexical items' and 'gap in the lexicon', both used currently in Gen­
erative Semantics. 
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phemes i n the c o n s t i t u e n t s t r u c t u r e of comp!ex l e x i c a l items, and the 

d i f f e r e n t degrees of combination p o t e n t i a l of l e x i c a l and grammatical 

morphemes. I n f l e c t i o n a l morphemes i n E n g l i s h and German are u s u a l l y 

placed at the end of words, a f t e r a l l d e r i v a t i v e morphemes have been 

added. Combination with the former i s much l e s s r e s t r i c t e d than with 

d e r i v a t i o n a l S u f f i x e s . Mötsch (1962:39) a l s o sets up r u l e s e x a c t l y l i k e 

the "word formation r u l e s " suggested i n H a l l e (16). The r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between i n f l e x i o n and word-formation i s treated i n great d e t a i l w i t h i n 

the framework of Chomsky-Halle's S o u n d P a t t e r n o f E n g l i s h i n Wurzel 

(1970:15-104). H a l l e mentions that word-formation r u l e s w i l l have to 

include information on s e l e c t i o n r e s t r i c t i o n s . He seems hardly aware of 

the d i f f i c u l t i e s of e s t a b l i s h i n g the c o r r e c t s e l e c t i o n r e s t r i c t i o n s 

even f o r very simple everyday words, or of the problem whether 'se l e c ­

t i o n r e s t r i c t i o n ' as such i s a j u s t i f i a b l e concept i n l i n g u i s t i c s . See 

the review of various l i n g u i s t i c judgments on the s e l e c t i o n r e s t r i c t i o n s 

of e a t i n Lipka (1972:48-51). The p o s s i b i l i t y of t r e a t i n g such r e s t r i c ­

t i o n s with the notion of 'presupposition' i s not mentioned by H a l l e . 

3.1. A theory of word-formation must incl u d e an explanation of 

the f a c t that complex l e x i c a l items d i f f e r s e m a n t i c a l l y from the sum of 

t h e i r components. This could be done wi t h the concept of ' l e x i c a l i z a t i o n ' 

which e n t a i l s the a d d i t i o n of semantic f e a t u r e s . Such an approach i s 

sketched i n Lipka (1971). The term i s not used here i n the way i t i s 

used now w i t h i n the framework of Generative Semantics, i . e . f o r the 

i n s e r t i o n of l e x i c a l items, or the surface r e a l i z a t i o n o f a c o n f i g u r a -

t i o n of atomic p r e d i c a t e s . I t i s r a t h e r meant to i n d i c a t e t h a t complex 

l e x i c a l items, once they are created from sma l l e r elements and used r e -

peatedly, can become lexemes i n t h e i r own r i g h t , w ith a l o s s of motiva-

t i o n (and perhaps a l s o a n a l y s a b i l i t y ) , and acquire c e r t a i n s p e c i f i c se­

mantic f e a t u r e s . L e x i c a l i z a t i o n i s t i e d up very c l o s e l y w ith 'hypo-

s t a t i z a t i o n ' , but the l a t t e r process a l s o a f f e c t s simple l e x i c a l items. 

The l e x i c a l item l e x i c a l i z a t i o n i t s e l f may serve as an example. As I 

use i t here, I f o l l o w the t r a d i t i o n e s t a b l i s h e d i n Marchand's C a t e g o -
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r i e s i n 1960. Both t h i s meaning of l e x i c a l i z a t i o n and the one found i n 

Generative Semantics can be s a i d to go back to an underlying sentence 

'Something becomes (a) l e x i c a l ( i tem)' or probably b e t t e r from i t s c a u s -

a t i v e d e r i v a t i v e 'Someone causes something to become (a) l e x i c a l ( item)'. 

However, i n Generative Semantics, the underlying pro-form s o m e t h i n g r e ­

f e r s to p r e l e x i c a l elements, or atomic p r e d i c a t e s , w h i l e i n Marchand's 

and my own one i t r e f e r s to the morphemes as elements of surface s t r u c -

ture which make up a new l e x i c a l item that becomes a semantic u n i t . 

'Surface s t r u c t u r e ' i s not used here i n the s p e c i f i c t e c h n i c a l sense as 

defined i n some tr a n s f o r m a t i o n a l - g e n e r a t i v e model, but r e f e r r i n g to any-

thing d i r e c t l y observable as opposed to a more a b s t r a c t 'underlying 

s t r u c t u r e ' . 

3.2.1. I t i s no s e c r e t that the process of l e x i c a l I n s e r t i o n i s a 

mystery f a r from being solved i n the framework of I n t e r p r e t a t i v e or Gen­

e r a t i v e Semantics. Since McCawley's a r t i c l e " L e x i c a l I n s e r t i o n i n 

a T r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l Grammar w i t h o u t Deep S t r u c t u r e " (1968) -

which despite i t s t i t l e does not c l a r i f y but only r a i s e s the issue -

r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e progress has been made. I suggest that the concept 

of l e x i c a l i n s e r t i o n should be supplemented or replaced by the notion 

of MORPHEMIC INSERTION. For various reasons i t i s impossible f o r me to 

describe here my views on t h i s problem, or to develop an a l t e r n a t i v e 

theory of word-formation. A few h i n t s have been given above. As a Sketch, 

I can add that I l a r g e l y agree with the conclusions drawn i n Kastovsky 

(1973), and therefore - as i n Lipka (1972) - embrace many of the assump-

tions of Generative Semantics. I f , however, as Kastovsky and I b e l i e v e , 

p r e l e x i c a l semantic elements such as CAUSE DO BECOME NEG MILITARY are 

converted i n t o complex l e x i c a l items such as d e m i l i t a r i z e , and the pre­

l e x i c a l element (or atomic p r e d i c a t e ) "MILITARY i s replaced by the ad-

j e c t i v e m i l i t a r y * the f e a t u r e BECOME NEG by the p r e f i x d e - 9 which i s 

attached to m i l i t a r y , and the features CAUSE DO by the s u f f i x - i z e " 

(Kastovsky 1973:290), then i t must be morphemes that are i n s e r t e d , not 
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l e x i c a l i t e m s . 3 T h i s , of course, means a ret u r n to surface s t r u c t u r e , 

although, not at the expense of ne g l e c t i n g underlying s t r u c t u r e ( c f . 

Kastovsky 1971:8f.). As opposed to Chomsky and H a l l e , one need not re-

di s c o v e r surface s t r u c t u r e i f one has never given i t up. 

3.2.2. At t h i s p oint I should l i k e to sketch b r i e f l y my views on 

the 'morpheme'. I b e l i e v e that morphemes are the sma l l e s t l i n g u i s t i c 

s i g n s , i . e . , meaningful observable segments i n which elements of con­

t e n t (e.g., semantic f e a t u r e s ) are r e l a t e d i n an a r b i t r a r y way to e l e ­

ments of expression. As opposed to some v a r i e t i e s of s t r u c t u r a l i s m I 

do not r e q u i r e allomorphs, i . e . , p h o n o l o g i c a l l y or morphologically 

conditioned v a r i a n t s of a morpheme, to have i d e n t i c a l or even s i m i l a r 

phonic shape. Thus, / i z , z, s, an/, and $ are a l l considered allomorphs 

of the same p l u r a l morpheme i n E n g l i s h ( c f . L i p k a , 1969). In my view 

'morphemes' a r e , t h e r e f o r e , e s s e n t i a l l y semantic u n i t s . This also be­

comes evident from my adoption of the concept of 'zero' i n l i n g u i s t i c s , 

s i n c e 'zero-allomorphs' and 'zero-morphemes' have no phonic expression 

at a l l ( c f . Kastovsky 1968, esp.31-53). Following Weinreich (1966:432f.), 

I b e l i e v e i t i s useful and d e s c r i p t i v e l y adequate to d i s t i n g u i s h between 

'major' and 'minor c l a s s e s of morphemes', which roughly corresponds to 

the more t r a d i t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n between ' l e x i c a l ' and 'grammatical' 

morphemes. I disagree with Weinreich (1966:433) on the nature of cate-

g o r i a l f e a tures such as [+Noun, +Adjective] which he believes to be 

"semantic i n the füll sense of the word". Both c l a s s e s of morphemes 

then, i n my view, can be represented as a t r i p l e t of f e a t u r e s , which 

could be termed 'phonological', ' c a t e g o r i a l ' ( a l s o i n c l u d i n g s y n t a c t i c 

i n f o r m a t i o n ) , and 'semantic' f e a t u r e s . I am f u l l y aware of the f a c t 

that t h i s i s not s u f f i c i e n t f o r a complete s p e c i f i c a t i o n of l e x i c a l 

e n t r i e s f o r morphemes i n some type of d i c t i o n a r y or l e x i c o n . 

Kastovsky's particular analysis in which d e - replaces BECOME NEGmay 
be questioned i f one believes that in the inchoatives b l a o k / e n , r e d d / 
en, w a r m / 0 (which are homonymous with the corresponding causatives) 
the suffix - e n and the zero-morpheme represent BECOME. 



182 LEONHARD LIPKA 

3.3. The d i s t i n c t i o n between the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l i s t and the 

l e x i c a l i s t hypothesis (not to mention Chomsky's conversion from the 

former to the l a t t e r p o s i t i o n ) i s not mentioned once i n H a l l e ' s a r t i c l e . 

This i s a l l the more s u r p r i s i n g , s i n c e the reasons why Chomsky adopted 

the l e x i c a l i s t p o s i t i o n f o r "derived nominals" (which are never e x p l i c -

i t l y defined) i n 1968 ( f i r s t i n p r i n t as Chomsky, 1970) are e x a c t l y t h e 

same as those which l e d H a l l e to put forward i n h i s P r o l e g o m e n a : seman­

t i c and s y n t a c t i c i d i o s y n c r a s y and r e s t r i c t i o n s on p r o d u c t i v i t y . Chomsky's 

a r t i c l e had c i r c u l a t e d i n mimeographed form as Chomsky (1968) but i s 

l a b e l l e d Chomsky (1972) i n H a l l e ' s P r o l e g o m e n a , thus inducing the naive 

reader to b e l i e v e t h i s to be a recent paper. While s t a t i n g t h a t word-

formation processes "are t y p i c a l l y sporadic and o n l y q u a s i - p r o d u c t i v e " 

(Chomsky 1965:184f.), Chomsky i n A s p e c t s s t i l l d e r i v e s r e f u s a l , d e s t r u c -

t i o n from the r e s p e c t i v e verbs by a n o m i n a l i z a t i o n t r a n s f o r m a t i o n , be-

cause the process i s s a i d to be productive. This i s a S o l u t i o n which i s 

t r u l y w i t h i n the g e n e r a t i v e - t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l s p i r i t , as i t accounts both 

f o r c r e a t i v i t y i n language and i r r e g u l a r i t y i n the s u p e r f i c i a l surface 

s t r u c t u r e . I t shows the g r e a t e s t p o s s i b l e g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , and, at the 

same time, assigns secondary importance to surface phenomena. But even 

f o r "quasi-productive processes" such as the formation of h o r r i f y , t e r -

r i f y , t e l e g r a m , p h o n o g r a p h Chomsky i n A s p e c t s a r r i v e s a t the c o n c l u s i o n : 

" i t i s c l e a r t h a t from the p o i n t of view of both the semantic and the 

phonological i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i t i s important to have INTERNAL STRUCTURE 

[my emphasis, LL] represented i n these words" (186). In R e m a r k s o n Nom-

i n a l i z a t i o n , however, Chomsky abandons h i s e a r l i e r approach to "derived 

nominals". H a l l e n e i t h e r mentions t h i s change of p o s i t i o n nor the Prob­

lems f o r the theory i n v o l v e d . 

4.0. An explanation of the phenomena mentioned i n 3.1. and 3.2.1. 

i s never s e r i o u s l y attempted i n H a l l e ' s a r t i c l e . The ambiguity of l e x i ­

c a l i z a t i o n , or r a t h e r , the d e r i v a t i o n of the two d i f f e r e n t , but c l o s e l y 

r e l a t e d , l e x i c a l items by the same very general d e r i v a t i v e process 

could never be explained by anything r e s u l t i n g from H a l l e ' s P r o l e g o m e n a , 
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Ce r t a i n extremely productive word-formation processes are not even 

touched upon i n h i s paper, such as compounding, p r e f i x a t i o n , and zero-

d e r i v a t i o n ( c f . Marchand 1969:11-127, 129-208, 359-89; Kastovsky 1968). 

5. Two questions must be r a i s e d with regard to Ha l l e ' s a r t i c l e . 

F i r s t l y , d i d he take i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n the large amount of basic r e ­

search which had p r e v i o u s l y been done on the subject of word-formation? 

Secondly, has H a l l e brought up any problems which have not already been 

treated, or proposed any Solution f o r such problems which have not been 

of f e r e d elsewhere? I t seems that the answer to both these questions i s 

no, and f o r t h i s reason H a l l e ' s remarks cannot be regarded as "Pro­

legomena to a Theory of Word Formation". 
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