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fiSome people seem to thinkathithere is one correct set of optimal
comparativeconceptsand that comparativencepts should not be
based on intuition or chos@arbitrarilyo (in Gilbert Lazards

words). B this is wrong: There are myriad ways of comparing
languages, and thus myriad possible comparative concepts. Which
kinds ofconcepts are the most productive concepts, most likely to
yield deeper insights, is a matter for research. In fiacting good
comparative concepts is one of the most important ingredients of
the creative process for successful comparative resedrch

(Martin Haspelmathemail to the_ingTyp mailing list, 201601-20)
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Abstract

Abstract

This dissertation establ i sheceptaddisn o mi n
cusses its crodiguistic typology and semantics. Informally, a binominal lexeme

is a oun-noun compound or functional equivalent; more precisely, it is a lexical

item that consists primarily of twdihg-morphsbetween which there exists an
unstated semantic relation.

Examples of binominals include Mandarin Chinese (t i )iforisoad] French

chemin de fefway of iron] and Russian j dzj L dzOW(§ eilsdcasredd) a d o ¥
iron:apjzroad] Al'l of these combine a word de
6roaddé or O6way 6 RALWAY dreeach tase, thehrestatatlsemaritin g
relation is one of composition: a railway is concefized as a road that is composed

(or madé of iron. However, three different morphosyntactic strategies are employed:
compounding, prepositional phrase and relational adjedtivthis study, | explore

the ran@g of such strategies used by a worldwide samdé@®anguages to express

a set of 100 meanings from various semantic domains, resulting in a classification
consisting of nine different morphosyntactic types.

| also investigate the semantic relationsidun the data and develop a classifica-
tion called theHatcherBourquesystem that operates at two levels of granularity
together with a tool for classifying binominatee Bourquifier The classification

is extended to other subfields of language, including metoryrdyexical seman-
tics, and beyond language to the domain of knowledge representatidiingesu

a proposal for a general model of assocatiatiors called the PHABnodel.

The manyfindings of the researdhclude universalsconcerning the recruitment

of anchoringhominal modificatiorstrategies; a method for comparing dwnary
typologies; the nomniversality (despite its predominance) of compounding; and

a scale of frequencies for semantic relations which may provide insights into the
associative nature of human thought.

XiX



The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

Samandrag

Denne avhandlinga definerer esieem@gk oomp ar
handsamar omgrepet ut fra tverrsprakleg typologi og semantikk. Uformelt er eit
binominalt leksem ei substarisubstantivsamansetning eller funksjonelt likever-

dig med ei slik; meir presist er det ei leksikalsk eining $dynste rekkje bestar

av to tingmorfar med ein implisitt semantisk relasjon mellom dei.

Nokre dgme pa slike binominale leksem er: mandarinkinéigi8ku4 [jarn veg],
franskchemin de fefveg av jarn] og russk § e Inaazdorogaljarn.ApJz veg].

Alle desse set saman eitord sbtny der 6j arnd med eit ord
afdif ram tydinga o6jarnvegd. | alle dBma ¢
COMPOSITION: ein jarnveg blir konseptualisert som ein veg laga av jarn. | dema

finn ein tre ulike morfosyntaktiske strategiar: samansetning, preposisjonsfrase og
relasjonelt adjektiv. | denne studien undersgkjer eg kva strategiar som er nytta i

106 sprakra heileverda for & uttrykkje eit sett med 100 tydingar fra ulike seman-

tiske felt. Resultatet er ei klassifisering med ni ulike morfosyntaktiske typar.

Eg undersgkjer 0g dei semantiske relasjonane eg finn i dataa mine og utviklar ei
klassifisering eg kédr Hatcher-Bourquesystemet, sorapererer pa to niva, saman
med ein reiskap til & klassifisere binominale leksem. Denne klassifiseringa blir sa
utvidatil & gjelde andre omrade innanfor sprak, som metonymi og leksikalsk se-
mantikk, og utover sprak til domene som emnekart og kunnskapseagasjon.
Resultatet er eit framlegg til ein allmenn modell av assosiative relasjonar som eg
kallar PHAB-modellen.

Dette hgyrer 0g med til resultata av denne forsking: ein metode for samanlikning

av ikkje-bingere typologigruniversale sorgjeld rekruttering av possessiseate-

giar; at samansetning ikkje er universell, sjglv om ho dominerer i hgve til andre

strategiar; og ein frekvensskala for semantiske relasjonar som kan gje innsikt i den
assosiative naturen til mennesketanken.

XX
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much from your project &asatdpolagistéwerelgt i ng
immensely onyoul anguage doc umemotvéhatthe debt is os n i

always onesidedandl hope my results go some way to agimgmy own

| was fortunate with my supervisors, both of whom knew when to leave me to my
own devicesThanks to my initial supervisoRolf Theil, for his deepknowledge

of an impressive number of languagesifor letting me have my headnd thanks

to Ashild Naess, who took ovafter Rolf, for herattention to detail anter many
attempts to rein me imalso thank the Department of Limigtics at the University

of Oslo(in particularmy interview committeetielge Ladrupand Andreas Svegn

for betting on arageing horsend for forgiving certain budgetary transgressions.

The initial inspiration for this research stems from my work with Topicdyiapd |
would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge all of mycoaspirators in that
venture, in particular Steve Newcontlars Marius Garsl and Geir Ove Grgnmo
The world may not yet have appreciated the valua/lat we were doing, but
history will beour judge

In the field of linguistics, three eminent schol&, Croft, Martin Haspelmathnd
Ron Langackerprovided much of my inspiratioh take my hat off tahem,for
thdr integrity andfor the qualityof their respective life work In addition, | have
drawn particular ispiration fromthe work ofPierre ArnaudLaurie BauerYves
Bourque Anna Granville Hatchdy Laura JandaMasja Koptjevskajdamm
Pav ol GanaMathiasdUrbarMany thanks tgouall. | hope any criticisms |
havevoiced are taken in the spirit in which they are intended:raflection of my

admirationand sincere desire to advance our scientific understanding of language.

Many colleagues provided the encouragement | ne@deaetimes more than they
could posibly imagine)to keep going through the ups and downthijourney.
They include Pierre Arnaudagain),Sonia CristofarpMartin Haspelmatlifagain)
Pavol GagankaadisjelltMagne Yri | owe Pierre a special debt for being
my sparring partner agéfinedthe HatcheBourqueclassification and theHAB
model. Thanks also t@eert Booijfor playingthe role of reader in my mitérm
evaluation, toBard Uri Jenserand Natalia Levshinéor help with statistics to
RobertForkel for helpingne decipher the WOLBatg and to Lynn Rosentrater
for generating the maps.

My greatest fortunef all, howeverjs my life partrer, Sylvia, without whos love,
understanding anplatiencehis researctwould never have seen the light of day in
any formwhatsoever
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Abbreviations

Abbreviations

Note: Abbreviations whose description contaipagereference (e.g. 74@enotepostbases
in Cental Yupk (EsV. Suchreferences ar® Jacobsorf2013) The data in which they are

used can be found on pagéé.

1 1st person
3 3rd person
ABL ablative
ABS absolute
ABST  abstract
ACC accusative
ACT adion

ADJZ  adjectivizer

ADLT  adult

AG agreement marker
AGT agent

AL alienable possession

ANAPH anaphoric
ANTIP  antipassive
APPL  applicative

AQ3 thing that resembles N in some

respect (740)
AR(AQ) little piece of N (741)
ASS associative
ATTR  attiibutive
AUG augmentative
BN bound noun
CENGAQonNe with a small N (748)
CIRC  circumfix
CcL class marker
CLF classifier
coLL collective
CON connective
CUUN device forV-ing; device
associated with N (758)
DAT dative
DEF definite
DEP dependency marker
DER derivational affix
DET determiner
DEV devalued
DIM diminutive
DUAL  dual

ERG
ESS

F

FAM
GEN
GNL
ILITAQ
INAL
INDF
INF
INS
IRIN
LAT
LE
LEK

LIG
LK
LLEQ1
LOC
M
NFE
NH
NMLZ
NOM
NONF
NONS
OBL
OWN
PAUC
PERF
PER
PL
POSS
PREF
PREP
PRON
PROP

ergative

essive

feminine

familiar

genitive

general

device for protecting N (764)
inalienable possession
indefinite

infinitive

instrumental

forms rames of weekdays (767)
lative

linking element

one with N omNs, one having N
(786)

ligature

linker

former N (796)
locative

masculine
nounforming enclitic
nonhuman

nominalize

nominative

nonfinite

nonsubject

oblique

owner

paucal

perfective

pettensve

plural

possessive

prefix

preposition

pronoun

proprietive
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PROX
PSR
PST
PURP

QLIQ

QUQ

REC
RED
REL
RELN
SG
SGLT

proximate

possessor

past

purposive

the one located far ithe area of
space denoted by N (848)
one that is V, one that is like N
(851)

receptacle

reduplication

relative

relational noun

singular

singulative

SPEC
STC
SUF
SuUP
TAQ2
T™MP
UAQ

specific

construct stie

suffix

superessive

thing of/pertaining to N (874)
temporal

imitation N, thing similar to or
reminiscent of N (890)

UNPOSS unpossessed
YAGAQ baby N, litle N (903)

YAQ

YNG

meaning difficult to determine
(905)
young

XXiV



Typographical and naming conventions

Typographical and naming conventions

Thefollowing typographical conventiorare used in thigork:

1 NPRER, ModADJZHead a (binominal)construction

1 [Gloss]i a morphemagloss
Note: Leipzig Glossing Ruleare followed EXCEPT THAT, for improved readability,
| use periods instead of hyphens for morphémsaks(Rule 2), ad colons instead of
periods for ongo-many correspondenséRule 4). Whee hyphens appear in glosses,
they reflect the presence of a lmgm in the original orthography.

1 MEANINGT a concept or languagadependenineaning in particularone that
belongs to the set of 100 meanings used as a basis for the data collection.

1 vernacubr i alinguistic itemin an object languagén lower casehroughout,
irrespective of languagspecific casing conventions

1 DEUI anlSO 6393 language code
Note: In my database languages adentified by glottocodeas defined in Glottolog
2.7 (Hammarstronet al. 2016)However, the corresponding ISO 639code is used
in thetext and tables since it is both shorter and more transpaserguages can be
looked up by ISO code in Appendix (page381), and by name ithe Index of Lan-
guagegpage503). To find the ISO code for a language in the database, use either the
index orAppendixB (page385). One language, Caijidoes not have an ISO cqde
save space tablesl have taken the liberty of assigning it theusedcodeca| but
database applications should use the glottocaifie34

1 Pagenumbes givenin the formpage## (as abovejefer to the present wark
those giverasp. ##refer to apage inarother, recently referencediork.

T code i file namesyariablenames and computer code, including SQL queries
and R script¢R Core Tean2018)

1T &hed is used t hr oug pronouninpreferende loes/heg e n d

Glottolog 2.7 is taken as the authority for language naamesgenetiaffiliations
(except forriFTarifit, which has beerassigned th@ameTarifiyt-Benklznasen
Eastern MiddIétlas). Wherel know of a pending update in Glottolasis the case
with Aiwoo (formerly Ayiwo), | use tie updated fornFor languages mentioned in
the text | use the full name as givierthe appendices and indesxcept in the case
of familiar languages such as EnGet, Rus, Jap etc.Some pringdles forlanguage
namesare proposed inlaspelmati{20173.
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Chapterl. Towards a comparative concept

1 Towards a comparative concept

The primary goalof thiswork is to present a function&pological, empirically
based crosslinguistic account obinominallexemesTheseare lexical items that
consist primarily of two nominal constituerdasd whose function is to name a
(complexy concept that involves an unstat@d underspecifiedjelation between
two entities' The most familiaistrategythat senesthis purposes the Germanic
Noun-Noun G@mpound e.g.Geman eisen.bahriron.way], but there are many
others, including-renchPrepositionalConstrudionsi chemin de fefroad PREP
iron]; Turkish lzafet Constructionsi demir yol.ufiron road3sg; and Russian
Relational Adjective Constructiosi g e | e z . n afifoa.ADX madp AJl @f
the above combine the meaning®N and ROAD/WAY to denote the meaning
RAILWAY , but do so using quite differemtorphosyntactic strategies.

Starting from a set of 100 meanirfgsrepurposedatafrom the World Loaword
Database (WOLDi supplemented by data collected specifically for this prdject
to develop alassification of morphosyntactic strategiésuf of themexemplified
above), ad a twotiered taxonom of semantic relations. Botlf theseare applied
to a set of nearly 4,006inominals(as | call them for shorfyom 106 languages

in order toreveallinguistic universalsMy frameworkis thatof traditionalGreen-
bergian typology, as elaborated by Bill Criofthis theoryof Radical Construction
Grammar(2001) The annottion of the datg however follows the principle of
frameworkfree gramma(Haspelmatt2015)i that languages should be described
in their own terms and not in terms of aprioristic assumptibrshouldtherdore
beamenable to linguists @il theoretical persuasions.

While themain purposef thestudyis to chart thanorphosyntactiand semantic
diversityof binominallexemesasecondary goal is to develop a criaguistically
valid classification of associative relat®that hagspplicabilitybeyond the imme-
diate scope of binominalt metonymylexical semantics and beyarfs such, |
make a contribution to cognitive linguistias well as linguistic typology

1 A more precise definitioof binominal lexemés developed in 2.4
2The ter m dAsedlkerrefliegdtheaisage in WOIdee 8.1




The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

1.1 Background

In this introductory chapter | desceithe genesis of theresenstudy in personal
terms and, at the risk ¢dking my linguist readers out of their comfort zone, | start
in the context of my earlier work the field of information technologylopefully

the relevancavill soonbecomeapparent; if not, it wildefinitely do so later.

1.1.1 Topic Maps and associative thought

Before becoming a linguistdevoted ten years of my life to developing, promoting
and implementing a radically new approach to information manegecalled
Topic Maps(Pepper2002; 2010a)Topic Mapsis based on a simple model that
emerged from an attgpt to formalize the structure implicén finding aids such as
backof-book indexes, glossaries and thesaaitiof which involve some forrof
knowledge representatigfhreturn to thigopicin §9.3) The core of th&opic Maps
modelconsists otopics,associationgind occurrencehencethetitle of my 2002
paper,The TAO of Topic Maps TorPicsrepresent the subjects of interestha
domain covered by the topic maggSOCIATIONSrepresent relationships between
those subjects; andCCURRENCESare a special kind of assation that linls in-
formationaboutthe subject to the topic that represents it.

For examplein the domain of Italian operaome key subjects are the composer
Puccini his opera§ oscaandMadame Butterflyand the city Luccgavhere he was
born, all of which can be represented by top\arious elaionships between
these subjects, such as the fact f@tcaand Madame Butterflyvere composed

by Puccinj or thatthe composefwas born in Lucca, can be expressed using asso-
ciations;and informationthat pertairs to these subjects, such as agoamhy of
Puccinij a map of Lucca, or the libretto bfadame Butterflycan be linked to the
relevant topics as occurrend&sgurel).

Topics associationand occurrencesan dl be classified by typePuccinican be

assignedtothetype per sooaédmposer 6; the nature of
Madame Butterfls peci f i ed as 6 c o mpoarses chardetgriged i nf c
as O6biography6, Ol i br et tToORCTYPBHARSOPIA , and

TION TYPE andOCCURRENCE TYPgare all part of the core Topic Map®del(and
incidentally, they are also topics).

11t is the convention to use initial capitals to refer to the technology itself or the ISO specification
(in the singular; B n c e, i T )i ,c llddwep saae when referring to the documigke
artefacts, a kind of semantic mapaedf) hat the st art

2
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composed by

composed by

Madame
Butterfly

/ 1

|
1
l
|
|
|
|
|

-

The relationship between a topic and its type is actudilyilein associationype
(61 nst avhichés privifeged in the model because of its ubiquity and im-
portance in knowledge modelling. Anotheedefined assmation type é&subtype
of§ represents the relationship between types at differentslefalchematicity,
such as thsebetween théopictypesperd dvorko f - a@raddc or between
the association typeiomposed by &reated b§ @roduced b§ (Figure 2).

Notice that the kindor type)of role played by a topic in an association (here,
owor kdé6 and

Figure 1: The TAO model

6composer 6) Theesmadtsthemdele s pe

including facilities for handling context, naming and identification, but these need
not concern us here.

opera work composed-by composer person
: : : : :
1 1 1 1 1
- - e e -
TOSCA PUCCINI

composed-by ( tosca : work, puccini : composer )

Figure 2: The amatomy of arassociation
(after Peppe2010a)
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In my work with Topic Mapd was continually struck by pallels with natural
language. On reflection, this should not come as any surprise. After all, Topic
Maps is a way of representing human knowledge, and natural langiragddi-

tion to its others functions is also a form bknowledge representation. ften
wondered how the one might inform our understanding of the other, and in partic-
ular, how an understanding of language might inform the ways in whialsae
Topic Maps and the further development of the stand&iidwing computerori-

ented modelsuchas thisfrom the perspective of languageemed to me a much
more excitingand worthwhileendeavouthan the mainstream approach of viewing
language from a computational perspective.

Some of the parallels are obvious. Tomes like nounsn that they prototypically
denot e obj ect sassaciationste like verhan dhat theyreprdsent
various kinds ofelationship associatins of different arities (unaypinary, ternary)
resemble clauses of different valencies (intransitive, transiditransitive); role
typescorrespond (albeit at a finer level of granulgrity semantic oles (agent,
patient, etc.); the ability to view and traverse an associtttbomdifferent directions
is reminiscent of profiling in active and passive congtans; the ability to reify
associations (and treat theam topics) is analogous to nominalization; andt so
goes on

The Topic Mapsnodel turned out to be extremahjuitive and very easy for users
to understandl believe the reason for this is because it reflects the waylgpeo
think. This waseloquently expresseiy Vannevar Buslin 1945 in his seminal
paper Aswe may think

Thehuman mi ndéoper atWighsonebitgm il its grasp,i g@apsi iro n .
stantly to the next that is suggested by the association of thoughts, in accordance with
some intricate web of trails carried by the cells of the brain. It has other characteristics,
of course; trails that are not frequently followed are prorfade, itens are not fully
permanent, memory is transitory. Yet the speed of action, the intricacy of trails, the
detail of mental pictures, is awespiring beyond all else in natufBush1945)

B u s papeydrew attention téheimportanceof associative relatianin the field

of information management, where hierarchical classification had hithded

the roost It inspired much subsequent work on hypertextluding the ideas of

Ted Nelsonwho coined the term hypertexfpoug Engelbarfwho implemented

it in Augment)and Bill Atkinson( dev el oper of Appl eds Hyp
and eventually it played a central rateTim Berners Le@ mvention of the World

Wide Web(Pepper2007) The modelstta under | i e -edgestmantcs c ut
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technologies such as RDKShadbol& Gibbins 2010)and Topic MapgPepper
2010a) are based oassociative relations between entities dinglctly orindirectly
inspired by Bush ankis reflections on how the ndnworks?

So what does all of this have to do with binomin&\gll, it explains my interest
in compounding, in particular nouroun compoundingas | explairbelow, and it
plays an important role in the discussion of associative retatio@haptes.

1.1.2 Nominal compounding in Nizaa

Fast forward to 2010. At the ripe old age of 57, Steve has finally figured out what

to be when he grows upe wants to be a linguidhspired by his encountsvith

Rolf Theil, a professor of linguistics at the University of Oslo withextraordinary

ability to infect his students with the passion he has for his sujegthasfinished

a BA and is now casting aroufa a suitable thesi®pic for his MA in Language
Documentation and Description at the School of Oriental and African Studies in
London.Gi ven the focus of the cousstadi Bdoc
language and approaches Rolf with theaideo f u s i nuppublithed fiélda t t e r
notes on the Cameroonian language NizaHlected during the 1980s. Rolf agrees

and suggests a list of possible topiogluding onewvhich immediately resonates:

nominal compoundsinNizaB. Ther e ar & @eaR a |endahefivedradv,
thing is that there are bo(pr20008322% f i r s
my translatiol. The presence of botleft- and rightheadedcompoundss very

unusual crostinguistically andthusdeserving of study.

It struck me that nan-nouncompounds haveuchin common with Topic Maps
A noun denotes a thing, which would be represented in a topibyrapopic (like
the topicsb per s on 6 aFigdre2h Buphtemmaré, thérenis a relationship
between the twgonstituentf a compound that resembles an associgsanh
as O6comp o s e dwohopids.)Butlthat relat@orship is unstated dmds

1 This despite my clan (Peppe2008)that some oB u s hléas led people upe garden path.

2 The other topics suggested by Rolf, for the benefit of anyone on theladér an MA topic, were:

(1) Verbal inflection in NizaaThe language has prarily aspectual categies, plus sonthing that

resembles free/conjunct in Fulfulde. 28rbal derivation in Nizaa@Many of the same categories as

in Fulfulde, and then some. (8)oun inflection in NizaaThe langiage has primarily basic form,
locative,plural and somethingphat is either fidefiniteodo or fAspeci
challenging; it is expressed through a low tone on the end of the \#)rd/ord order in Nizad ots

of fun to be hadhere. The basic structure is SVO, buths8OV when the veris negative, and

moreover withSxOV (x = aux). (6)Adjectives in Nizah i ke many ot her | anguage
that many, but it is interesting to study the kind of semantic domains they cover
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implicit; it is morelike a generic, untyped associatitnh e fisee al so00 r €
backof-bookindex or t he #fAr el at e thesaumisThedisedrdR T) r e |l
guestionl posed wasCould an understanding of the ne¢ of the relationships

inherent in Nizaacompounds help explain the presence of thfterent com-

poundng strategiesn Nizaa?

It turned out that it coulddver560dikeliy s ha
compounds, 200 or so of them nemoun compounds, with a 7:5 split between
headinitial and heasdinal, thus confirming the two original claims. An analysis
of the semantic relations then led to the striking discovery that whitadetied
compounds exhibit one set of relations, rigppadedccompounds exhibit another
and completely orttgonal set of relationsee Peppe2010b:41; 2016:300). In all,

15 different kinds of semantic relation were found amonghledtied compounds
andsevenamong rightheadedcompounds, butone of these relations occurred
across both types of compourd otherwords, leftheadedcompounds are built
from a @mpletely different set of semantic relations than rlgddidedcompounds.
The findings can be summarized as follows:

1 Inright-heade compoundselations labelle®ART, KIN andPOSSESSIONore-
dominatee.g.camk A[finger headlfingertipd PART-WHOLE) andk33/Ahjew
[horse iron]6 b iPOSBESHION

1 Inleft-headedcompounds there is a greater range of relations, many of which
are moreor-less attributive including LOCATION, RESEMBLANCE, PURPOSE
OCCUPATION and MATERIAL , e.g.n® c¥a [person treep ¢ a r p eURROBEr 6  (
or occuPATION) andcam Aannam[finger childDIM] dittle fingerd REGEM-
BLANCE).

An analysis of these results within the framework of Cognitive Grarteddo the
postulation oimy twé-pathshypothesié: namelythat the two types of compound
inNizaar ef | ect two qui te di f fteertaggeticondep:at hs
the onein right-headedcompoundsvia a related concept, expwwhatLangacker
(1993)callsourii r e f er eanlciel iptoy gnteftthdadecarpobnelgvia

a supeordinate concept, empleyur general cognitive ability to categorize and
subcategorize. ThuSINGERTIPis conceptualized via the mosalientconcept of
FINGERUSIng a relation ofontiguity, while CARPENTERIS corceptualized as a sub-

type of the more salient conceptrERSON suitably restrictedby reference to the
material used to carry out the profession.

In Peppe2010b:51)al so hypot hesi zed tategesardiroot h ¢
fact employed by mosgt if not all i languages; they just do not usually surface

6



Chapterl. Towards a comparative concept

quite so clearlyfin the grammarfas in Nizaa , arntdh efrumor e t hat
dual i ty pndaliesatte Wwigely @ccepted distinction between subordinate
and attributive compounds p r o p ®isettal Sbailise (2005) (see Pepper
2016for further development of the lattidea)

For a naive MA student, this seemed like a major discogerpething that was
worth following up in a doctoral project. For, if the study of compounding in a
single, little known African language could reveal such an insight, what migat not
large-scale crosginguistic study of compounding bring to light?

1.2 Binominal lexemes as a comparative concept

1.2.1 The limitations of compounding

Such was the genesis of the presentprojetto s e i ni ti al goal s v
the crosdinguistic diversity of phenomena in nominal compaimggdto test exist-

ing hypotheses regarding universafscompounding, and where possible to pro-

pose newgenarl i zati onso (from the original |
be studied i ncl thehd pbsitiorf (and ite adrrelaticm with icom-g |
stituent order in the clause and noun

Despite the enormous interest in compding over recent decades, culminating

in the publication of th©xford Handbook of Compoundirfgieber& Gt ek auer
2009a) very little typological work had been done. The one notable excegtion

B a u g20@13study of a genealogicallgnd areally wetbalanced saple of 36
languages &1.1). Therefore, as a journean piece and to test the project idea,

my project plan called for a pilot studyo r ep | i c atThis viaaiatleer 6 s w
spirit -dofi ntgh e yfproeh Languistic TyghaohyEO(1)eexcept that |

chose tdocus on nominal compoundingther than compounding in generthe

reason fothis departuré r o m B a u ewasa seelidgéhat meigharhis paper

nor other crossinguistic studies of compoundingpecificallyGuevara& Scalise
(2009)andGt ek auer , Val g208) had lived upttouh®it pptentias y

in terms of producing newnd compelling insights. My preliminary diagnosis for

this was that the attemfui coverthe whole gamut of compounding had obscured
somereally interesting crostinguistic paterns(see 8.1). Restricting the object

of study to noumoun compounds (or more preciselgterminativenounrnoun
compoundssee beloyvmight be more fraful, andwould also fit better with the

Topic Mapsinspiredapproach | was thinking of taking.
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The pilot study provided interesting insights into the issues involved in replieating
typological survey, but it also revedl¢he need to define the object of study in

terms ofa semantically or functionally defineédomparative concefitlt was ap-

parent that the consequence of not doing so would be to restrict the scope of the
investigation to something formally precise and uncontroversiatdtherinnoc-

uous and uninterestiige . g. fAr o0}, camgbandsi sk havii
defend a very broad notion of compounding against thosenillrergue thrat most

of my examples are not compounds at all but something lelsgher word, a

new approach was required.

1.2.2 The potential of binominal lexemes

My intentionhad all along been to conduct a typological stirdiine with the kind

of best pactices advocated by functionalists likéatthew Dryerand Martin
HaspelmathOne such best practice isstiart out froma comparative concepiat

is not based on formalanguagespecific descriptive categorieHaspelmath

2010) My startingpoint wasnourrnoun compounds it is well-knownthatcom-

pounding is notoriously hard to define, especially ctirgguistically (see inter alia
Bauer2001; Liebe® Gt e 20@9b; Bauer 2017).inguists disagreprofoundly

on what is and wdit is not a compound. An extreme exampiehis wasPaolo

R a mastai@ment in his opening keynote atWierdFormation Theories lton-

ferencei n  K,0S{pvakaeén June 2013hat Geman Regierungschdgovern
ment:LE:headp h eoafd gover nment &8 i s noitcomaindtrueo
alinking element -s-.* Other linguists dispute whetharconstruction involing
prepositions, such &enchchemin de felis acompoundsome might admit them
ascompound phrases grepositionacompoundscf. Bauer2001:705), andno-

oneil to my knowledgel has ever entertained the idea that$trsg el ez naj a
dorogamight be a compound.

Now, what interests me, &ssurelyapparenby now; is the way irwhich speakers

bring together two nominal concepts in order to name a new coildegitbeing

the case, &exical unitlike chemin de feis justasinteresingasafit r ue 0 compou
like Endish railway, GemanEisenbahnand Norwegianjernbane Furthermore,
Englishsolar energyandCzechs | u n e | n fsunsbDnzesmergy]aejust as

worthy of investigatiorasNorwegiansolenergisunenergylandGemanSonnen

energe [sunLE:energy],since theyinvolve the same relatiofusually denoted\)
iinthiscasdi f r omo or i lpetweedhe saend twdcpneeptssuN and

1 Paolo has since informed me that hasvbeing deliberatelyrovocative, but the point stands.

8



Chapterl. Towards a comparative concept

ENERGYT to denote the same target condepOLAR ENERGY, and thus presumably
involve the same underlyingssociativegproceses All of these examples can be
reduced to three basionstructionsNN N PREPN andNADJZN. What they have
in common ¢ver and abové¢heir function as naming units) is that their major
constituents represemivo nominal conceptgRAIL, IRON, WAY; SUN, ENERGY,
GOVERNMENT, CHIEF) and thatA is unstatedor underspecified)This solves the
abovemertioned definitional impassey pointing towards aognitive-functional
comparative concepltf we askourselveswhat is theprimary function of noun
noun compounds, the answer seems tddprovide generic namdsr complex
concepts utilizing the names of two existing concégtsveen which there is an
implicit, but unstated, relatioNoun-nouncompoundingcanthus be characterized
as abinominal naming strateggnd my project becomsgn informal terms, a cross
linguistic study of noumoun compoundand their functional equivalentsvith
my comparative concegbinominal lexemé(orj u ®ihominab, provisionaly
defined as:

(1) binominal lexeme(provisional)
a lexical item that consists primarily of two nominal constituentsadrakse
function is to name a complex concept that invalwesnstatedor under-
specifiedyelation between tw entities

The termdexeméis used in the sense aflexical item that has a namimgther
thana descriptivéunction cf. Booij (2009) Gt e k (499& 165, fn.2prefers the
t erneminguni® f or what is essentially the s

| consistently use the termaming unitwhen referring to units generated within my
approach to wordormation. This term was first suggested byMathesiug1975) In
my approach, it substitutes for terms likerd, lexeme lexical unit etc. because of
their incasistent use and varying connotations in linguistic literature.

However the termtbinomind naming unibis rathemunwieldy, and so haveopted
for binominal lexeme instedd

Thedefinitionabove isa good first approximation, beeveral issues remaiin had
all alongbeen my intentiorto exclude cordinativecompoundssuch asHmong
Dawzaubmov[vegetablerice] FooDor ViethamesbéXmYfather motherPARENTS
from my study, since their typology has bescribedy Walchli (2005) Thisis
accomplishedby clarifying that the relation should not be wKaich (2001:1144)
describes@ a r e | daxanamic similaritetveen sutrdinateconcepts of

1 Unlike Aronoff (1976:xi), I had no personal reason to avoid
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t he same s up e rthatislby spacifyag tratony eseartchdopics
restricted taleteminativenounnoun compounds and théimctional equivalents.
Another, more serious, problamthat lalsowant to exclude synthet@mmpounds
like truck diver, in which the head is a deverbal noun. Themetwo reasons for
this. First of allsuch constructionare inherently less interesting in terms of their
semantic relationdbecause the relatidmetween the two nominal constituergs
stated explicly: a truck driver is amgent whoDRIVES trucks; theycorrespond to
the typed associatiohc 0 mp o s didureB. Becondlyihere is evidence from
previous work thtthe presence @verbal elementnayinvolve a different set of
propertiesrelated to argument structuthis, again would complicée the typology
unnecessarily

1.2.3 An onomasiological perspective

An answer to thdilemmaconcerning syntheticompounds is to be found vRavol

Gt ek a(loe8)cdlsassi f i craasiionl oogfi cflednot ypeso. Th
approach tdinguistics in the field of wordormation was pioneeredithin the

Prague schoaf linguisticsb y  Mi | o (196D, 4994¥ Itsipuirpose, according

to Gtekaewemlihowscoonitively grounded cat
represented through the weidor mat i on (Gt ekasuseso Val e
Kortvélyessy2012:237). In considering the product of wofdo r mat i on, Gt e
(1998: 10 discerndive Onomasiologicalypesof naming unit based otthe pres-

ence or a b smemasiogical fmad ahdehe gtatus of the lattelThe
@nomasitogical basé () is essentially equivalent to the semantic head and is
assumealwaysto be preseniThe mark is a conceptual modifiwat can be either

simple(s) or complex the latterconsists of a determined (artional) constituent

(A) and a detemining constituen(D).

The five types can beriefly characterized as follows (see aligure 3):3

1The evi denc e (1978)cetoursedosa sdparatei syntmctic process in order to account for
compounds whose he aldckandod €008)meednfar twadifferenacompoundd ;

schemata for nounoun compounds (the argument schema and the modifier schemdyasnfi

Hovyd £010)e x peri ence with fAsignificant overlapd betw
(and theirconsequendecision to emove the latter from their taxonomy).

2 Unfortunately, much of the literatui®in Czechor Slovakand inaccessible to many linguists.

3 Gekauerhas since extended this model, first with a sixth {firtvélyessyGt ek auer - & Zi mme
mann 20153nd then to an eigllype mode( Gt e k a u khave &rquddBepper2018)that these

changes are inconsistent and that they destroy backwardsiiioititp unnecessarily. However, the

first three types, which are most relevant to the present discussion, are the same invatstmes

of the model so | refain from discussing the matter further here.

10



Chapterl. Towards a comparative concept

OT1 all three constituents are present in the naming-urstaD
e.g.truck driver< TRUCKp+DRIVEA+AGENTs

OT2 the determining element of the mddkis omitted- BA
e.g.driver < @p+DRIVEA+AGENTs

OT3 the determinedactional)elementA is omitted- BD
e.g.trucker< TRUCKp+Ja+AGTs

OT4 the markis simple BS
e.g.blackbird< BLACK s+BIRDg

OT5 no mark=the absence of onomasiological structur@
€.9.timevers < TIMENoun

OT 1BAD
truck driver
determining | g
element
. presenP 2
determined | § OT 2BA
element .
present? |2 L
mark H — OT 38D
complex? |e trucker
mark 1 OT4B9
present? |2 blackbird
0T5 ®) e 5 e
. S Simple mark
time A Actional
D:  Determining

Figure 3: The five basic onomasiological types
(after 198)ekauer

My comparative concef binominal lexeme ishusidenticalto Onomaiological
Type3: binominals are complex haming units consistingrobnomasiologal base

and the determining element of the onomasiological ntarkwithout the deter
mined, i.e. actional, element (hence the unspecified nature of the semantio).elatio
Adopting this onomasiologicglerspective hasnumber of important consequences.
Firstly, syntheticcompoundsreruled out of scopeBecause of the presence of the
actional elementoRIVE), theyare OnomasiologicalType 1, notType 3.The ono-
masiological perspective thus provéd@etheoretical underpinning and further justi-
fication for the decision to exclude such compounds from the sBeyndly as
derivational affixesand lexicalrootsare accorded the same status in theTase
ological model,nouns derived from other nouns, such as Sloga& | e z ni c a
[iron.ADJZ.NMLZ] RAILWAY , must beincluded. So, too, mustoun classier con
structionssuch aBoratuu.heju[nosecm(hole)]NOSTRIL Thisfits nicely with the
constructiorst view underlyingmy choice & research topic, in that it opgap the

11
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possibility of investigating somespects of the syntarorphologylexicon contin-
uum. And thirdly, colour termsand other words representing qualities are out of
scope when thefgnctionas theonomasiological mark (as blackbird), sincesuch
construtions are ofType 4 However,when theyrepresenthe baseas inTakia
patun kdabgan[egg3sGyellow:3s@ YoLK, lit. Ay el | ,dheyameinsoepeg O
(seefurther pagel05ff).

1.2.4 Defining the object of study

Gt e k amodet df snomasiological tygeprovide a satisfyingmotivation for
regarding binominal lexemes asmsslinguistic category and for justifying the
exclusionof syntheticcompounds and thiaclusionof both denominal derivations

and chssifierconstructionsUnfortunately though this model is not wideljknown

or generallysubscribedo, sothere is a neeth define my object of study in more
theoreticallyneutral tems. This can be accomplished by réfig the provisional
definition given in(1) in such a way as to render synthetic compounds out of scope
anddenominal derivationand classifier constructios scope.

The first objective could be hieved by adoptinglaspelmath £012)t er m -6t hi ng
roptdefi nedhat denot®s a physical objec
pl ace of 6 n o mThis abviously@xtlades drivar, esince RIVE is

anéctionr o piitad t bat denotes a vomathoésal enmt
Howe v er , thindreo adefhotimclumlenominalizing afixes like the-ica

ing e | e.inroider aincludethese,| requirea subdivision of affiesparallelto

Has pel mat h 6 sroossimtb thHingvoot sadtiom-root anflpropertyroot. |
thereforeproposethe termsd@hing-affixg 6 a c@affixt6 n and éffixdbarder t y
define the first oftheseasit a n  thdt demotes a physical object (animate or

i nani.mken éngedoots and affixes are both morgghs. minimal linguistic
forms,Haspelmath 20201 proposehesuperordinate concept dhing-morplbto

cover both(2).

2 thing-morph
a morph thatdenotesa thing (prototypically a physical object, animate
or inanimate)

The definition in ) differs significantly fromH a s p e | aefinitidn @fshing
root (over and aboveesplacing rootvith morph)in that itallows for the inclusion
of non-prototypical thingmorphsthat profilemore abstract entities than physical
objects.

12
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Havingthusintroduced the notion of thiagnorph | can now amend th@ovisional
definition in (1) in such a waythatnouns derived from other noundgefiominal
derivatior) and noun classifiezonstructions£omewithin its scope, and synthetic
compounds (and other forms involving an actional elemengaleded(3).

3 binominal lexeme(final)
a lexical item that consistprimarily of two thingmorphsand whose
function isto name a complex concept that involves an unstateahder
specifiedyelation between two entities

The wor d mages it aeattratiadlditianal morphological material may be
present, provided thatsifunctionis grammaticalThe functional parof the defi-
nition is actually redundant, since theri# alwaysbesome kind ofelationbetween
the entities profiled by the thiagorphsin such dexical item Howeverthe addi-
tional clarification does no harm, arehges to make the undigng concept clearer,
so | cloose to leave it inlt also servesatdirect attention tthe semantic relation,
whichwill become a major concern from Chapéasnwards

Henceforth the term 6bi ntonbinamadliéxenei | | b
and the terntbinominalconstructiodwill refer to schemas thate instantiated by
individual binominak, such asviodHeadfor typical Germanicfi r o compound
andHeadPREMViodfor R 0 ma n repositidmalcompounds. Construdions that do

not name generic concepre not covereckvenif thetermused by other lingsts

i ncludes t he (4yeeeatboMadni(206Mi nal 6

(4) *binominal quantifier constructions, such asSp. un montén de amigas
6heap of(Verveckkera0ds 6
*expressive binominal NPslike an angel of a childFoolen2004)
*type binominals, such ag-r. uneespece de baleiea ki nd of whal
(Mihatsch2016)

Informally, | describebinominalsasnourrnoun compounds and their functional
equivalents The exampledn (5), all of which mearrAILWAY unless otherwis
statedillustratesome otthe variety and offers a taste of things to coAe noted

above, syntheticompounds are out of scope; so too are NVN cortsbtngsuch

as Vietnamesbva t n [nm®e& aafj morningBREAKFAST, in which the deter

mined element of the onomasiological maskalso present; contrast this with
Kildin Sami @ n ¢ . e s [ormngATTRIMEal] which has the same nominal
constituents but lacks the actional constituent. Also out of scope are compounds
composed of a noun plus an adjective (unless the adjective is denominal, as in the
caseoffel eznga.a doro

13
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(5) a rootcompoundsGemaneisen.bahriron.track]

compoundswith linking elemens: Greeks i Ui r . pronlig.raadjo s
prepositional compound&renchchemin de fefjway of iron]

relational compoundfRussiang e | e z . n dijoraADid road]o g a
genitival lexemesBezhtakil.o.s hino[iron.OBL.GEN way]
constructtasdexemesHebrewmesila.t barzejtrack sTciron]

izafet constructionsTurkishdemir.yol.uliron.roadP0oss3sd

denominal nominalizatius Slovakg e | e ZiromADJz.eMaz]

i. doublemarking Western Farss u r U x [hele EbriogeaDndz] NOSTRIL

j. classifierconstructionsBoratuu.heju[nosecm(hole)]NOSTRIL

Se@ o 0o

Thecomparativeconcepof binominals as used in the present work is novel, but it
is not entirely without precedent.itin some sense preselnirking (so to speak)

in the backgroundnd waiting to be discovereit, three studies disissed irthe
nextchapteryiz. Levi (1978)on &complex nominal@ 2(3.4), Rainer(2013)on
Gelational adjectiveand their competitor® 2(3.8, andBauer& Tarasova2013)

on éadnominal nominal modificatiod(82.3.3.

1.3 Theoretical framework

The presenstudy is conducted within the framework®i | |  &abayatidn 6fs
traditional Greenbergian typologknown as Radical Construction GrammiHnis
framework proceedsdm three basic assumptiorgardingmorphosyntax

The first is thathe proper unit fogrammatical analysis is a (morphosyntactioh-

s t r u c[f]heosecénd assumption is that one must always investigate a construction

with respect to how its morphoggetic form expresses its function, which in our anal-

ysis includes both meaning and information packaging. These first two assumptions

are shared by construction graménaand the second assumption is characteristic of
functionalist theories of grammaticalt r uct ur eé The t hird assumj
always examine how the morphosyntactic expression of a function varies across lan-
guages. The third assumption, combined with the first two, is the hallmark of linguistic
typology (Croft forthc.).

In describng the function of construction§roft advocates separating semantic
contentfromwhah e call s &éinformation packagi ng:i
in terms ofthreebasic semantic classebjects, poperties and actionmformation

packagings organized around the following skeletal structure:

1ln the framewor k e mpdiofyiedathieared itsheonley mu sderd wi
expressions, so the word d6éadnominal d is superfl

14



Chapterl. Towards a comparative concept

1 referencei what the speaker is talking about

1 predication i what the speaker is asserting about the referents irtiaubar
utterance

1 modification T additional information provided about the referent.

Semantic Propositional act
class . .
reference modification predication
UNMARKED genitive, predicatenominals
object NOUNS adjectivzations,
PP6s on n
property deadjectival nouns | UNMARKED predicat adjectives
ADJECTIVES
actionnominals, participles, UNMARKED
action complements, infini{ relative clauses VERBS

tives, gerunds

Tablel: Cr o fyrid 6fbasic crosdinguistic constructions

Since all three semantic classes can refer, modify or predicat8,gxi@ of basic
crosslinguistic constructions is obtained@gblel); cf. Croft (1991: 67; 2001: 88;
2003: 185; forthc.: 13, 29 this mode]

Thenominal modifier construction (cxn) expresses modification with an object con-
cept. The most common type of nominal attributive phrase is the possesdjeni-
tive phrag asinT h e b o y 6Bnglidhiisesya distiect construction with the clitic
-6 &Croft forthc.: 41 42).

Binominals are a special kind of nominal modifier construction in whialoeegs

of lexicalization is underway (and which may proceed as fanagrbation). In

terms of Koptjevskaja@ a m ndissnction between anchorirand noranchoring
relationsin adnominal possessipdiscussed in 82.1 binominalscorrespondo
thenonanchoringtype Again,though, they arsituated towards the lexical end of

the syntaxmorphologylexicon continuum Theyarethereforeideal for exploring

this continuum: as naming units they are all part of the lexicon, but while some
(suchaghemindefgrar e O60sgnt daphi a§somdlikeigre | retnu rcea
ar e 0 mor pnrhiledtherg éiserddh)d aprolelematio (Jackendof2009)

in a theory with a strict division between lexicon and grammar

Thepresenstudyis firmly situated within traditional Greenbergis&ypology, but
it does not belongo eithermorphological or syntactic typologgs traditionally
understod. It belongs more properly lexical typology, despite the fact that it is

15
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broader in many respects than most studies withirstii#ield. As Kibrik (2012)
points out, thelatr Ausually focuses on rather r e
such agolorterms, kinship terms, body part terms, or mofiowvat er ver bso.
his own work Kibrik aims to pose more genera¢sgtions, and the paper cited here

pr oposes i a mnofiliegphe vedal texical systenpof a language in its

ent i p.dIB)yldo not presume to suggest that my study does the same with
respect to the nominal lexical system, but perhaps tastibution tosuch agoal

1.4 Design of the study

1.4.1 An empirical, data-driven approach

The experience of replicating Bau@001) through the pilot study mentioned in
81.2.1made it clear thadescriptivegrammars would not be the best smufor the
kind of data needed for a broad criisguistic study of binominals. Most grammars
cove compounding in one way or another, albeit often briefly and with few examples
as witnesgxperiences reported by Bayseepage?24) andGuevaraet al(seepage
34). But very fewgrammarsmakespecific reference to oth&inds of binominal
word-formation, let alone describe them in any detail or dishossthe/ compete
with one another within the language in questios.as if e functionakquivalents

of compoundindall between two stoolgheydo notbelongto émorphology(and

its subdomain, worflormation),because they have a phrasal aspettneitier do
they belongo &Gyntaxd hecausehey are lexicalGrammars would do well to sta
including a separate chaptertbe lexicon and the strategies by which it is enriched

The seeds ofraalternative approadwo the use of grammaveere sowrfor meby
PierreArnaudd £004a)study, which compaescompoundingn 13 languages by
first establishing a list 029 conceptgor meaningshndtheninvestigaing how
these are namedhatsuch aronomasiological approach could work on a larger
scale was confirmed bWlatthiasUrbard $2012 dissertationand when | then
came acrostheWorld Loanword @itabas¢Haspelmatl& Tadmor 20093 | was
presentedvith botha principled method afonstruding a list of meanings 1)
anda way tokick-start my data collgion (83.3). All of the abovementionedstudies
aredescribed moréully in Chapter2, alongwith seminal studies of compounding
(82.1) and wordformation(82.2) in crosslinguistic perspectivelTaken bgether
these waks inspired thedesign of thepresentstudy,which isa detailed analysis
of binominal lexemesepresenting 100 meanings asd ® languagesbased on
10,754 data pointsDetails of how the meanings and languages were selected, how
the data was gathered, and how it waalysedare given in Chaptes.
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1.4.2 Research questions

Since nominals as such have not previousBen identified as an object of study,
it was only possiblat the outseto formulatevery general research questipns
whichreflectthe exploratory, datalriven natureof the presenstudy:

1 What is the extent and diversity of binominal wérdb r mat i on i n th
languages™ other words, what are the functional equivaleftsounnoun
compounds in the worldés |l anguages?

1 How can binomina be classified typologicallyn terms ofmorphosyntactic
structureandsemantic relatiors

1 What generalizations can be made and howtlvase be explained?

1 How dothe preference patternsxhibited by individual languagesorrelate
with areal, genetic and typologidalatures?

1 How do binominal sategies relate to strategies for expressing attributive pos-
sessiof?

More precise research questiamaergel from the data as the study progressed
and areelaboratedn Chagers7 and8.

1.5 Structure of this work

Croft (2003: 2)offers three linguistic definitions of typology that correspond to
ifithe thraeyseéempgiesi odl scientific analy
observations of empirical phenomena), generaliziiothis case, the formulation

of language universglandfunctionattypologicalexplanatbn. These are expanded

by Song(2007:9)intof i ve st ages of Adoing typol og

(a) identification of a phenomenon to be investigated
(b) generation of a language sample

(c) creation of a typological classification

(d) formulation of a typological generalization

(e) explanation of the typological genération

While this scheme islightly artificial, in the sense that scientific research does not
proceed in such discrete stepsargelyfollow this scheme in the structure okth
presentwork. The first stage has been covered in this chapter and evilltther
elucidated in thditerature reviewhatfollows (Chapter2, Earlier work). Therel
discusswork thatinfluencedmy choice of comparative concegid research design
This includes crosbnguistic studies ofvord-formation(especiallycompounding
studies that prefigure the concept of binonsrahdlargescale, typologicastudies
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that take aroadly onomasiologicapproach(Other work that pertains tmore
specific topicds discussed in thappropriatecontext).

Chaptef3, Meanings, languagesanddataover s t he diwwstagasd o f
| startout by treatingn some detaithe importanimethodological issuef how |
selectedhe meaningsnd to wha extentthey can be considered representative
(83.1). I thendescribeand evaluatéhelanguage sampl&3.2), my sourcef data
(opendatdase questionnairg dictionariesand grammajsand the challenges posed

by each of then(83.3).

Chapterd covers thereliminarydataannotation( fi ¢ o dthanpgecdedled the de-
velopment of thaypological classificationAmong the issues discussed are how
to identify binominals (§.1); how to identify the head wherth major constitu-
ents are thingoots (%.2.1), and when one of theis a thingaffix (84.2.2; how

to define constructions 483); and basic data analytics4(8).

In Chaptel5, Typological classificatiofl presenaclassificatiorof morphosyntactic
strategie{ S o nthgrd stage)following a discussion oh number otheoretich
prerequisitesin which | have recourse to the work of Koptjevskagmm and
Croft. Among other things, | raisissues associated with the use of hierarchical
classifications ad put forwardan alternativeapproachusing a twedimensional
grid. 1 alsoconsider the issue of gradience, includimgvtit can be captured in a
visual representatiorkinally | present statistics regarding the distribution of the
nine basic strategig¢hat | have identified in the data.

In Chapter6, Semantic relationd developa second classificatiobased orthe
unstated(or uncerspecified)relation between théwo nominal constituents of a
binominal Againl startoutwith theoretical prerequisiteghis time invokingBauer

& Tarasovaand JandaAfter reviewing the literatureand havinga rant,| make a
point of not reinventing the wheeinstead | reusawo preexisting systems
Ha t c highledelschematigsystem of bur relationsandB o u r dow-dedeb
systemof 25 relationsl suggesminor amendments to Bourque and a significant
extension to Hatcher, and théno | | o w &xample byihtégsaing the two
into a single whole: the HaterRBourqueclassification The chapter concludes
with statistics regarding the distribution of semantic relations in the data.

In Chapter7, Typological generalizationsny goal isto formulate generalatiors of
the kindapprop i at e towth sfagaTlge® ®picare considezd: word order
(87.1), the relationship between possessaed binominals (82), and the hypoth-
esisof a correlation between binominal strategies and semantic relatio8s (8
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In Chapter8, Conceptual generalizations departtempoarily from traditional
Greenbergian typology in order to investigate whether the data can provide insights
into matters more related tmnceptual organisatioifrirst | look for evidence to
support ny two-paths hypothesis 8&1) and then present two dichotomies and a
cline that are suggested by the data: Heamhing versus modifieframing (8.2),
relationaland sortal noun$88.3) and specieframing versus attributfaming

(88.4).

In Chapter9, A model of associative relatisnl probe deeper into the realm of
Cognitive Linguistics in an attempt to develop an overarching model of associative
relations that can encompass not just the semantic relations discuSéeqbiers,

but also metonymic relations4&) andcognitive relations as understood in lexical
typology (8.2). | thenonce agaitforcethe linguistreader out of her comfort zone

in order tashow howT opic Mapscanenrichthe discussiofg9.3), before proposing

a model of associative relations called the PHA®Iel ($.4).

Chapte 10, Conclusionoffersa briefsummary,discusssthe contribution to science
of the present workandindicates areas for further research.

The appendiceare as fdbws:

A A list of languages cited (ordered by ISO code for ease of reference),
gether with the family and genus to which they belong and the area in
which they are spokepage381).

B A list of everysourceof data andyrammaticainformationfor each of the
languages in the samplardered by language narfgage385.

C Thelist of meaningshow they areategorisedand various statistics as-
sociated with them gge391).

D An inventoryof possessivandbinominalconstructiongnd the strategies

they embodyordeed by area, genus andnguagewith an example of

each(page393.

The completebinominal data set gge446).

A summaryof the database structure (patS).

The questionnaireent tocontributors (pge485).

Various tableghat were too large for the main body of terk (page487).

I G Tm

I n the spdoinhgotypbéeofgyeé debate in Lir
in order to encourage reuse and replicatioa dataand scriptsised in this project

areall availablefor free download fronthe Tromsg Repository of Language and
Linguistics,https://dataverse.no/dataverse/trolling
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2 Earlier work

The topt of binominallexemesas conceived in this study has pogviouslybeen
investigatedas suchand there are no crefiaguistic studies of binominals from
either an onomasiologicabr any other perspectivéhe most relevant work, in
terms ofhelping mearrive at my comparate conceptand the onomasiological
methodologyfalls into four categories

9 Crosslinguistic studies of specifitypes ofbinominal in particulamounnoun
compound

T Moregeneral crostinguistic studies of wordormation

9 Studies that prefigure the concept of binominals

9 Largescale ypological studies that employ an onomasiological approach

In this chapter | discuss each of these in,tirparticular those aspects that helped
shape the prest work. In§2.1 Compounding considerBauer(2001) Arnaud
(2004b) Scalise& Bisetto (2009) the Morbo/Comgprojectdirected by Segio
Scaliseat the University of BolognandGuevara& Scalise (2009)In §2.2Word
formation | discussAikhenvald (2007) and Gt e k &/alezar & Korivélyessy
(2012) In 82.3 Prefiguring binominald present three studies thatone way or
anotheranticipatethe concept of binominals without actually recognizing it as a
category:Levi (1978) Rainer(2013) andBauer & Tarasovd2013) Finally, in
82.4 Morphological complexity describe two studies Haspelmath& Tadmor
(2009)andUrban(2012)i that helped me finéune the onomasiologicatethod-
ology that | wanted to adopt.

Other literature, some of it of crucial importancetpwork, will be presented and
discussed in later chaptendere it is most relevant: in Chapter Typological
classification KoptjevskajaTammd 6 2 00 2 ; 2 0 0 D03)yypoldgie€af o f t 6 ¢
possessie constructionsin Chapters, Semantic relationghe work of Hatcher

(1960), Bauer& Tarasova(2013), Bourqug2014) and Arnaud2016) on the
semantics of compounding, anflJanda(2011) on metonymin word-formation

in Chapter7, Typological generalization&optjevskajaTamm (2004pnanchoring
andnonanchoringrelationsandK o c¢ §2004) idea of motivational grigand in

Chapter8, Conceptual generalization®Peirsmank Geer aeYyinvénwry ( 2 00 €
of met onymic r e(2083)work onsoneeptuhl agbcmtionsd s
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2.1 Compounding

2.1.1 Bauer (2001)

Bauer(2001) is a crosdinguistic survey of compounding based amgenetically
and areally diverse sample of 36 langua@egTable2). The sample comprises
six languages from each Bfr y gI9@Harge linguistic areas (4, O, G, N,
S), with each language belonging to a different gehus.

Africa (A)

Australia / New Guinea (G)

HebrewHEB(Semitic}
TswanarsNBantoid)
YorubayoRDefoid)
Ewe EWHKwa)
Turkanatuv(Nilotic)

Kanuri KNQ(Saharan)

Yimas YEELower SepikRamu)
Kobonkpw(Madang)

Siroi ssp(Madang)
Waskiawsk(Madang)
MaraMec(MangarrayiMaran)

ArabanaarD(Karnic)

Eurasia (E)

North America (N)

Abkhazask(AbkhazAdyge)
ChukchickT1(ChukotkeKamchatkan)
Tamil Tam(Dravidian)
DanishpDAN(Germanic)
BasquesugBasque)

FinnishFIN(Finnic)

KalaallisutkaL(Eskimo-Aleut)
Kiowa Kio(Kiowa-Tanoan)
TZz'utujil TzZYMayan)
DakotabAk(Siouan)
Takelmatkm(Takelma)

ShoshonesHHNorthern UteAztecan)

Southeast Asia & Oceania (O)

South America (S)

KhmerkHMm(Khmeric)
Vietnamese/ig(Vietic)

Maori MRI(Eastern MalaydPolynesian)
Batak Toba&sBQNW SumatraBarrier Is)
Yue ChineserUHSinitic)

Tha THA(Kam-Tai)

PaumarPAD(Arawan)
HixkaryanaHix(Parukotoan)
CayubabacygCayubaba)
Pirah&vypP(Piraha)

Imbabura HighlQuichuaQvi(Quechua I1)

Paraguayan GuaragUG(Tupi-Guaran)

Table2: Language sample (Baug001)

1 According toGlottolog 2.7, three of the languages chosen to repreAastralia/NewGuinea
(Kobon, Siroiand Waskigiare now considered to belong to the same genus (Madang).
21 n D rchassificdtisn Africa includes Semitic languages of soutlstvsia (e.g. Hebrew
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Bauerstarts out by developing a definition of compo@@dwvhichis only intendd

to present a fAfocal notionod of the way
paper,sincethe authoracknowledge that neither phonological, gramrigatl nor

semantic isolatioarenecessary or sufficient critarior compoundhood.

(6) compound
a lexical unit made up of two or more elements, each of whitfunction
as a lexeme independent of the other(s) in other contexts, and which shows
some phonological and/or grammatical isolation from normal syntactic
usage(p. 695)1

Topicscovered by Baudncludecompounadypes, the order of elementsemantic
relations, morphological and phonological effects, lam to delimit compounds
from other multiword lexical items, such dsxicalised phrase$(. comme il faut

[as it is_necessaryd p r o Breponime de terrgapple of earth]p p ot Bng.0 6 ;
wo me n 6 ationlanndb a t 6 s angGenmNVergil3.mein.nich{forget.me.not]

6 f o-mgrea t The discussion of compourgpesis based o Unid slassifi
cation of Sanskrit compounds:

1 tatpuru /& (determinativiecompounds in which one element modifies the other;

f k ar ma d hcddmpaunds are either adjve-noun (e.gEng black.bird or
two nouns in apposition (e.Bng.fighter-bombey;

1 dvandva (copulative aggregativecoordinativg compounds fAhav
more words in a coordinate relation, such that the entitytelérns the totality
oftheenttedenot ed by each of the el ements

1 b a h u v(pogshaskiveexocentrit compounds are exemplified by the name
ofthetypeb a h u .[muchgite]6a ri ch per somwngalote. s
of r, ¢f. €rg yed.head

 avy ay §dorhpdundsare mentioned by Bauéor the sake of amplete
ness, but not di s c ussesde db ys i rneccee ntth es ct hea

f upapadas a m [(syathetic verbal, verbahexug compounds.

According to Bauerthe synthetidor verball)c o mpound type i s fin
welldef i nedo. Wh ibderdiscussedwithseferare to theyGermanic

languagessudh compounds aréd muc h mor e wi despreado. |
(1994)definii on (Acompounds whose head el emen

L1n this chapter, references with the form p. ## refer to the publication currently being reviewed.
2 Uninflected adverbial compounds (http://learnsanskrit.org/nouns/cordgt@wyayibhavia
3 Bauerdoes not use the Sanskrit term for this type of compound.
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The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

points to a lack of agreement concerning the kinds of derivation to be inéluded.
According to Bauer, fimuch of the discus
has centred on the factdahthe modifying element in the compound is (usually)
interpreted as an argument of the verb
This observation alerted me to the fact such compounds may involve a different

set of propertiedian root compoundsnd prompted me to exclude them from this

study (cf. §.2.2and 8.2.3.

Under the rubri c A modegatesdtegugtapostidntoleef f ect s

Aithe normod in compoundi ng.Fr.themnmdefed i nk e c
[road ofiron]6 r ai | way 6 ) a heee Otherwise th@onssituedtenaye d

be l inked by isome k i n dhmerfyianpthaarnk i n g €
[vehicleLk.place]l6 gar age6), or through fisome i nf

me n t s oYiméseungn. numprarjvillage.oBL pigf 6 dome st i cand ed pi
sometimes it may be unclear whiof these is involved. Inflectional forms are

usually casemarkers and the most common are those used for possegisaiher

by marking the possess@r.g.Fin. auto.n.ikkungcarGEN.window]6 c ar wi ndow®d
or the possessn (e.g. Takelmap!iyin sgéx a b[deerits:haf deerskinhadt ) . - Ho w
ever, other case markers atsofound, including nominative, accusative, dative,

ablative, instrumental, oblique, adessive and more.

As for phonological effects, in addition to morphophonemic and morphotonemi
changes that aficoncomitantof the compounding process in languages such as
Japanesa n d N a mapboyvideBexamples of a number of processes in which
phonolaical material is elided, ranging from the merger of two vowels, to the
shortening of the first or even both elements, as in the Hebievd rakevel<
rakevet + keveJtrain cablejo c abl e car 6.

I n his brief discusmsdomp odfn didareeateaenwgesr i r
lack of information in most descriptions regarding the kinds of semiaalations

exhibited by compounds, but says that the available evidence sligffast®eme

languages at leastthat there may not be any finite list of relationsHips.his

own sampl e, Aunderl ying semantic rel at]i
common (e.gEng.furniture store bone cancer and the next most frequent type

is where the head is made from the material in the modifierEegysandastle.

1 Lieber classifiesspeechsynthesizems a syntheticompound but nospeeh synthesison the
grounds thasynthesiss not (overtly) derived fromynthesize | n G schédma (&.2.8, these
would be classified as Onomasiological Tyfdeand 3, respectively.

2| return to this issue in ChaptérSemantic relations
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Chapter2. Earlier work

The evidence, he concludesy gge st s
to indicate | ocati
and 6coming fromb

Al so of rel evance

tween the order of head noun and modifier in compoundstigtorder of (inoun
and adjective, and (ii) noun and possesgable3 shows the ragdts obtained for
the nouradjective comparisohB a u e r
order

caseod0 that the

order of noun and
noun + head noun structures (rigttadedcompounds), independent of the syn-
tactic order of adjective and noun.

comment s
of head

adjective,

Word Order A|E|O|G|N|S|Total
N-Adj & N-Mod |3 |0 (5|0 |2|0| 10
N-Adj& ModN |2 |1|0 |4 |2|2]| 11
Adj-N & N-Mod [0 |0 |0 |0 (0|1 1
Adji-N& Mod-N|0 4|1 (1|21 9
insufficientdata|1 (1|0 |1 |0 |2 5

Table3: Order ofnounadjective and noumodifier (Bauer2001)

t hat it

t hat Acompounds ma
on oG, somade edpeah
aré all interpreted

t odisdudsien opthe emrelatians be-o r k

and emodi f

andr he

What Baueffails to observe is thdtis data actually revealwery common kind of
fi t ib mok(ar is exjrgmelys
r a r(E€rpftdl990: 56) This becomes very clear if the data are represented in the
form of atetrachorictable, as inTable4a. From tis we canderivethe implica
tional universalAdj-N E Mod-N (that is, adjectiveroun order implies mofier-

head noun order in compounds). Furthermore, it can be concludétbithad (i.e.
right-headedne3ss the dominant order credigguistically, and thaN-Mod (i.e.
left-headedne3ss the recessive ordeFhe numbers come out slightly differently
inmyr epl i cat i on (mehtiorRdearber opage7)swhiohdvasbased

on the same sources bastricted tanominal compoundéPepper2015) butthey

still support the same implicational universal (3able4b). It is no longer possi-

ble to asceain the reason for the discrepancy in the numbers, since the data poin
from which Bauer derived his tables are no longer extant (Bauer, p.c.). As for the

di stribution in

whi

ch

1 My own results presented in@&4, suggest a different scale of frequency.
2The letters A, E, O, G, N, S stand for the six geographical Afeias, Eurasia, Southeast Asia &
Oceania, Australia/N& Guinea,North America andouth America.
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The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

replication study, no unambiguous order of head and modifier could be determined
for six languagesthree of these (Kanyrkue Chineseand Tzutujil) have both
left- and rightheadedcompounds, and three (Matdalaallisutand Hixkaryana
appeamnot to have compounds at &doreover, in Taitujil adjectives may appear

| anguage that exhi
combination of adjectiv@oun and heathodifier orders is Cayubaba

either before or after the noufT. h e

N-Mod | Mod-N N-Mod | Mod-N
N-Adj] 10 11 N-Adj 9 13
Adj-N 1 9 Adj-N 1 7
(a) Bauer2001 (b) Pepper2015

Table4: Noun + Adjectivaetrachorictables
(Bauer2001; PeppeR015)

Turning to the correlation between the order of head and modlifathe order of
possessoand possessn, Bauero b s er ves
Tableb5). Again, representing the data as a ttagic table Table6a) reveals a
distribution from which it is possible to derive the implicational univePsas

N E Mod-N, with Mod-N (right-headedes$ again emerging agominant. In this
case, however, only the two harmonic cotrefes (N-Poss & NMod andPossN

& Mod-N) can really be said to be frequefshd while thePossN & N-Mod can

char act er i z e dtheather dishaxnonicepateiNyPoss & r e 0 ,
Mod-N, is also rather infrequent. The data thus tend towdnidanditional uni-
versal of the typ@ossN [ Mod-N.

be

a nAslightly

Word Order A|E|O|G|N|S|Total
N-Poss & NMod |3 (0|4 (0|0 |1 8
N-Poss &Mod-N |1 |00 |0 |2 |0 3
PossN & N-Mod [0 [0 (O O |10 1
PossN& Mod-N |1 (5|14 |1|2]| 14
insufficientdata |1 1|1 |2 |2|3| 10

Table5: Order of nourpossessoand nourmodifier (Bauer2001)

In my replication study, this tendency turned intoexceptionlespattern Table
6b). No disharmonic ptternswvere foundat all: either the head is on the left in both
compounds and possessiv@nstructions, or it is on the right in both.
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Chapter2. Earlier work

N-Mod | Mod-N N-Mod | Mod-N
N-Poss 8 3 N-Poss 10 0
Poss-N 1 14 Poss-N 0 19
(a) Bauer2001 (b) Pepper2015

Table6: Noun+ Possessotetrachorictables
(Bauer2001; Pepper2015)

Once again, the reasons for this discrepancy between the two studies cannot be
ascertained f or damare @oilongerlexdantaHoweser, Beluge r 6
canbefound in a comment made by Bauer concerning the nusrieearrived at:

It is not entirely clear how much weight can be attributed to such figures, given the
lack of consistency across languages in the ordering of modifier and head in compounds
[i.e. that manylanguages have both hemmitial and heasinal compounds]Although

it might be expected that this would be fixed in any individual language, that is the
case only in about hatff my sample from any of the areagdsThe figures are given
below in [Table7]. The figures given in this table show inconsigties across com-
pounds of all woretlasses, but even if only noun compdarare considered, there i
considerable inconsistency. The figures for nouns alone are parenthesisguléd]

It must be recalled that many languages are cemsiftecause only one pattern of
compound is reporteg. 697).

This carries the very sing implication thatlisharmonid(i.e. mixed) order of head
and modifier is the norm and tHadrmonicordering is the exception.

Word Order A E (0] G N S Total

Consistent ordering | 3(3)|3(5)[4(4)|4(6)|2(3)|2(3)|18(24)
Inconsistent ordering 3(3) | 3(1)|2(2)|2(0)|3(3)|3(2)|16(11)
Unclear or missing [0(0)[0(0)|0(0)|{0(0)|1(0)|1(1)| 2 (1)

Table7: Consistency of heachodifier ordering (Baue2001)

B a u efigutes can be compared with those obtainedhyrreplication study. In

Table7, the numbers for what Bauer t er ms
the rows labelledModN and NMod (representig rightheadedand leftheaded
compounds respectively); these are collated in 3o®ince the replication study

only investigated nominal compounds, the numbeTalrie8 correspond to those

in parentheses ihable7. The relevant comparison is thus between the numbers in
parentheses in both tables (shdwiboldface).
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Type A |[E |O [G [N [S |Total
ModN 1/6|0|5|4]4 20
NMod 4105|001 10

Consistenordering [ (5) [ (6) | (5) | (5) | (¥ | (5) | (30)
Inconsistenbrdering| (1) | (0) | (1) | (0) | (1) | (0)| (3)
Unclearormissing | (0)| Q)| O)| Q)| @@ ]| @)

Table8: Consistency of heachodifier ordering(Pepper2015)

Observe that 30 languages were considered to have consistent ordering in the rep-
lication study, as against just 24 in the original; the cormdipg numbers for
inconsistent ordering are three and eleviain, it is no longer possible trace

the reasons for the discrepancy between the results obtained byaBdoerself

from investigating the same languageing the same sources, but certaiints

can be obtained from a detailed examination of theset® of data. Lookingt the

bottom row in each table, we observe first of all that whdencludel that three
languages (Marailixkaryanaand Kalaallsut) do not have copounds, Bauer,

based orthe same sources, concludes that only oneawfitioes nofThen, com-

paring the numbers for each linguistic area, we can observe that

1 only one of the Africa languages (Kanyriwas found byme to have both
right-headedand leftheadedcompounds, as against three according to Bauer
1 the Eurasian language that Bacensidered to have inconsistent orderiragw
found to be heatinal (ModN by me
1 only one language from Southeast Asia aedabia (Yue Chine¥evas found
bymet o have both ordetwoblhgs, as against
1 one of the Australia/New Guinea languages (Navas found byme not to
have noun compounds, whereas Bamrsiders it to have consistent order-
ing;?

11t is not unlikely that the second language considered by Babermixed was Vietnamesehich is

sometimes reprted to have both lefteaded and rigteaded compounds. However, every native
Viethamese compound is ldfeaded; only compounds loaned from Chinese are-higgdledThe

former predominate and the latter are less transparentifoe nats p e a k éve speakeffimay notde

aware of the etymology of each element within fB&o-Vietnamese compoundj onstr ucti ono
(Nguyén1997: 72, 77)binh (2002:150) does not meiun rightheaded compoundmd statethat

t he he ashlwayointhefifsit posi ti on. o0 On tNwvidte Vilirmeses | as s
Bauerd6s criteria may have been different.

2 Heath(1981)doesnot explicitly state that nounouncompoundslo not occur in the language, but

this is strongly implied by its omission from his discussion of compounds
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1 in North America) found one language (Kalaallisulid nothave corpounds,
while Baueris of a different opinion;
1 only for South America do the two analyses coincide

The most important conclusion to be drawn from this (apart from the need to make
0 n e 0@ avalable for future reseamts) is that different types of compound
should be treated separately in order for patterns to emerge classtynmary,
Bauer(2001)provides a good overview of the many issues invoindtie study

of compounding, but the study does not lead to any new insigfitssis probably
becauseompounding as a whole is too heterogeneous, in which case a study that
focuses on nominal compounds only (or perhaps just-noun conpounds, or
evendeterminativanourrnoun compoundshight bear moreinterestingypological
fruit. I't could also be becatdhateidauer 0
offer the scope for investigating specific issues (such as semantic relations and
word ordercorrelation$ in more depth.

2.1.2 Arnaud (2004)

Arnaud(2004a)is an edited collection of studies of compoundintp@sixteerian-
guagedisted inTable9. In a short concluding chapter, entitlecoblématique du

nom compaf Arnaud discusses a range of general issues, including those of def-
inition, ambiguity, headedness, demarcation, semantic relations, prosody and bor-
rowing, many of them baretpuched orby Bauer before finally presenting a short
onomasiological studiyn which 29 meaningareexaminel across 13 languages in
order to assess the exteficompounding in each languadewas this study that

first gave me thaea of applying the onomasiological method in my own research.
Arnaud describes the method as follows:

Pour comparer les langues, on peut, dans le sens onomasiologique, établir une liste de
concepts et voir comment cegksontd ®n o mm®s . |l mesndagdido®@t @il d ¢
l'iste qui r®dui se | es di f f&@ireompoeantdesu!| t ur
concepts de parties du corps, espéces naturelles, phénomeénes météorologiques, arte-
facts répandué (Arnaud2004a:347F

1 The possibilities for compounding more than one independent lextaé m &ar eméaky | i mi t
(Fortescuel984) Sadock2003)me nt i onpofiadi ewf®r ms that can be ¢
but both his examples appear to be calques.

2 [To compare languages, one can, in the onomasiological ssteljsh a list of concepts and look

at how these are named. It is obviouslyuastion of estalshing a list that reduces cultural differ-

ences to a minimum, that is to say, comprising concepts for body parts, natural species, meteorolog-

ical phenomena,wd el y used artefacts &/
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Africa (A) Southeast Asia & Oceania (O)

Central Atlas Tamazightzm(Berbe)  KhmerkHM(Khmeric)
Bambaraeam(Mandé KumakNEEEastern MalaydPolynesiah
Eurasia (E) Angami Naganam(Kuki-Chin-Nagg
TurkishTUR(Turkic) GaloAbL(Macro-Tani)
BasqueeugBasqué Australia / New Guinea (G)

Modern ArmeniatHYEArmenian) GunwinggucuP(Gunwinyguai)
Welshcym(Celtic) North America (N)

Udi upi(Lezgic) Southern East Cregrq{Algonquian
HungariarHUN(Hungariar) South America (S)

Pidgins & Creoles (P) Santiago del EsterQuichuaQus(Quechua Ij

Tok PisinTpPI(Englishbased Creolgs

Table9: Languages covered in Arna2004)

Ar n a tesulisarereproduced below aBable 10 andsummarized irFigure 4,

in whichthe vertical axis displays the numbef compound per languageut of

a possible total of 2€learly, the extent of compounding various greatly from one
language to anothernd thisraisesthe question of what languages that disfavour
compounding do instead. In the case of Fretiehanswer is weknown: complex
conceptssuchasrAILWAY , that are typically expreed through compounding in,
say, Englistand Germaifand, to judge b¥igure4, BasqueCambodian antVelsh

as well)are often expressed using a prepositional constructionchginin de fer
[road of iron] This prompted the centnasearclyuestionof the present work: What

are the functional equivalentsofnemm un compounds in the wo
+ composé compound
(+) trés probablement un compos veryprobably a compound
+ ¢ exocentrique secontta secondary exocentric
+, il existe une autrdénomination non-compositionablternative
non composée exists
i donnée non disponible data not available
/I ne sdappl i gue notapplicable irthe culture
x  cranberrycompound cranberrycompound

Legendfor Table10
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. . N Z
Engishy |(rencny | 2| B| 2| 3|3|B|E|5| 22| YRR o
skull CRANE + + |+ | + x + | + +| 8
forehead |FRONT x 1
eyebrow  |SOURCIL + | + + | + x + 6
eyelash cIiL + | + + [(+) + ()] + |+ 8
pupil PUPILLE + + | + + |+, |+ |+ +| 8
nostril NARINE + + | + + |+ | + +| 7
canine CANINE + |+ |+ i + |+ +| 6
elbow COUDE x | + ) X + 5
wrist POIGNET + + + + 4
thumb POUCE ()] + |+ + +| 5
knee GENOU + +)| + 3
calf MOLLET +, + x|+ |+ 5
ankle CHEVILLE + + + +| 4
toe ORTEIL + | + + |+ |+ |+ |+ +| 8
navel NOMBRIL + +, + 3
anus ANUS + |+ + | + + |+ |+ |+ |+ + 10
butterfly  |PAPILLON + +, +, +) +) 5
dragonfly |LIBELLULE + |+ |+4d+ + |+ | x +| 8
grasshoppgsAuTERELLE | + | + + 3
turtle TORTUE + + X, 3
ot e | <] |+ ) ]
rainbow  |ARC-EN-CIEL | + | + + B +]+ (+) +1+1] 9
hail GRELE + T 1
necklace |coLLER + |+ + |+ + |+ [(x) 7
bracelet  |BRACELET + 4+ [+ | T + | + 5
cradle BERCEAU + |+ |/ + | + 4
home FOYER +, |+, + + |+ x| + 7
hook HAMEGON + + 2
quiver CARQUOIS + | /| + + |/ 3
12(18| 7 |22| 7| 3|4|18(14|19(14| 4|9

Table10: Onomasiological crosinguistic comparisonArnaud2004)
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Figure 4: Extent of compounding in 13 languages
(based orArnaud2004)

2.1.3 Morbo/Comp (2004-2006)

Morbo/Compwas aninternational research project on compdngddevised and
directed by Sergio Scalismdbased at the University of Bologna fr@®04 to 2006
Its aim was to colléccompounding data in a standardized mannesrder to
facilitate crosdinguistic comparison:

A systematic compilation of compounding data allowing interlinguistic cosmaatoes

not exist. As a result, every hypothesis proposed so far is descrijiadquateand
languagespecific. For instancelata on the degree of endocentricity/exocentrinitpe

worl dés | anguages is not available yet. T
the different attested types of compounds, the structural exitypbf possible com-

pound words, the presenaad typology of linking elements, plural formation, distri-

buti on of di fferent structures in the w
semantic head coincide, e{Guevaraet al. 2006)

The project website dittp://morbocomp.ssimit.unibo.ifaccessed 20112-07)

lists, among other things, 16 papers dating from 2004 to 2006 and anothan three
preparazionebut thesite appears not to have been updaieck late 2006 Papers
continued to appear for another four years or so, however, including traistwo
cussed below, along with a special issue of the joutivedue e linguaggio

1 No publications or presentations are listed in thevitiets section afir that date, and an event
scheduled for January 2007 i s0680hown as Aforthcort
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(2/2009) containing papers on compding in RussianChinese, TurkishFinnish
Swedish, Czeclhnd Portugese To judge by the authorship of these papers, the
principalparticipants in the project, besides Scdliseself,were AntoniettaBisettq
Antonella CeccagnoAntonio FabregasEmiliano Guevarand Chiara Melloni.
The databaseas reported biuevara et al. (20069 includedata from the 25 lan-
guages shown iffable 11, and byGuevara & Scalis¢2009)to contain around
80,000 compounds from 21 languadgd@he planwasfor the datao be published
onlinefi s o (Gueavara et al. 200@)ut unfortunatelyas is so ofte thecase, this
never came to pass.

According to the wetite,the data were taken from the following sources:

1 specific studies

1 existing corpora (such as e.g. CELEX Butch)

T grammars and dictiaries

I competence of native speakers

9 Internet

1 semiautomated extraction from textual corpora
DutchNLD(Germanic) CatalancAT(Romance) BelarusianBeL(Slavic)
EnglisheENgGermanic) FrenchFrRARomance) BulgariansuL(Slavic)
GermanDEyY(Germanic) Italian ITA(Romance) PolishpoL(Slavic)
NorwegianNOR(Germanic) Latin LAT(Romance) RussiarrugSlavic)

SwedishswHGermanic)  SpanistsPARomance) SerboeCroatianHBg (Slavic)

FinnishFin(Finnic) PortugueseeORRomance JapanesgPNJapanese)
HungariarHUN(Hungarian) Basqueeus(Basque) KoreankoRKoreanic)
TurkishTUR(Turkic) GreekELUGreek) MandarincMN(Sinitic)

HebrewHEB(Semitic)

Table 11: Languages represented in Morbo/Comp

The structure of the database is showi able 66 (seepage487). The project

design calledior each compountb be annotatedith various properties, including

its word cl ass ;(nternalstrturé (pasdd orctlee werdjctasseso )
or fAinput cat egorheadyasitiaplinking ¢leeengPlotisst i t u e
of morphdogicd marking gender of constituents and compousratd Englistgloss.

1 Languages shown in italics ffable11 are not mentioned iGuevara& Scalise(2009)
2ThelSO 6393 code pait HBSnow has the name Soditiestern Slavic.
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In fact only 4,000 or so of the 80,000 compounds were ever analysed in such detalil
(Sergio Scalisegp.c.) The effort required was simply too much for the resources
avail able and the group fAexperienced gr
achieve an adequate description of compounding phersmen

Traditionally, typological surveys ar@abed on written sources: dictionaries and gram-

mars. In this way, a high number of languages,-valanced from the typological and

areal point of view, is relatively easy to achieowever, this methodologyjroved

to be useless to collect compoundutaga: traditional written sources usually do not

include enough examples of the various structural patterns and/or classes. The
Morbo/Compdatabase has relied heavilyanhi ve speakersdéd wor k 1t
and analyzemanually all the represented examples. Unfortunately, this approach turns

[out] to be quite slow and cost{zuevaraet al. 2006)

As a resultthe database iry far from being genetically and arediglancedas

the authors readily admil of the 25 languages are spoken in Eurdpeare
Indo-European and all but one of them belong tostradinguistic areaDr y er 8 s
(1992) Eurasia(The exception, Mandari€hineseis alsospoken on thatonti-

nent, but is assigned by Dryatong with the rest of Sindibetan to Soutleast Asia

& Oceanid. This suggest that another approacts required in order tbuild a
databaseuitablefor use in crosginguistic comparisorand provides support for

the decision taken i n tdnemagitogea methdod. st udy

Despite theséimitations, the Morbo/Compproject produced a number of useful
results.In the presentontextthe twomostimportant aréScaliseandBisettd slas-
sification of compoundgg2.1.4 andtheinvestigationinto the funiversalof com-
pounding by Guevaraand Scalis€82.1.5, which arediscus&din the next two
sectiors.

2.1.4 Scalise & Bisetto (2009)

Scalisean d Bi £@00)paped is a reworking and furthexfinementf an ear-

lier paper(Bisetto & Scalise 2005 which theauthorsaddress the problem of

how to classify compounds. Thestart by reviewing nine classiation schemes,
rangingfrom Bloomfield (1933)andMarchand(1969)to Bauer(2001) andBooij

(2005) The authorspoint outa lack offinted i ngui sti ¢ homogenei
these schemes, which they trace to three causéanaipgespecifc termirology,

(b) neglect of certain categories (e.g. adjectival compounds), amtt¢ejsistent
definitional criteria. Thdatter concernthe unsystematic combination of the criteria
Apresence of headd and fAsemantic rel ati
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As an alternative, thepropose anovel typological classification based on the
Avery simpled assumption that what s

the fact that the two constituents are linked by a grammatical relation which is not
overtly expressed (chpron stringvs. string ofthe apror). Therefore, we would like

to suggest that the classification of compounds be uniquely and consistently based on
this criterion. The possible grammatical relations holding between the two centitu

of a compound are basically the relationat thold h syntacticconstructions: subordi-
natian, coordination and attributiofBisetto& Scalise2005: 326)

Accordingly, they propose a threey top leveldistinction between subordinate
attributive anccoordinatecompoundgnone of which are definedyith afurther
subdiviion of eachinto endocentri@and exocentricdepenénton fAt he pr es
or absence of (Rgukek®.ad constituento

compounds
subordinate attributive coordinate
endo exo endo exo endo exo

Figure5: Classifying compounds (Biset®Scalise2005)

Four years later this model was extended through the introduction of anddéde

level, as shown iffrigure 6 (Scalise& Bisetto 2009: 49ff) In the newproposal,
subordinatecompoundsare subdivided into verbahexusand groundpstensibly

on the basis of whether or rtbe headis fideverbabr nond e v e # Ib addlition
attributive compoundsre split into attributive and appositiven the basisof

whether the noinead is an adjective (@erb) expresag a propertyof the head

directly, a anoun specifingsuchgpr operty indir ethroughy (A
one of itsown properties. As in the 2005 proposal, each of the resudtasses is
subdivided into endocentramd exocentric

1 The exocentridavapiattié d i s h wadsvadgtho 6 &ki shesd shoul d, of cou
pickpockeunder verbahexus not under ground. | assume this is a printing error.
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Two things may be observed about the resulting classifications: Firstly, there is a
logical inconsistency in the use of criteria for the seetawl divisions tlat in-

volve the status of a heddeverbal or notpr northead(adjectival or nomind|

when the further subdivision into endocentiitd exocentricsuggests tht there

may notbe a head Secondly, the distinction between endocentric and exocentric

is really orthogonal to the rest of the clagsifion, in the same way as, say, the
outputcat gor y. Il ndeed, Afexocentricityo is
function of metonymyand/or metaphgyrather than as a property peculiar to com-
poundg(Bauer2008)

subordinate atap coordinate

ground verbal-nexus attributive appositive
exo endo exo endo exo enldo exo
windmill bookseller high school snailmail poetapintor
mushroom soup tree eater blue-eyed swordfish
street seller mushroom cloud
sans papiers pickpocket redskin ?? motherchild
sottoscala BosniaHrzegovina
lavapiatti

Figure 6. ClassifyingcompoundgScalise& Bisetto2009)

Whatever the merits or demerits of the later classification, the basic tripartite dis-
tinction between subordinatattributive and coordinateompounds, common to
both proposals, has been widely adopted, for example by lifeber intoductory
textbook on morpholog{Lieber 2010) Lieber characterizes the three compound
types as follows:

il n an attr ithkeuwdnheadeactcas ampodifiemofithe headsBail mail

is (metaphoricall) a kind of mail that moves like a snail, andviadmill is a kind of

mill that i s activat eadnpdunds, the firsteleqentjoftHen ¢ oo
compound does not modify the second; insteagl, tt wo have equal we i
subordinativesic) compounds one element is interpreted as the argument of the other,

usud 'y as itspd/bjecto (op.cit.

Thus for Lieberwindmill is a prototypicahttributive compound while for Bisetto
andScaliseit is a prototypicakubordinatecompoundg as shown irFigure6. This
discrepancy is unlikely to be due to an unintentional error, apnebablythe case
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with lavapiatti (see footnotd, page35). In both of their papers, Bisetto and Scalise
classifysteamboai another compoundith the semantic structu’¢ POWERED

BY Y T as a subordinate compound, so we can assume that theiricdgissifof
windmill was intentional. And since Lieber usemdmill as a prototypical exam-

ple througlout her chapter on compounding in all three editions of her book, we
can safely assume that her characterization of it as an attributive compound is
equaly deliberate. In short, Lieber considers thewERED BYrelation to be one

of attribution, whereas Bisetto and Scalise consider it to be one @fdsudtion
This raises the question: whaecodegtes fis
of the relation between two nominal&® noted above, Scalise and Bisetto do not
provide any definitionln the case of a verb and a nominal its meaning is clear: if
the nomiral can be regarded as an argument of the verb, then it is subordinate t
it. But in what sense imill subordinate (or not, as the case may beyita in
windmill? | address this issua Peppel(2016)in the light of data from Nizagee

81.1.2 and suggest that subordination is best understood in tettimsreference

point ability (Langackerl993)and involvesone oftwo different paths of mental
accesdo the target concept (the other being access via a superordinate concept).
These issues will come to the fore later in the investigation of semantic relations
and conceptual universdi&hapters and8).

2.1.5 Guevara & Scalise (2009)

The most important attempt from a typological perspective to synthesize the results

of the Morbo/Compproject is GuevarandS ¢ a | ([(260® @ager,Searching for
universalsof compounding The paper starts by introducing the project and justi-

fying the search for universal properties amgpounding. It then discussiaefour

Ai mportant i ssues for the typological
compound, the classification of compounds, the position of the head constituent
and the definittn of compound typeExisting definitions such as those &auer

(quoted aboveandOlsen(2000)( it he combi ning of tot wo f
form a new caornep | feoxu nado rtdod )b e tdrynnerisuffih e r  t
ciently comprehesi v e 0 . The macorgpoudding that one findsrins o f
t he | it e ghiytpredetermimad dy tlfietthieoretical choices made by the
aut hor (s) o:

Consequently, oneb6és views and beliolefs r e
ogy T and of linguistics in generdl are criticalin shaping a working definition for
compounding. Ilmt her t er ms, oneds conception of
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upon) issues such agord, morphemestem root, lexicon concatenationetc., will
contributeinsh pi ng onedsomgoarfdi ni ti on of

It was in ordera solve this dilemméhat | developed the comparative conaefpt

binominal lexemeGuevaraand Scalisgfor their part,simply set thedefinitional
issuetoonesidand | ook for gener al tendenci es
leads them to identify the presence of a relabiobetween the constituents of a
compoundgwhich is not explicitl(phonetically) realizedas a key defining feature.

The authorsthen invokecanonical typologyBrown, Chumakina& Corbett 2013)

andoffer adefinition of canonicalcompoundn terms of the following four criteria:

a) syntactic atomicity (no anaphoric relations between an internalitoenst
of a compound and an external element);

b) lexical integrity;

c) lexical nature of constituents (lexemes, i.e. words, stamsot9, mem-
bers of one of the major lexical categories;

d) the whole is a meber ofone of the major lexical categories.

Defined inthiswayte canon matches fit he ympoestd prfo
well-studied languages (i.e. Germanic, Romance and Chinese)aol ed &6 phr a
c omp o tmwhsioch di ver geodirthatone of the eongtitaent®is i ¢ a |
syntactic not lexical in nature, are not excluded from the domain of compounding
butregardedhs alesscanonicakubtype?

Regarding the classification of compounds, Guewa@ Scaliseeproduce and
adopt the 2005 version of the scheme proposed by BigeticScalise§2.1.4),

with its tripartite toplevel division into subordinat¢sUB), attributive (ATT) and
coordinate(CRD), which they contend fits phrasal and neoclassical compounds
just as well a s buttagam rnondefitibns areprovigedu n d s

A number of issues are addressed in the
and the position of theead constituent, including the distinction betwadrat

they callthe formal head and the semantic head, and the difficuttgtefrmining

the head in coordinateompounds likdt. studentdavoratore6 sdemtwo r k er 0 ,
and verbal nexus compounds with the struduteN] n, such adt. rompi.ghiaccio

1 Exemplified onp. 111 by Engfloor-of-a-birdcage tasteand Nld.lach-of-ik-schiet humoflaugh
or-l1-shoot humour]

2 Unfortunately, Guevarand Scaliselo not go on to develop their four criteria in such a way that a
theoretical space of possibilities emerges cleadyone would ifi ma i n st r écal ty@logya non
There is therefore no way of determining how dipsay specific compoundonformsto the canon.
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[breakice] Gcebreaked . y Tdhotude (contraHaspelmatt2002)thatthe former
should be regarded as having two heads rather than none. e flatter the
upshot appears to be that therd has @ormalhead §incethe features ajhiaccio
Apercol ated t o t hbatnasemnmaptioheaddsinge anicebreaktern | e
is neithera kind ofbreak nor a kind ate). Thisleads to the following definitions

An endocentricompoundhas at least one formal head and at least one semantic head.
If an endocentric compound has only one formal head and only one semantic head,
then the two must coincide. If a compound has one or more formal aedd® se-
mantic head, it will be considerezkocentric If a compound has one or more semantic
heads and no formal head, it will also be considesextentric

This differs from the approach taken in thegamt studywhich focuses on the
semantic head and takascount ofmetonymyand metaphowhen determining
whether or not a compound has a head (4€8.8

Regardinghe positon of the head, Guevaead Scalisdrightly) reject the right

hand head rulef Williams (1981) which defineshe head of a morphologically
complex word to béthe righthand member ofthatward T h ey theldsao r e ]
that theposition of the head is a parameter that is fixed for angrglanguage

(Scalise 1994194), andinsteadii pr ef er t o thahm ievery rguage[ é ]
there is acanonical positionof the headwhich may be disregarded by certain
compoundt y p(@.414).The noti on of &écompound typ
of four properties: output category (e.g. N), structure (e.g. N+N),fitasion (e.qg.

SUB) and position of the head (e.g. Right).

In orderto reveal typological universalthe Morbo/Compdatabase is subdivided
into four Adegebupably relate

1 Romance: Calan, Frenchltalian, Spanish

1 Germanic: DutchEnglish German Norwegian Swedish
9 Slavic: Bulgarian, PolishRussianSerbeCroatian

1 East Asian: Mandarin, Japane&@reart

Data from these languages, comprising about 3,000 compounds, is aimelga®ad
of the followingfive featuresvhich the authors expressingthe generic structure
[XP Y]Z(p.116)

1 The authors acknowledge that Mandarin, Korand Japanesare neithergenetically relatedhor
typologically homogeneous

39



The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

a) Z = Output Category

b) XandY = Input Categories

c) P = Relation between constituents (Classes)
d) [XY] = Combination of Categories

e) [XY]Z = Headedness

Scales of preference azemputed for each of these featusalproducetheresults
shownin Figure?7.

Output category: N>A>V>Adv>(...)
Input category: N>A>V>Adv>(...)
Classification: SUB > ATT > CRD
Headedness: Right > No Head > Left > Both
Combinations: ~ [N+N] >
[A+N] > [N+A] > [A+A] >
[V+N] > [N+V] >[V+V] > (.. )

Figure 7: Scales of preference in compounding (Gueiaiacalise2009)

These results can be summarized as follows:

1 nominal compoundsra more common than adjectival compounds, which are
more common that verbal compour{dtc);

1 the most commononstituents are nouns, followed by adjectives, véstry;

1 subordinateompounds are more coromthan attributive compoundsvhich
in turn are moreommon tha coordinatecompounds;

91 right-headedcompounds predomate, followed by exocentricompounds,
left-headedcompounds and coordinatempounds;

1 nounnoun combinations are masdmmon, followed by other combinations
as shown

A few more insights can be gleaned from a closading of the text, for example,

the greater prevalence of coordinatempounds in East Asian languages%32

compared to the mean (19%).addition, Guevarand Scabehave enough data

to provide empiricale vi dence against a n inoudiegr of f
theaforemne nt i onéda nidr ihghatd r ul eo,i ngheg afimamet e
(Snyder2001) and the notion of the head alo¢us inflectionis (e.g. Zwicky

1985)

All in all, however, considering the size and scope of the Morbo/Qanujpct,
these results constitute somewhat meagre pickings. Moreover, the lzalknde
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in the sarple, and the apparentiynsystematic manner in which the datere col-
lected(see 8.1.3, cast some doubt on the validity of the findings. Alsoji@w of

the still untapped crosknguistic potential of what appears to be the nviste-
spread form of ¢ o manguages doma sharégheatuht eh ow csrol
opinionthat futue work should concentrate on the analysis of comptyyoas other

than fiendocentricsubordinataight-headedN+N]N conmpounds. It is true that

there have been many studiesNdf compound in individual languages, and also

a handful of comparative studjesg.Bauer(1978)on English Danishand French
andTakada2008)on French and Japanebet, adar as | am aware, there has not

been a singléarge scalecrosslinguistic study ofsuchcompound.

2.2 Word-formation

2.2.1 Aikhenvald (2007)

Aikhenvdd (2007)is a survey of the kinds of woifdrmation pattems found in the

worl dés | anguages, written for a volun
good idea of what to | oge{Shdpenr2007:wwhen d
There isbroadcoverageof bothgeneral issue§ncludingthe nature of the word,
morphological typology, structarand iconicity, productivity, lexicalization and
grammaticalizatiofy andspecific types of wordformaion: noun incorporation,
compounding and derivation, and the <ch
field workers in describing types of wefdrma i oHere bfocus on the sections
devoted to compounding and derivation.

The sectionon compoundingstarts byaddresing the issue of how to distinguish
compounddrom phrases. Four kinds of criteria are put forward: phonological,
morphological, morphosyactic and semantic. None of these els@med to be

universalh o we v er |, and thus fAcompounicenalhave
c r i t(e 24). Mominal compoundgeceive separateeatmentfrom verbal om-
poundsandcompoundhg i n ot her word cl asses. A 1
linguistic variato® ar e | i sted (and exemplified),

1 free forms, cranbermgnorphemes and special forms of free morphemes
casemarked forms (e.g. nominative, genitive, elative, allative)

closed classes in compounds (e.g. peaikaeflexive and deictic pronouns)
compounds formed on phrases

typical nonreferentiality of compound constituents

productivity, sources and positiontbie head (if any)

= =4 —a -—a -8
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However, the discussion of each issuquge cursory.The flavour of thechapter
as a whole is conveyed Hiye followingdiscussion of head position:

In Germanic, Slavic and FinAdgric languages the head usually follows the modifier

e.g. Estoniarpealinn (headc i t y ) &analipni (oldet | 0w, n ) 6downt own,
townod, c Hauptstadt(haadt o wn ) & whilein Romande languages

the modifier can follow the head, as in ltaleaffelatte0 t y pe of cof feed, o
e.g. Portuguedgoavida(goodl i f e) 6a bon vividabodlitt : ( &fl i freo
goodd) o6égood momihdecdmpounds, the Aeadgypitatlygrecedes the

modifier, thus creating the reverse order to that in their Englishterpart¢Schachter

and Otane$972:110),e.g.punceng-manggatreeLINKER-ma n g 0 ) -torméadidy,o
ulan(waterr ai n) O6r ai nwater 6.

The further discussionf nominal compoundf&cuses on twdinds of contrast
the one based on the nature of the compdwaadl (endocerit vs. exocentriess.
coordinatg, the other on the word class of its constituents (eosynthetil:

1 Endocentric compounds denote a subclass of items referred to by one of their
elements (i.e. the head); exocentricnpound denote something whichdsg-
ferent from either of their componentand coordinateompoundsiconsistof
two juxtaposed nouns which refer to a unitary coricept

T Root compounds 0 dowhilesynthdie o empaundsbiba
sistofaverbalroovi t h its argument o (which ma
oblique constituent, or an intransitive subject). The latter are said tapve
with lexical compounding, which is one of the five functional types of noun
incorporation distinguished by Aikhenvald

Notable for its absence from the discussion of compounding is any mention of the
formaion of new lexical items witlmore phrasal origins, such ahemin de fer
andg e | e z n a yFar Aidhenvaidgsgor most linguists, this press is not part

of word-formation But, we might askif not there then where does it belong?
Word-formation purports to be about theays in which languages enrich their
lexicons, lut as long as it is viewed as a branch of morphology,aanidng as
morphologyis viewedas distinct from syntax, there is no home for the two above
mentioned formations.

lnAi khenvsadgldst his definition includes both typi
such as Poquebracabecabreakheadl6 puz z|l e, crosswordd, which has
vrghi compounds, such as Ereggheadba t ype of intell ectual 6, which
2Qui te what this naearesinde allghe exanepkes of syrehetienpourids areu

nominal, while all the examples of #@Al exical C 0 my
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Ai k h v e nliscaskiah dfglerivation followthe samegpatternas compounding
andcentres around different ways of classifying derivatigmatesses:

1 The functional classification distinguishes betweategorychangingpro-
cesses and categepyeserving proesses, depending on whether or not the
process in question leads to a change of word class. In addition there are cate-
gory-defining processes which are typical for a particular word class.

1 The formal classification distinguishes between affiaesl morphological
processes: affixes can be continuous (prefixes, suffixes, infixes) or discontin
uous (circumfixes, transfixes); morphological processes include apophony, re-
duplication, prosodic modification and subtraction, conversgpgtition and
metathesis, and alsacronyms, clippings, abbreviations and blends

Aikhenvald(2007)is clearly not atypological study in the sense $6ng(2007)
with its five distinct stage¢pagel?). Shedoes present a number of typological
clasgfications within the broad domain of wefdrmation, buthesearenot based
on any particular sampli fairness, it is notér purpose to formulate and explain
typological generalizationsut smply to describe the diversity of the domain
Nevertheless, certain genérations are made. Among these are:

T ACompounding i s widespr éeaderivation isias ol at
property of | angupges of other types:i
T ANumer al asihdemesdent worls tend to occur in analytic isolating
| anguage s dsymhetelanguages niinmeral classifigend to be af-
fixesd (p. 10-11).
T Compounds Atypically have fixed cons
from the orde(.26n noun phrases?o
1 Most languages of the world have more suffixes than prefixes. No language
has prefixes without having sufés(p. 45).

From the perspective of the present study, the \@lthee papelies inits compre
hensive coverage of the features to be found dmgsistically in the domain of
word-formation rather tharin any insightgegarding language universals

1 As she writes iAikhenvald(2013)iUnt i | t he majority of human | a
analysed and documented, it seems most judicious to followlitatjua approach, leaving quanti-
tative analysis until such time in the future v
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222 Gt e k aMalera & Koértvélyessy (2012)

Gt e k ¥alem & Kortvélyessy(2012)is a typological study more along the lines
advocatedy Song The phenomenon under investigatisavordformation in all

of its breadtha dasicsamplé of 70 languages is employed, along with a more
balanced subset of 55 languages calledghaly samplé(seeTable67 on page
488). Most of he datacomes fronguestionnairg, but published sourcesere used
for some languages. The creatioradiypological classification is a task left to the
readerAccording to the authorgjvarious sorts of typological classifications can
be inferred from the datahey present. fieseare

primarily determined by the specific method of analysis, semasiological or sitama
logical. In particular, the typological ckiication pertains to the preferendesformal

ways of expression of cognitive categories and for the semantic scope of the individual
formal means of expression of geneticattyorphologically and/or ggwaphicdly re-

lated languagef. 8).

Given that the authors do not develop any classification, very few generalizations

are possible, and there are therefore correspondingly fewer observations to explain.

The study thus takes only the ficgtuple ofsteps bbngS o n gathsand should be
regardedas the authorsstates fa first (p.329%g nt ati ve prob

A useful aspect of the study is the inclusion of the questionnaire as an appendix.
The questinnaire starts with a metadataction with fields for the name of the
language, and its genetic affiliatiageographic area arfichorphological typé. The
genetic classification is based primarily on the Welés of Language Structures
(Hasgelmathet al. 2005)and supplementedby informants but the source of the
morphologicatypeis unclear. The only clue as to the typologypdoyed (but not

the details, definitions or criteria used in the classification) is a talpedn(Ta-

ble 12). This is a pity, since the morphological typology [gaymajor role in the
study, its values being specified for every language in every one of thefimamyn -
guage | istdo tables t hr oug hetheetindeghdentb oo k
variables in the statistical analyses in Chapter 7.

Morphological (Sapirean) classification

Agglutinative languages (of various type3C

Fusional (of various types) 12
Isolating (of various types) 7
Polysynthetic (of various pes) 6

Table12: Morphological classificatiof Gt e letalu201?2)
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The body of the questionnainasthree parts. Part | askk) which wordformation
processésare productive in the languad@) their level ofproductivity on a scal
of 1to 5, and (3) more detail regarding the four basic vimnthation processes:
(A) prefixation, (B) suffixation, (C) compounding and (Eduplication. The
questions relating to compounding (3C) give a feeltieroverall enterprise and
arethereforereproduced in their entirety iRigure8. The questions under points
(d) and(e) are pertinent to the present studst 1l of the questionnaimoneerns
the most producte ways of forming variousemanticategorie®f noun and verp
andPart Il gives contributors the opportunity to provafiditional comments that
might complete the picture pfoductive woreformationprocessesithe language.

(&) Is compounding recursive?

(b) Are there adjectival (Adjective + Adjective) compounds?

(c) Does the language make productive use of verbal compounds?

(d) Does the language make productive use of noun (Noun + Noun) compounds?
Which of the following are found:
1. Stem + Stem compounds?
2. Stem + Link + Stem compounds (the link being specific to compounding)?
3. At least one Stem is phonologically modified

(e) If the language makes productive use of compounds both with and without a
linking element, which type is more productive?

(f) Are there any copulative compounds?
Which, if any, of the following are found:
1. Substantival?
2. Adjectival?

(g) Arethere any exocentric compounds? Which, if any, of the following are found:
1. words like redskin?
2. words like French garde-manger?

Figure 8: Extract fromquestionnaireGt e k etal 2012)

The book based on the data thus acquired is in two parts. The first consists of two
theoretical chapters devoted to the scope of vimmthation and théuzzy nature
of theboundanbetween wordormation and syntaxSpence(2000:315)is quoted
regarding the separation of compounds

problems in morphological theoryo. Per

f

in the $udy of fiphrasal lexemeégMasini 2009)like chemin de feandg e | ez nay a

doroga Appar ent | and hstcaldaguesdallow Aflenvaldin excluding
such constructions from the domaihword-formation.

1The 20 processes comprise those listed by Aikherimaleer formal classificatiomf derivation
processes (pagk) and combinations thereof, together with the other two major-feondation types,
incorporation and compounding.
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The second padf the boolcontairs the cros$inguistic analysis and comprises five
chaptersThe first three of these adopsemasiological perspective and investigate
three kindsof process(i) the combination ofree morphemes (compounding-
duplication and blending)ii{ processemvolving bound morphemes (affixatiaf
various kinds); andiii) processes that do not involve the addition of derivational
material (conversion, segmental alternation, suprasegmental alterasaticarctive
processesncluding backformation).The fourth chapter takes onomaiological
approactandexamine the formal mechanisms used to exprgasioussemantic
categoriesnominal (agent, patient, instrumental, locative, atérgender); evalua
tive (augmentativeand diminutivesphonetic iconicity and wordlasses); verbal
(causative, transitivity, intransitivityna iterativity and/or intensifi¢an); and
word-class changingaCtion nouns and abstract nouns). The final chapter contains
a statistical analysis and is followed by a short epilogue.

The first our chaptersf Part 2consistmainly of tablesof the daa collected using

the questionnairdzor example, the first table in Chapter 3 lists the 50 languages
(out of the basic sample of 55 languages) that maldiptive usef compounding,
along with their genetic affiliatioflanguage family, not genus), morphological
type and geographical arddoun-noun compoundare treated inexction 3.1.1.4
whichconsists of a table listing the 44 languages that exhibitshiare examples

of compounds with and without linking elements, and a cursory discussion of three
theoretical issues: the position of the head, semantics and linking elements.

Thefinal chapter is quite differemndconsiss of a set of statistical anales usig

the chisquard test andMultiple CorrespondencAnalysis (MCA. Both methods

are applied tall twenty wordformation processes usinfe three independent
variablesof language family, morphological type, and basic word ohdéth the
chi-squarétest and a null hypothesis of &50 chance of any language exhiti

each of the twenty processes, the principal result ifitfiab u r-formvatian gro-

cesses occur consistently more frequently than expectdikation, suffixation,
compounding and reduplicatiorand that the eocciir regardless of the internal
classfications used (by language family, morphological type ordrarder), even

if only suffixation does so for all the

MCA is a clustering technique that makepossible to explore similarities and
differences across tiasets that involve multiple variables. In a first analysis
which covers everylanguage famiyl, only Afro-Asiatic, Austroasiatic and Indo
European are welliscriminated. By discarding all the other language families,
associations are revealed between:
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1 Austroasiatic and the absence of suffixation

1 Indo-European and the absence of tone/pitch andrisepce of both prefix-
ation and suffixation

1 Afro-Asiatic and the presence of suffixation and reduplication

The same techniqueused with a more firgrainedexploration of various stypes

of the four wordformation processes prefixation, suffixation, compounding and
reduplication The analysis of compounding is restricted to five language families
(Altaic, Indo-European, Nige€ongo, SineTibetan and Totonar)! and consists

of theplot shown inFigure9.
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Figure 9: MCS analysis of &alo20M@oundi ng ( Gt
The authors explication ofdéise results are quoted herdith:
Language families have fairly distinct patterns of presaaizg#nce, asan be seen from
their separation along the axis for Dimension 1. TBusiension 1 discriminates two
groups:
(a) SinoTibetan appears to be associated with {&dioopean as regds the presence
of most types of compounding, and
1 The other 23 families in the study samplewere exu ded ei t her because fthe
compounding do not applyo or because their qual
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(b) Totonacan appears to be associated with Altaic and Xigego as regards the
absence of mosypes of compounding.

Regarding processes, the picture is less clear but, in general, presences appear to
associated with presences and absences with absences. Thus, for example, the presence
of recursive compounding is associated with the presencieatti@e + adjective com-
pounding, and the absence of adjective + adjective compounding is associated with
the absence of copulatie@mpounding. Some exceptions can be noted: presences of
some processes argsaciated with absences, like the presence of verbal compounding
and the absence of phonological change.

Finally, concerning the association between language families and processes, the sep-
aration of languages into two groups is paralleled by the sepatmstoveen absence

and presence of types of compounding. The clearest association seems to occur be-
tween tle language family Totonacan and the absence of nountstemin stem com-
pounding, both high along Dimension 2(819 320).

The final statistical analysis concerns the onomasiological data and relates to the
expression of vari@isemantic categoriéxy different wordformation processes.

The chief result o bthepronessdvhithss usedhmostbyi s u f f
the sample | anguages t hr ough ondrestaol | t he
the present study is that compounding is used rather little for such purposes, in
particular for the formation of agent, patient, instrutreerd action nouns.

In conclusion,Gt e k, &alesar & Kortvélyessy2012) provides plentyof data

across a relatively broad sample of languages, but failsdoverany particularly

interesting generalizations. It confirms theh diversity of wordformation in the

worl dés | anguages ( desj putstops shog of oyingtog p hr
explain the associations that it has discovered or making any kind of predictions
According tothe authorsi such a moti vation or predic
specul ation rather tph3@4h of clear | ingui

2.3 Prefiguring binominals

I coined he term binominal lexeme for the present stbdythe concept itself that
of constructions that serve the same function as -nmowm compounds is not
without precedent. It figures implicitly ihe following three studiestevi (1978)on
&complex nominal§ Rainer(2013)on Gelational adjectiveand their corpetitorgy
andBauer& Tarasovg2013)on @adnominal nominal moficationd Taken together
theyserve to validate binominal lexeme as a comparative cancept
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2.3.1 Levi(1978) 17 Complex nominals

Levi (1978)is one of themost citedstudies of compounding in Englistunlike

Warren writing the same year asemantic relations, Levi isoncerned wittboth

syntax and semanticand writes within the framework @enerativeSemanticsOf

interest in the present contégtLevib s noft | @0 o mp | eaxtermtlmimi nal
covest hr ee wartdiaplpli wg s et 8 narhal cermppunds,s si o
(b) nominalizationsand(c) noun phrases withonpredicatingadjectives(p. 1).

On the basis ahe examplegrovided these can be defined more precisely as

(a) compounds consisting of twoot nhouns (e.capple cakewindmill)

(b) deverbal nons modified by a denominal adjective orraot noun (e.g.
musical criticismmetal detection

(c) denominal adjectivelusnoun (e.gmusical criticismelectric shock

There is some overlap betweere v notios ofcomplexnominals and theoncept

of binominals as defined irl®.4allofLevi 6 s n o mi ar@adinontnalsnp o u n ¢
since theyconsist of two thingoots; noneof her nominalizationsra, since they

include an actiomoot, andsomeof heronpredicate NFsrei more precisely,

those that involve a base noun representing a nominal concept, but not those that
involve a deverbatoun.On the other handhe present concept binominals goes
considerablbbeyond Levi 6s noti onitiocfludes ompl ex n

a) Constructions that involve one or two inflected nominal rddatsludinggen-
itives (Bezhtakilos hino [iron:GEN way] RAILWAY ); pertensiveqMalagasy
lalam.by [road PERIiron] RAILWAY ); and various other possessognstructions
(Galibi Caribemol/sakfaly[nose3sG aperture:3G] NOSTRIL).

b) Constructions that involve two nominals linked bgrammaticaklement such
as a preposition (Tarifa D r i L rdroadPREPtraim]&AILWAY ), apospo-
sition (Japanese u d @ [grapePRSTPtree] VINE), or some other kind of
particle Swabhilitundu la pughole CON Nn0oSe]NOSTRIL).

c) Constructions that consief athing-root and a thingaffix (Slovakg e | ez . n. i
[iron.ADJZ.NMLZ] RAILWAY ) or a thingroot andanoun classifie(Boratuu.heju
[nosecm(hole)] NOSTRIL).

1 Earlier studies, including Matznét860),Jesperselil942)and Hatche(1960) are discussed in
Chapter6.

2These categories are not disjunct, in thetettbal nouns qualified by denominal adjectives (e.qg.
musical criticism) belong to both types (2) and (3).

49



The typology and semantics of binominal lexemes

Leveéloai m, [conmpkex nomirelshhust be derived by just two syntactic

procesespr edi cat e nominal i z af(.i6)pinnotaetedantpr ed i

to the present studwith its cognitivefunctionalorientation, but her typoby of
nine frecoverably deletablpredicates is relevam to the discussion of semantic
relations inChapter6 (see .1.1and %.1.2.

2.3.2 Rainer (2013) i Relational adjectives, etc.

As the title indicates, thprincipal research questicaddressedy Rainer(2013)
is whether relational adjectivean express any kind of semantic relatibime term

6tati onal adj ect den@nial adictivas svieose suffis is said f e r

to serve a purely transpositional functi@monverting a noun into an adjective
such asolar (< Latinsdis6 sun6) .

Rainerconcludes thatelational adjectiveslo indeed seem to be ableaxpress

flany relatioré except for the privative relation and for cases where some specific
relation is bleked duetd he i nter f er en @.€6). mbaddrassimgi v a |

his researchguestion Rainerdevotes coriderable space to the topic i@lational
adjectives and thetompetitors the latter comprising(i) genitives,(ii) nominal
compounds(iii ) prepositional phraseand attributivizers, an@) derivation.The
paper takes a crodisguistic approachfocusing on Latin and Slavic when discuss-
ing genitives, on Germaior compoundsRomance (with passing migon of the
Hungarianattributivizer) with regard to prepositional phrases, and Arabtbedis-
cussionof derivation

However, the main interest of the pafrem the perspectiveof the present stly
resi des iinpicit R@gnitiom of the croskinguistic comparativecategory
of binominals In fact, Rainer comes memely close to the definition adopted in

8l.24when he refers to fithe expression

t

0 |

nominal concepts i nked by s ome (p2%) Forthimdhisélthe c onc e

ficore competen@eof relational adjetives for me, it is the defining characteristic

of binominal lexemes. Thus, aside from the fact that the present notion of binominals

alsoincludesnoun classifieconstructionswhich arenot mentioned by Rainehjs

conceptionnalhdfieet aves and esskntidllyidenticaltopet i t c

that of binominalexemesand serves to validate it as a comparative concept
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2.3.3 Bauer & Tarasova (2013) i Nominal modification

Bauer& Tarasova2013)is an investigation into whethéhe meaning relationships

thathold between theonstituent®f endocentriciourrnouncompounds in English
arealsofound in otheiconstructions in which a noun is modified by another noun.

For the purpose of their studetauthorgdakelev i oisne Ar ecoverabl
pr e di(mteodueed @ove inE3.1) as their starting poirndshow that theery

same relatiomareto befoundnot onlyin nounnoun compounds, but alsofime
otherEnglish Nominal Modification Constructions

L e v ROPS arecAUSE, HAVE, MAKE, USE, BE, IN, FOR, FROM andABOUT. Since
the firstthree oftheseare reversiblgheyembodya total of 12 relationghich I will
describe anéxemplifylater in86.1.1 Bauera n d T a rinaestigaticanisedf is
discussed in more detail i64.2 in the present context, it is tEmglishNominal
MadificationConstructions that are of intereghese are listeih (7) andillustrated
with theexamples DL e v wsBrslation(N2 USE N1) givenby the authors

(7) a= nounnoun compoundssfeam irof

associative (i.e. relational) adjective plus néoranual labouy
prenominal possessivésar 6 s) dri ver
postnominal possessivdriver of the cay

neoclassical compoundsydromancy water + divination)
blends paratrogps< parachute + troops)

-0 oo

Bauerand Tarasovare able to demonstrate that all 12 of the relations derived from

L e v ROPs can be utilized byach ofthe six constructions ifi7). The authors

therefore concludéhat these relations are not specific to compounding and must
arise fAifrom t he n aThiscoaclusidn ifirftesestmiwa i f i c a
respects, firstly in theontext of my attempater onto develop @jeneraimodel of
associative relatian(see Chapt&), and secondly, as furthevidencdor binominal

lexeme as a coherent categay/least in English

It shouldbe noted that Bauer n d T a rstaidy & wod linged to naming unijts
but also includes whatoptjevskajaTamm (2004)terms éanchorin@ (as opposed
to on-anchoringrelations(cf. §7.2.1). Thus, {c)c a r 6 s and(i7d) dviverrof
the cardonot qualify as binominalsecause they are nmming unitsand therefore
fall outside the scope of the present studg.the other handar driverdenotes a
generic concept rather than a specifidiidual andis a naming unijtbutit, too,
does not qualify asl@nominal sirce itcontains an actional elemenR{VE) and is
thus OT1 not OT3 However this does not meahattheconstructiosin (7¢c) and
(7d) areoutside the scope of the present stiglyuer & Tarasovéhemselves offer
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three examples gfrenominal possessivdsatparallel(7c) andclearly arenaming

units:d o g 0 sfasb(rifieaa kc onf us e d )rheasdsi ecsrd amihat ur e o
is fond of, attenti ve)2andwo lafnaé sauecocmistsef ;L
esp., a tall Eurasian plarkgonitum lycoctonujrnwith showy y el | owW f | owe
None of Bauer & 0ofpastaomioal posseassived) areedye s

naming unis, presumably because this is a relatively mardieeémeformation

strategy in Englishbuta word likemanof-war(fa combat ant war shi |
ni z ed !shawvs thad i) does occur.

Thusall six of Bauera n d T a rcanstmctbas falb within the definition of
binominallexeme and the firsfour of them actually occun thedatabasghat will

be described in the following chaptélecclassicalcompound and blendslo not

occur thergpresumably because they areaqahmonenough to have been captured

using the list of 100 meaningbat | used as the basis for my datdention, or

because they tend be less analysable synchronically and may therefore have been
coded as momaorphemic by contributorglowever, gew examples did turn uip

a larger data s¢see 8.1.3regading the list of 20Imeanings These include the

Hindi neoclassical fornp a r . [fdreigh dregion.inhabitan TRANGER whichis

fa Sanskrit wo rAdsladdepi |(tCRetardslerp.G)éanadrthen

Italian pomeriggioAFTERNOON wWh i ¢ h i s i abetweenpomerididno bl end
0 post mermediggianndi dadnady ( an c iMasirt, p.d)0 ( Fr ance s

To summarizeBauera n d T a rcategaryo &cdnStructions in which a noun

is modified byanother noud \iery nearly co-extensive with that of binominal
lexemes, providedhe formeiis restricted tdexemeghat have a naming function

The only difference resides in the fact tttad notion ofbinominalasdefinedin
Chapterl includes two type$ denominal derivation and classifieonstructions

I that are not covered by Bauer and Tarasdha fact that their six constructions
share the core definitional property of involving unstated (ateuspecified) se-
mantic relation$ and, not least, that those relations are demonstrably of the same
typesi servesonce agairtp confirmthe validity of binominal lexeme ascaher-

ent category.

1 https://www.merriarwvebster.com/dictionary/

2 https://www.collinsdictionary.com/

3 The status oheoclassical compounds as possible subtypes of deriviatidiscussed furthen
§6.1.2

52



Chapter2. Earlier work

2.4 Morphological complexity

This section brings together twatherdifferent studies: the World Loanword
Databas¢WOLD)and Mat t h (2@l8)disSertdti@am o si Fsemantic o
associationso. What habhmakes themvreevantrto teo mmo
present project, is that they both involve large datagdtgt aronomasiolgical
approachftom meaning to formcf. 8.1.2, and are concerned (each in their own

way) with morphological complety.

Figure 10: Pepperas a loanwordn WOLD

2.4.1 Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009) T WOLD

The World Loanword Databagdaspelmatt& Tadmor 20094d)is theonlineversion
of Loanwords in the world's language&:comparative handboaolHaspetath &
Tadmor 2009b)It comprisesivocabularie8(mini-dictionaries of about 1002000
entries) of 41 languages from around the wonlilh comprehensive information
about the loanword statuseach wordSources and donor languagasprovided
for loanworddn each of the 41 languages\dusersare abléo compare loanwords
across language®VOLD was particularly usefulto me becausdhe data set is
freely available under a Creative Commons licensecanttl beused as a starting
point for the present projedtor this reason, the description given here focuses
primarily on the structure and contents of the database, rather than thevhgzehto
it was put in the original projecthe database contains data frthva following41
languagesall of which are alsoepresenteih the present proje¢see the majn
Figure18on page90for the areal distribution

Archi, Bezhta Ceq WongDutch English Kali'na(Galibi Cari, GawwadaGurinji,
HausaHawaiian White Hmong(Hmong Daw, Hupdé& Imbabura Highland Quechua,
Indonesian Iraqw, JapaneseKanuri Q'eqchi'(Kekchi), Ket, Kildin Samij Lower

1 http://wold.clld.org
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