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The following abbreviations for grammatical morphemes and morphosyntactic

categories are mainly used in the glosses to the examples and in the representation

of constructional schemas.

Abbreviations referring to lexicographic works quoted in the text are listed be-

low the references.

° possible, but unattested F feminine
* ungrammatical FUT future
> diachronic derivation GEN genitive
higher in a hierarchy ) identity function
~ paradigmatic relation IMPR  impersonal
— synchronic derivation IND indicative
— backformation INSTR  instrumental
> links in the Parallel Architecture  INT intensifier
1 first person INT adN adnominal intensifier
2 second person INT adV exclusive adverbial intensifier
3 third person INT att attributive intensifier
A adjective INTS  intensive pronoun
ABS absolutive LINK  linking element
ACC accusative LoC locative
AGR  agreement M masculine
AOR aorist MID middle
ART article N noun
Aux  auxiliary NOM  nominative
ce contrastive coreference NPST ~ nonpast
. contrastive possession Num numeral
DAT dative P preposition
DEF definite PASS  passive
DEM  demonstrative prcT  perfect
DEP deponent PL plural
EMPH  emphatic POS  part of speech
ERG ergative POSS  possessive
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PRO
PRS
PRT
PRTT
PST
PTCP

REC
REFL

preverb

pronoun

present

particle

partitive

past

participle
quantifier
implicit relationship
reciprocal
reflexive pronoun
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INTRODUCTION






This book constitutes a survey of the way in which contrastive coreference is
marked in European languages. I preliminary define contrastive coreference as
the meaning, conveyed by a number of word-formation elements in different lan-
guages, that can be paraphrased in relevant formations, either by using a heavy re-
flexive or an adverbial intensifier (see Konig and Gast 2006). An example of these
markers and formations can be a complex word such as Italian autodistruzione,
‘self-destruction’ in (1), whose base, distruzione ‘destruction’, is an action noun
derived from the verb distruggere ‘destroy’, while the first element, auto- — corre-
sponding to English self- — indicates that the action of destroying is undergone by
the same referent who is performing the action, and can be paraphrased by using
a reflexive sentence:

(1) la mia autodistruzione
‘my self-destruction’

(2) Io distruggo me stesso
‘I destroy myself”

Less often, if a referent, especially inanimate, affected by the action of destroy-
ing is made explicit, the same formation can be paraphrased with a sentence con-
taining an adverbial intensifier:

(3) il progetto di autodistruzione del suo stesso mito [itTenTen16]!
‘the project of self-destruction of his own myth’

(4) Da sé distrugge il proprio mito.
‘He destroys his own myth by himself.’

A marker like Italian auto- constitutes a compelling object of study because
it operates on the morphological level, forming new lexemes, but it also con-
tributes semantically, in a way that corresponds to highly grammatical meanings
expressed by quite diverse syntactic constructions.

Conducting a cross-linguistic survey of contrastive coreference markers, such
as Italian auto-, is a challenge for morphologists, because formations very similar

1

The corpus itTenTen16 is part of the TenTen family of corpora (Jakubicek er al. 2013), accessible
via the SketchEngine platform (Kilgarriff et al. 2004). The corpus deTenTen13, used to extract some
German examples for the book, belongs to the same family.

15
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AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

to the ones found in Italian are available in many European languages, but their
formal features, such as the lexical sources of the relevant markers and the classifi-
cation of these processes in different languages may vary greatly, ranging between
derivation and compounding, and sometimes bordering on syntactic structures.

Additionally, the core domain of productivity of all contrastive coreference
markers is that of deverbal action nominals, while — quite paradoxically for a
device which apparently operates on the argument structure of verbs — their com-
bination with verbal bases, especially in predicative function and in finite verb
forms, is rather marginal in many European languages, if available at all.

In his pilot study on what he calls “reflexive (nominal) compounds”, Konig
(2011: 125-126) points out that these formations «are highly condensed expres-
sions of very complex meanings and seem to be found primarily in languages with
a long tradition of literacy, philosophical writing and psychological reflectionsy,
and «[m]ore often than not the relevant pattern seems to have been borrowed from
neighboring languages and Greek seems to have played an important role as a
sourcey». This suggests that all these formations might in some way be related in
different languages, and it raises the question whether the relevant language-spe-
cific markers are productive, or if their presence in different languages depends
exclusively on item-based, imitative neologisms that have emerged after single
loan formations had been diffused through cultural contacts.

In this book, we will expand on the work started by Konig (2011), and give an
account of contrastive coreference markers in the languages of Europe from both
a synchronic and diachronic point of view. In the next chapter, we will survey
theoretical issues implied by the study of contrastive coreference markers, while
in the third chapter we will present the language sample and the methodological
issues linked to the cross-linguistic study of wordformation.

The fourth and fifth chapter will include a synchronic survey of contrastive
coreference markers (henceforth ..markers) in European languages. In the fourth
chapter, we will consider . markers from the point of view of their formal make-
up, in an attempt to define whether individual markers found in specific languages
belong to derivation or compounding. In the fifth chapter, we will shift our atten-
tion to the bases with which , markers combine, and we will put forward some
possible generalizations and tendencies observable in the data.

With the sixth chapter, the perspective will shift from synchronic to diachronic.
The . markers identified and the tendencies observed will be accounted for in

16



terms of linguistic and extra-linguistic — mainly cultural and historical — aspects.

The seventh and final chapter will constitute a summary and critical assessment
of the results of this study, which will also suggest some possible future direc-
tions in the cross-linguistic study of contrastive coreference and word-formation
phenomena.

1.1 Intensifiers and reflexives in complex words

The existence of complex words involving deverbal nouns modified by markers
that operate on the argument structure of the underlying verb leading to a reflex-
ive interpretation — we will provisionally call them “reflexive word-formation
markers” — has been referenced in the literature in English and German at least
since Edmondson and Plank (1978). Since then, several contributions appeared,
especially those dealing with individual languages, such as English (Di Sciul-
lo 1996), Italian (Mutz 2003, 2009, Castella 2010), French (Dugas 1992, Mutz
2004), Spanish (Arquiola 2003, Orqueda et al. 2020), Greek (Alexiadou 2015),
and a few studies involved the discussion of data from small cross-linguistic
language samples, along the lines of Konig’s (2011) pilot study (Angster 2012,
Vasilova 2017).

These contributions range from descriptive to more theoretical studies, inves-
tigating — e.g. Arquiola (2003) — how the study of complex words involving a
reflexive interpretation can shed light on the division of labor between different
levels of description (e.g. syntax, morphology and lexical semantics) in the con-
struction of the meaning of complex words, starting from their building blocks,
i.e. the base verbs and the relevant “reflexive word-formation markers”.

With regards to theoretical approaches in this field, Alexiadou’s (2015) is linked
to distributed morphology (Halle and Marantz 1993), and is essentially based on
intuition: the paper focuses on the role of the meaning of roots in influencing
the morpho-syntactic combinations which they can enter. Other contributions,
such as Orqueda et al. (2020), are grounded in Construction Grammar (Goldberg
2006): the focus of the article is on the syntactic use of verbs prefixed with auto-
in Spanish, rather than on the function of the prefix in word-formation in general.

The aforementioned studies also differ when it comes to the focus on subsets
of formations. Some studies consider mainly deverbal action nouns modified by

17
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“reflexive word-formation markers” (Edmondson and Plank 1978, Konig 2011),
while others focus on complex verbs (Dugas 1992, Arquiola 2003, Alexiadou
2015, Orqueda et al. 2020). None of these studies concentrate on the case of
deverbal adjectives occurring in combination with “reflexive word-formation
markers”, even though they often mention them. The difference in the focus of
individual studies also depends on the languages considered, and on the differ-
ence in productivity of the relevant markers with bases belonging to the classes of
(deverbal) nouns and adjectives and to that of verbs. Nominals appear as the most
productive domain for different “reflexive word-formation markers”, followed
by adjectival and verbal bases, the latter ones being almost completely excluded
from combining with self- and selbst-, in English and German respectively (Konig
2011: 125).

A common discussion found in the literature concerns the constraints on the
verbal bases that can combine with “reflexive word-formation markers”. Gen-
erally, it is observed that transitive, other-directed verbs are the main domain of
productivity (Konig 2011: 122; Alexiadou 2015: 63). This excludes intransitive
— more specifically, mono-argumental — verbs, and typically self-directed verbs
such as body care/grooming verbs, i.e. verbs belonging to the domain of the Mid-
dle (s. Kemmer 1993). This parallels with the constraints to which verbs occurring
in emphatic reflexive constructions are subject. For Greek affo-, Alexiadou (2015:
66) adds a constraint concerning the passivizability of the base verb, by which
she also precludes transitives forming anti-causatives from occurring with afto-.
In addition, she shows that only agentive/causative accomplishments are com-
patible with afto- (Alexiadou 2015: 69). However, these constraints are subject
to cross-linguistic variation: the incompatibility of Greek (but also of Romance
languages) with subject-experiencer predicates such as ‘love’, ‘hate’ — even if
bi-argumental and passivizable — is not shared by languages like English (self-
love, self-hate) or German (Selbstliebe, Selbsthass). Also, the incompatibility of
verbs in the anti-causative alternation is far from absolute: Mutz shows how auto-
productively combines with anti-causative verbs in Italian (l'autoaccensione del
fieno ‘the self-kindling of the hay’) and French (l’autoinflammation du gaz ‘the
self-ignition of the gas’ Mutz 2004: 357).

Languages can also differ as far as the number of competing “reflexive
word-formation markers” is concerned. Konig (2011: 123) points out how in Ger-
man three subsets of “reflexive compounds” can be found, one characterized by

18



the borrowed prefix auto- (5).a, the other two including formations composed of
the intensifiers selbst (5).b and eigen (5).c.

(5) a. Autodidakt ‘self-educated person’, Autokratie ‘autocracy’, Autobiogra-
phie ‘autobiography’;
b. Selbstbetrug ‘self-deception’, Selbstverschulden ‘one’s own fault’, Selb-
stlob ‘self-praise’;
c. Eigenleistung ‘personal contribution’, Eigenwert ‘intrinsic value’, Eigen-
mittel ‘one’s own resources’, Eigenmdchtigkeit ‘unauthorized behavior’.

The competition of different markers is not exclusive to German, and it is rec-
ognized by Konig (2011) as one of the possible parameters of cross-linguistic
variation of “reflexive compounds”. He mentions the case of Finnish (itse- vs.
oma-), Modern Greek (afto- vs. idio-) as well as English (self- and the marginally
productive auto-) as examples of competition, and of Chinese (z7) as an example
of the presence of a single marker (Konig 2011: 125). Further examples of com-
petition are observed in Vasil’'ova (2017) for Hungarian (on- vs. maga-), Polish
(auto- vs. samo-) and Slovak (samo- vs. seba-/sebe-). On the other hand, she
ascribes Italian, Romanian, English and Dutch to the languages where only one
marker is used in what she calls, following Konig (2011), “reflexive nominal
compounds”.

To my knowledge, there is no example in the literature of any attempt to com-
pare languages where more than one marker is available to identify different pat-
terns of competition between different strategies. Konig (2011: 123) suggests that
the competition of selbst- and eigen- in German is characterized by both overlap-
ping areas (Selbstlob/Eigenlob ‘self-praise’) and specialization: e.g. eigen- ap-
pears to be compatible with non-derived bases (Eigenblut ‘one’s own blood’),
while a «vague possessive relation (appartenance) is still apparent in compounds
with eigen-, and more clearly so in the possible paraphrases with attributive eigen:
(sein eigener Name — sein Eigenname; sein Eigenheim — sein eigenes Heim
‘his own home’; [...])». On the other hand, the «adverbial exclusive type is rare
among compounds with eigen, the only exception being adjectival compounds
like eigenhdindig < mit eigenen Hdinden ‘with one’s own hands’), eigenmdchtig
(< aus eigener Macht) ‘high-handed’, which can themselves be used as exclusive
adverbial intensifiers» (Konig 2011: 123). He also suggests that the competing

19
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strategies of Finnish are parallel to those found in German and Modern Greek, but
he does not provide any further detail of this alleged parallel.

1.2 Functions of “reflexive word-formation markers”

This leads us to the topic of the meaning or function of “reflexive word-forma-
tion markers”. Beyond the rather wide variety of approaches and interpretations
of the contribution of such markers in the relevant complex words, an aspect
that is generally common to all scholars who have considered the problem is
that these markers — either when defined as prefixes or when recognized as com-
pound elements — convey a rather grammatical meaning, corresponding to that of
reflexive pronouns or constructions, of various kinds of intensifiers, or even of
argument alternations, such as anticausative verbs. The functions recognized are
thus connected mainly to valency changes, but also to pragmatic operations, such
as contrastive focus.

I will now focus on the functions suggested by Mutz (2003, 2004, 2009) for
Italian and French auto-, and by Konig (2011) mainly for German selbst-.

In a series of studies focusing on Italian (Mutz 2003, 2009) and French (Mutz
2004) lexicographical data, Katrin Mutz deals with complex formations contain-
ing the prefix auto-*> As a starting point, Mutz compares the functions of the
reflexive pronoun si with those of auto-. Mutz (2009) lists the functions of Italian
si based on Monachesi (1999): the list with the relevant examples provided by
Mutz is presented under (6) (Mutz 2009: 310-311; my translation, emphasis of
the author).?

(6) 1.siis areflexive pronoun, e.g. Anna si difende ‘Anna defends herself” (vs.
Anna difende Pietro ‘Anna defends Pietro’);
2. si 18 a reciprocal pronoun, e.g. Anna e Gianni si baciano ‘Anna and Gianni
are kissing (each other’ (i.e. ‘Anna kisses Gianni and Gianni kisses Anna’);

2 Mutz derived the Italian data from dictionaries like disc and PaLazzi-FoLENA, while the French data
were derived from the dictionary Nouveau Petit Robert. Additional data were collected online in a
Google search carried out in 2001.

Mutz (2003) is originally written in Italian. The translation of the original text and of the Italian exam-
ples is mine.

20



3. si is an anticausative element, e.g. la porta si apre ‘the door opens’ (vs.
Anna apre la porta ‘Anna opens the door’);

4. si highlights the theme or patient of an action (so called si passivante),
e.g. i libri si vendono bene ‘books sell well’;

5. si signals the genericity of the agent of an action (so called si imperson-
ale), e.g. in questa citta si va spesso al cinema ‘in this town they often go to
the cinema’;

6. si conveys the inchoative aspect, e.g. addormentarsi ‘to fall asleep’, ar-
rabbiarsi ‘to get angry’;

7. si is found in a number of lexicalizations (without adding any specific
semantic contribution), e.g. comportarsi ‘to behave’, vergognarsi ‘to be
ashamed’.

According to Mutz, in complex words with auto-, the functions of si reproduced
by the prefix are exclusively those set out in points 1. and 3. in (6) above. With
regard to the other uses listed, Mutz shows how auto- does not indicate reciproc-
ity (cfr. point 2.: *autobaciamento di Anna e Gianni ‘self-kissing of Anna and
Gianni’), has no passive value (cfr. point 4.) in l'autovendita dei libri ‘self-sale
of books’, nor are there suitable examples of an impersonal value (cft. point 5.;
Mutz 2003: 653).4

According to Mutz, these two functions operate on the argument structure of
the base verb. The reflexive function would indicate the coreference of the two
arguments — agent and patient in autopunizione ‘self-punishment’, agent and goal
in autoriferimento ‘self-reference’ — of a transitive (or more generally bi-argu-
mental) verb (7).

(7) (Mutz 2003: 653)
a. la punizione di Gianni ‘the punishment of Gianni’
b. Pautopunizione di Gianni ‘the self-punishment of Gianni’
c. *lautopunizione di Gianni da parte di Anna ‘the self-punishment of Gi-
anni by Anna’

It can be added that the marker si is labile in derivation, so that in the (attested or possible) nominaliza-
tions corresponding to the verbs under points 6. and 7., only the theme of the verb (root plus possibly
the thematic vowel) is preserved: addormentarsi — °addormentamento, arrabbiarsi — arrabbiatura,
comportarsi — comportamento.

21
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In (7).a, Gianni could be both the agent and the patient of the act of punish-
ing, while in (7).b, where the “reflexive” auto- indicates the coreference between
agent and patient, the only referent Gianni has both semantic roles. On the other
hand, (7).c is ungrammatical. In essence, the reflexive function «marks a reduc-
tion of the participants in the action (compared to the action described by the
base noun/verb) at the referential level and at the syntactic level of the argument
structure; the semantic level, however, remains intact, the thematic roles are not
eliminated» (Mutz 2003: 654; my translation).’

Also, in the case of the anticausative function, according to Mutz, there is only
one extra-linguistic referent that assumes a semantic role in the argumentative
structure. In the case of “anticausative” auto-, however, the role played by this
referent is that of theme or patient, while the role of agent is missing. Mutz be-
lieves that the “anticausative” auto- has the same functions as the anticausative si
and, following Grimshaw (1982, 1990), she believes that it operates on the argu-
mentative structure of the verb by eliminating a syntactic argument (the external
argument) and a semantic argument (the agent).

(8) (Mutz 2003: 657)
a. l'accensione del fieno da parte di Gianni ‘the ignition of the hay by Gianni’
b. lautoaccensione del fieno ‘the ignition of the hay’
c. *'autoaccensione del fieno da parte di Gianni ‘the self-ignition of the
hay by Gianni’

This leads to the anticausative argument configuration of (8).a, according to
which the internal/patient argument of the transitive configuration becomes the
external argument, while maintaining the semantic role of patient. The external/
agent argument is eliminated, producing the ungrammatical (8).c. Mutz also notes
that both the “reflexive” and the anticausative auto- require «as a morphosyntactic
condition that the underlying base verb is at least biargumental so that, as we have
seen, the reduction of the argument structure can take place» (Mutz 2003: 658).6

5 «[M]arca una riduzione dei partecipanti all’azione (rispetto all’azione descritta dal nome/verbo di base)
a livello referenziale e a livello sintattico della struttura argomentale; il livello semantico, perd, rimane
intatto, i ruoli tematici non vengono eliminati.» (Mutz 2003: 654)

¢ «[Richiedono] come condizione morfosintattica che il verbo sottostante alla base sia almeno bivalente cosic-
ché, come abbiamo visto, la riduzione della struttura argomentale possa aver luogo» (Mutz 2003: 658)
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A third function of auto- that Mutz identifies does not have a parallel with si,
nor does it affect the argument structure of the underlying verb in terms of coref-
erence or reduction of the arguments. This function, which Mutz calls “focalizing
(auto-)” (auto- focalizzante; Mutz 2003: 658-61), or “excluding focalizing (auto-
)” (auto- escludente focalizzante); Mutz 2009: 313), operates at the referential and
informational level. More precisely, formations with the “focalizing auto-" «are
action nouns that put the focus on the agent of the action expressed by the base,
excluding other potential agents that are more likely to act as agents. Aufo- in this
type of derivative emphatically indicates that the agent or the causer of the action
is exactly that one, i.¢., it is not the person who typically carries out the action —in
the prototypical referential situation for the action described by the base». (Mutz
2009: 313; my translation, emphasis of the author).”

This information structure component of the “focalizing auto-" is also recog-
nized as part of the other two functions. In fact, beyond differences in the manip-
ulation of the external argument/agent, there is a function common to the three
listed above, and it consists in placing the referent of the external argument in a
contrastive relationship with alternative referents. «4uto- therefore evokes the po-
tential existence of other agents (which are more typical for the action), and at the
same time denies their actual presence». (Mutz 2009: 314; my translation).® This
focalization on the actual agent in contrast to another expected agent is expressed
differently in each of the three functions:

(9) — as for the “reflexive” auto-, it corresponds to the fact that no one other
than the agent — co-referent with the patient/goal — participates in the action;
— as for the “anticausative” auto-, it corresponds to the fact that no one is the
agent of the action;
— as for the “focalising” auto-, it corresponds to the fact that the agent dif-
fers from the expected agent.

«Le formazioni sono nomi d’azione che focalizzano sull’agente dell’azione (espressa dalla base), es-
cludendo altri agenti potenziali che siano piu probabili come agenti. Auto- in questo tipo di derivati
indica enfaticamente che I'agente o il causatore dell’azione non sia un altro, cioé non sia la persona che
tipicamente esegue I’azione — nella situazione referenziale prototipica per I'azione descritta dalla base.»
(Mutz 2009: 313)

«Auto-, dunque, evoca I'esistenza potenziale di altri agenti (che siano piu tipici per 'azione) e al tempo
stesso nega la loro attualizzazione». (Mutz 2009: 314)
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Despite these observations, Mutz concludes that, due to the observed polysemy,
Italian auto- should be treated not as one, but as three different homonymous pre-
fixes, each connected to the three functions listed in (9).°

As already mentioned above, Kénig (2011) considers what he calls “reflexive
nominal compounds”. The author uses this term to refer to the formations, ob-
served in some languages (English, German, French, Mandarin Chinese, Russian,
Greek, Hungarian and Finnish in his sample), in which a deverbal noun combines
with an element that Konig notes to be frequently connected to the intensifiers.
Given this frequent formal coincidence that affects many European languages,
but not Romance languages, Konig — unlike Mutz — does not compare the func-
tion of these elements with the functions of reflexivity markers such as Italian si
or German sich. Instead, he considers the functions which characterize the class
of intensifiers (Konig and Gast 2006; see 4.1).

At least four different uses have been identified in the class of intensifiers:

(10) (Konig2011: 117)
a. (adnominal) The Pope himself will come to the rally. (In contrast to
one of his clergy)
b. (adverbial, exclusive) Mrs. Dalloway wanted to buy the flowers her-
self. (alone, no delegation, no help)
c. (adverbial, inclusive) I cannot give you any money. I am a little short
of cash myself. (me too, I am not only the addressee of your request, but
also in the same situation as you)
d. (attributive) John’s own death surprised me more than that of his
brother. (In contrast to s.o. else’s death).'°

Konig notes that the common denominator of these uses is the contrast between
a given value and alternatives relevant to it. However, this feature common to
the functions of the intensifiers is not sufficient to allow all these functions to be
exploited in the compounds considered by Konig. The functions that according
to Konig occur in his “reflexive nominal compounds” are the adnominal, the ex-

®  In Mutz (2004: 315-16 and notes 10-11), the proposal for three homonymous prefixes is compared to
a less strong suggestion to make auto- a lexical entry with three different “sub-entries”.

10 In K6nig and Gast (2006: 224), an example of the attributive use is: Mind your own business!.
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clusive adverbial and the attributive function. The adverbial inclusive function
is therefore excluded. He notes, however, that the attributive function correlates
in many languages with a different marker both in syntax and in compounds — in
German, for example, the contrast between selbst and eigen in syntax is appar-
ently reproduced in their bound use in compounds. Based on this observation, he
continues his discussion, considering first and foremost the adnominal and adver-
bial (exclusive) functions in the so-called reflexive compounds.

It should be nonetheless further specified that the adverbial exclusive function,
exemplified in (10).b — which essentially corresponds to the “anticausative” and
(at least partly) to the “focalizing” functions proposed by Mutz — can easily be
translated into a compound, in particular in agent derivatives such as self-provider
or Selbstabholer ‘person who autonomously fetches certain items (mail, etc.)’.
As for the adnominal function, it cannot be immediately transposed into a com-
pound in the form expressed in (10).a, and must instead be interpreted in a more
restrictive way. In the example proposed, the element under focus is the subject
of the action, but it is also possible to focus on the elements that have a different
syntactic function, such as the internal argument of the verb.

(11) (Konig and Gast 2006: 229-30)
a. I prefer [the surroundings of 1F London to London [itself ]..
b. [[the surroundings of London]] = (surroundings.of[[ London]])
c. [[London itself 1] = (id[[London]]) = [[London]]

In (11), we have a contrast between the surroundings of London and London,
which corresponds to the contrast between the function SURROUNDINGS.OF and the
identity function id that identifies London with London itself. K&nig proposes to
interpret the case of a reflexive sentence where the reflexive pronoun is strength-
ened by an intensifier as an application of the identity function to the reflexive
pronoun. This strengthening is observed only when a language distinguishes be-
tween intensifiers and reflexives, as can be seen in (12), in the contrast between
English and German.

(12) (Kénig2011: 117)

a. John assesses HIMSELF'.
b. Johann bewertet sich selbst.
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As an adnominal intensifier, selbst contrasts the object — which is coreferent
with the subject of the sentence — with the possible alternative objects, which in
the case of a reflexive sentence correspond to the typical objects of the action.
Continuing his argument, Konig proposes syntactic criteria to distinguish the
adnominal use and the adverbial exclusive use applied to reflexive sentences in
German, showing how in the case of adnominal use, the sequence of the reflexive
pronoun and of the intensifier cannot be interrupted with an adverb (13).a or with
the negation (13).a, while this is possible when the adverbial function is at play
(14).a-b.

(13) (Konig 2011: 119)
a. Karl kritisiert (oft) [sich selbst].
b. Karl kritisiert nicht sich selbst.

(14) (ibidem)
a. Dieses Dorf [verwaltet sich (normalerweise)] selbst.
b. Dieses Dorf verwaltet sich nicht selbst.

The two examples proposed by Koénig — which may correspond respectively
to the compounds Selbstkritik ‘self-critic’ and Selbstverwaltung ‘self-administra-
tion’ — stress the fact that one of the two semantic roles that characterize the verb
arguments constitutes an unexpected choice (see also similar considerations by
Mutz above). In the case of the adnominal function, this corresponds to an unex-
pected patient (remarkable patient), while in the case of the adverbial function, it
corresponds to an unexpected agent (remarkable agent).

On the basis of these two functions of intensifiers, Konig proposes and exem-
plifies by German compounds with selbst- two subtypes of reflexive compounds:
the adnominal reflexive compounds (whose paraphrase can be understood as ‘the
fact of V-ing oneself”) and the adverbial reflexive compounds (‘the fact of V-ing
by itself”).

(15) adnominal reflexive compounds (Konig 2011: 120)
Selbstgefilligkeit ‘complacency’, Selbstzufriedenheit ‘fr. autosatis-
faction’, Selbstironie ‘self-irony, self-mockery’, Selbstinszenierung
‘self-fashioning, self-styling’, Selbstiiberschdtzung ‘overestimate of
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one’s potential’, Selbstgesprdch ‘talking to oneself’, Selbstvertrauen
‘self-confidence’, Selbstbefriedigung ‘masturbation’, Selbsthass ‘self-
hate’, Selbstbild ‘self-image’, Selbstreflexionen ‘reflections’, Selbstver-
stdandnis ‘self-image’, etc.

(16) adverbial reflexive compounds (ibidem)
Selbstzensur ‘self-censorship’, Selbstbezichtigung ‘self-accusation’, Selb-
stbestimmung ‘self-determination’, Selbsthilfe ‘self-help’, Selbstachtung
‘self-respect’, Selbstentmiindigung ‘self-incapacitation’, Selbstentleibung
‘suicide’, Selbstverpflichtung ‘voluntary acceptance of an obligation’,
Selbstaufgabe ‘self-abandonment’, Selbstbedienung ‘self-service’, etc.

As Konig himself notes, the two classes do not present differences from a for-
mal point of view: in both groups, selbst- is always the element that acts as a mod-
ifier in the compound. Despite this, the author argues the usefulness and reality
of the distinction based on the observation that in the examples in (15), the object
of the action is recognizable as the remarkable participant in the coreference re-
lationship established by reflexivity, while in those in (16), the participant who is
recognized as remarkable is the subject.

Konig applies the distinction between adnominal and adverbial reflexive com-
pounds also to the compounds which belong to the syntactic category of adjec-
tives:!!

(17) (Konig 2011: 121)
a. a self-addressed envelope — ‘an envelope addressed to oneself” (ad-
nominal — remarkable target)
b. a self-inflicted wound — ‘a wound inflicted to his-/herself” (adverbial
— remarkable agent)

As for the restrictions over the verbal bases that can access this type of struc-
tures, Konig observes — similarly to Mutz — that the verbs embedded in reflexive

' The examples of adjectives are taken from English: self-sufficient, self-reliant, self-respecting, self-ad-

dressed, self-satisfied, self-deprecating (adnominal adjectival compounds), and self-loading, self-in-
duced, self-appointed, self-inflicted, self-supporting, self-cleaning (adverbial adjectival compounds,
Konig 2011: 121).
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compounds must be transitive, or at least have two argument positions charac-
terized by the [+ human] trait, and they must also be other-directed (see also the
proposals by Alexiadou 2015 for Modern Greek affo- above). The compounds in
question indicate in fact that the reflexivity of the action constitutes a remarkable
fact, which excludes all verbs that express a typically self-directed action, such as
the verbs denoting body care (Konig 2011: 122, Mutz 2009: 314).12

1.3 Conclusion: “contrastive coreference”

It will be noted that Mutz’s and Ko6nig’s proposals overlap in some points. First
of all, both consider that the semantic contribution of auto- or selbst- to the forma-
tions in which these morphemes appear is not unitary, and different functions can
be recognized. Both believe that the bases using a transitive (or at least bivalent)
verb in their creation are privileged in accessing these formations, while intransi-
tive or self-directed verbs are marginal or excluded from this type of formations.
Putting aside the discussion about whether a reduction of the argument structure
or of the number of extra-linguistic referents occurs in these formations, both
Mutz and K6nig note that beyond this reduction there is also a pragmatic compo-
nent, characterized by a contrast between a typical configuration of the action and
the configuration expressed by the formations.

The scope of their studies, however, is limited by the fact that they take into
consideration almost exclusively action nouns, and in a limited way complex
verbs (such as self-destruct or French sauto-féliciter ‘congratulate oneself”),
overlooking other types of derivatives, such as agent nouns or deverbal adjec-
tives — except for the mere mention of their existence and the suggestion that
they share a classification similar to that of nominal derivatives (see deverbal
adjectives above).

There is another aspect that is common to the proposals by Mutz and Ko6nig, and
perhaps limits their approach to the problem. Both consider the different functions

See Haspelmath (2008) for a proposal of a frequentist explanation of asymmetries in the marking
of typically self-directed actions and self-directed configurations of typically other-directed actions.
Haspelmath suggests that the use of shorter markers with self-directed verbs follows from their higher
frequency in self-directed usage, and supports this hypothesis with corpus data. Conversely, verbs
which occur more frequently in other-directed usage are characterized by longer reflexive markers.
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of auto- and selbst- exclusively as the result of these morphemes, analyzing from
a limited perspective the way in which verbal bases that belong to different class-
es of verbs, or are characterized by different argument structures and semantic
features, can affect the interpretation of auto- and selbst- by modulating their
semantic contribution in the resulting formations. Furthermore, they only occa-
sionally evaluate whether certain word-formation patterns correlate with specific
interpretations of the markers.'?

We will not deal with these issues in more detail here — for a discussion and
several proposals in this regard, see Angster (2012: 73-85). What is relevant
in this context is to note that, as far as the functions of “reflexive word-forma-
tion markers” are concerned, their contribution oscillates between clear cases in
which they indicate that a relation of coreference holds between the arguments
of a verb, and clear cases in which the thematic role of a referent in an action is
highlighted as unexpected and remarkable, also implying that this is in contrast
with more usual cases, where alternative referents hold the role in that particular
action. The functions represented by these two opposites do not exclude each
other, and in most cases co-occur in individual formations, suggesting that nei-
ther of the two can be reduced to the other. In this sense, it is curious that Konig
(2011) defines these complex formations as reflexive compounds, despite the
fact that he shows how intensifiers rather than reflexive markers are exploited
in “reflexive compounds”, and the subtypes that he identifies are based on the
functions of intensifiers rather than on different functions of reflexive markers
(as in Mutz 2003, 2004, 2009).

The function corresponding to morphemes such as aufo- and selbst- is to high-
light the center, and at the same time exclude everything that does not belong to it.
This function also generally corresponds to the ability to establish a broad coref-
erence relation — constituting the aforementioned center — which can involve ar-
guments or non-arguments. In a prototypical zone, the function combines corefer-
ence and contrast with alternative (and often more expected) participants who are
excluded through coreference — auto-distruzione/Selbst zerstorung ‘self-destruc-

The relevance of these factors is partly raised in Mutz, with regard to the distinction between the
reflexive and the anticausative functions and the close relationship between the focalizing function
and verbal uses. Konig, on the other hand, notes how the adverbial exclusive function — in addition to
being less rigidly limited to transitive verbs — is particularly relevant in agent nominal derivatives (see
above).
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tion’:" X destroys Y, where X =Y. X =Y constitutes the center, while the exclud-
ed periphery encompasses the possible alternative “destroyers” or “destroyed”. In
other cases, the coreference occurs without a strong contrast (Se/bst-bewusstsein
‘self-awareness’), or the contrast occurs without the coreference component being
evident or central (Selbst-ldufer ‘sure-fire success’;"> auto-estinguente ‘self-extin-
guishing’, auto-sufficiente ‘self-sufficient’).

Considering the prototypical part of this function, I therefore suggest the term
contrastive coreference to refer to the function(s) of “reflexive word-formation
markers”. Consequently, I will call the latter contrastive coreference markers
(henceforth . markers), and contrastive coreference formations (henceforth
formations)'® will refer to the complex words built combining . markers with a
variety of (mostly) deverbal base words.

4 In the previous examples, it is worth noting how the use of a middle dot (<~>) is used as an orthographic
means to explicit word-internal boundaries, especially to highlight the boundary between a contras-
tive coreference marker and its base. This is done to avoid the hyphen that could be confused with
orthographic choices peculiar to a language. Compare, for instance, Italian autodistruzione, or German
Selbstzerstorung, where the use of hyphen would be orthographically unusual, and English self-de-
struction, where the absence of the hyphen would be atypical.

15 A Selbstldufer — lit. self-runner — is not a runner, but something that achieves the desired goal without
much needed to be done to obtain it: «etwas, was wie von selbst, ohne dass viel dafiir getan werden
miisste, den gewiinschten Erfolg hat» duden.

I chose the rather unusual term “formation” here to avoid both “derivative” and “compound” and keep
a neutral position in terms of category membership of the complex words with ..marker to subdomains
of word-formation.
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THE BOUNDARIES OF
WORD-FORMATION AND
CONSTRUCTION MORPHOLOGY






In the previous chapter, we have introduced the topic of this study, and surveyed
the literature dealing with the marking of reflexivity and the use of intensifiers in
complex words. In this chapter, we will discuss the problems of the boundaries
of word-formation, and introduce the theoretical framework which will permeate
our discussion of the cross-linguistic data, i.e. Construction Morphology.

2.1 Form and function of contrastive coreference markers

From the survey of previous studies of what I have defined as contrastive coref-
erence markers and formations, a series of dimensions of variation can be derived.
Some concern formal aspects of the formations, while others concern their meaning.

Concerning formal aspects, we must remark that in the literature there is a rath-
er limited interest about the morphological aspects of these complex words. The
markers considered are either ascribed to prefixation or to compounding, with
little discussion. However, several issues of morphological interest emerge in the
domain of  markers. For example, it is not unproblematic to attribute a closed
class element, e.g. German selbst, to compounding, whose productive patterns
usually involve major lexical classes such as nouns, verbs and adjectives. Addi-
tionally, the fact that very similar word-formation meanings can be conveyed in
different languages using different formal devices, is rather relevant to both the
cross-linguistic study of word-formation and the issue of the boundary between
derivation and compounding. In this context, it is important to note that in the
languages discussed in the literature concerning . formations, .. markers occur on
the left side of the relevant complex words, never on the right side.

As far as the right side of . formations is concerned, we have already mentioned
that the literature discusses mostly complex words in which the right constituent
is a deverbal nominal — especially action nominals — with a few mentions of de-
verbal adjectives and some studies focusing on verbs combined with , markers.
However, various possible types of base words are at best only listed, and any
further implications for morphological theory are completely overlooked. What
also stands out in this context, for example, is the boundary between derivation
and compounding. If a ..marker in a specific language belongs to the class of
prefixes, and if it implies an operation on the argument structure of the underly-
ing verb, then we expect that the prefixation operates first on the verb, and only
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afterwards is a deverbal nominal or adjective derived on the basis of the prefixed
verb. Conversely, if . formations in a specific language belong to the class of
compounds, then they should be interpreted as a kind of synthetic compounds,
where the . .marker acts as internal argument of the underlying verb.

Both scenarios — that ideally characterize . markers in different languages, but
it cannot be excluded that they can be relevant for a single ..marker in a specific
language — lead to further theoretical complications. On one hand, the idea that
a prefixal . marker must first combine with verbs, and then we can obtain indi-
vidual . formations from the prefixed verbs, runs counter to the observation that
(action) nominals are the most productive domain of . markers.

On the other hand, synthetic compounds are well-known as a problematic phe-
nomenon for word-formation theory (see Gaeta 2010), since they imply either the
simultaneous application of different operations — e.g. the unproductive operation
of forming NV compounds and the derivation of a deverbal noun or gerund — or
unattested steps — e.g. truckdriver from °truckdrive ‘to drive a truck’, or trend-
setter from °setter as ‘one who sets something’ — which are frequently subject to
back-formation. Additionally, in the case of . .markers, they cannot be simply
assimilated with the modifier of a synthetic compound, precisely because inten-
sifiers — which, as we have seen, constitute a privileged domain of origin for
compound . markers — do not necessarily belong to the class of nouns, which is
usually the class to which the modifiers of synthetic compounds belong.

A formal aspect can be relevant as far as the meaning of . markers and their
contribution in , formations is concerned. We have seen above that in some lan-
guages different . markers compete, and in some cases display certain functional
specialization. It appears that the literature has so far been primarily interested in
ccformations in which the right constituent is a deverbal derivative or a verb, but
it has also been shown how competing . markers, such as German eigen-, have
a wider compatibility when it comes to including underived base words. Konig
(2011:123) briefly hints at the possibility that additional functions exist in this
domain— «A vague possessive relation (appartenance)» — but to the best of my
knowledge, no further discussion has been undertaken in the literature.

A further way in which competition between strategies surfaces in the realm of
ccformations concerns the cases in which complex words in one language corre-
spond to (more or less) lexicalized phrases in another. For this possibility, Konig
(2011: 114) also provides some compelling examples from French, in which
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he considers the translation equivalents of English self-love (amour-propre),
self-loathing (mépris de soi) and German FEigeninitiative ‘one’s own initiative’
(initiative personnelle).

Let us consider them in more detail. In amour(-)propre ‘self-love’, the adjective
and attributive intensifier propre ‘own’ modifies the noun amour. This first exam-
ple is quite problematic from the point of view of the morphology-syntax bound-
ary, since it is almost impossible to decide whether it must be conceived of as a
product of morphology — as a left-headed Adj-N compound — or of syntax — as a
complex noun phrase where the noun is modified by the adjective. In mépris de
soi ‘self-loathing’, the noun mépris is modified by the stressed reflexive pronoun
soi, embedded in a prepositional phrase. While this second case is formally less
problematic, and can be safely considered a product of syntax, it remains debatable
whether it is lexicalized or not. From the semantic point of view, the meaning of the
phrase is rather compositional, so it need not be stored; however, we can argue that
it has nonetheless been stored in the lexicon, although it does not display an idiosyn-
cratic meaning.'” Finally, initiative personnelle ‘one’s own initiative’ involves the
adjective personnel that conveys some kind of self-related meaning. As in amour(-)
propre it is not clear whether it should be attributed to word-formation or syntax.
While K6nig, without much discussion, attributes amour-propre to word-formation
and initiative personnelle to syntax — probably because the customary syntactic use
of propre as an attributive intensifier is prenominal and it is accompanied by a pos-
sessive, as in son (propre) amour ‘his/her (own) love’ — this conclusion cannot be
so easily taken for granted. For example, if we take into consideration that un amour
propre contains the adjective propre ‘clean’, we can see the same relative order of
adjective and noun in both amour(-)propre and initiative personnelle, i.e.the un-
marked relative order of adjective and noun in the noun phrase in French.

We have devoted some space to the discussion of these potential competing
strategies of French auto- in order to define the scope of this study. Albeit interest-
ing, the competition of . formations with phrases or other products of syntax with
comparable meanings, is not going to be taken into account.'® On the one hand, we

7" On the concept of lexicalization in the literature and on how the term will be used in this study, see
Chapter 3, section 3.1.3.

'8 But see Angster (2017) for an account of possible historical forerunners of . formations in older stages
of Italian, characterized by di sé ‘of oneself” and da sé ‘by oneself’, i.e. the stressed Italian reflexive
pronoun embedded in a prepositional phrase (compare with French de soi above).
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would like to focus on (productive) word-formation patterns. On the other hand,
accounting for such syntactic strategies might take us too far from word-formation,
since it would imply accounting for a number of syntactic constructions that in-
volve reflexive markers, intensifiers of various kinds, but also lexical items (such
as the French adjective personnel above) which share a (maybe even marginal)
function of . markers only in specific readings or individual expressions."

We can now summarize the relevant issues concerning . formations and
ccmarkers which will direct our survey of these word-formation patterns in Euro-
prean languages. Some of them have been already pointed out in Koénig (2011),
while others are more closely related to the implications for word-formation. I
will subdivide them in four groups, the ones relevant to . .formations as a whole,
the ones relevant to the left constituent (i.e. the ..marker), the ones relevant for
the right constituent (i.e. the base word), and finally, the ones concerning the
meaning contribution of ..markers in . formations.

(18)  formations as a whole:
* presence/absence of (productive) . markers in a language

(19)  markers:
* possible lexical sources (interaction with intensifiers and reflexives)
» membership within word-formation
* competition of different ..markers

(20) base words within  formations:
* typology of base words

(21) meaning of . markers:
« functional specialization of competing . markers in a language

The issues in (18) and (19) will be the topic of Chapter 4. With the ones in (20)
and (21), we will deal in Chapter 5 instead. Given the cross-linguistic perspective
of this study, we will not be able to discuss in detail the aspect of the meaning

19 This is also true of some affixes, e.g. Italian intro- in introspezione ‘introspection, the act of looking

into oneself’, allowing for a certain reflexive reading which is completely absent in introduzione ‘in-
troduction’, interpretable as ‘the act of guiding someone into the understanding of a topic’.
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contribution of . markers in all formations attested in the individual languages:
this would require in-depth knowledge of the data and a richer empirical base
for each language of the sample. Our intention here is to focus on the theoretical
problem of the internal boundaries of word-formation, especially the one between
derivation and compounding, and on how the cross-linguistic study of . markers
can shed light on this issue. In order to deal with this main topic, we will now
introduce the theoretical framework that will back up the analysis of . .formations
in the languages of Europe.

2.2 The boundaries of word-formation

The linguistic domain which constitutes the focus of this study is word-forma-
tion, and the theoretical problem which we will deal with is that of its boundaries.
The discussion about the boundaries of word-formation involves exploring the re-
lationship of word-formation with other domains that are not part of morphology
— especially syntax — or with the other main subfield of morphology — i.e. inflec-
tion. But it also involves the exploration of the internal boundaries of word-for-
mation, the most important of which is the distinction between derivation and
compounding.

A discussion of the subdomains of word-formation and their interaction with
adjacent areas cannot be carried out without referring to the units of word-for-
mation and to the operations applied to those units. The nature of units and op-
erations is also linked to the choice of a model of the lexicon that should define:

i.  which units are part of the lexicon,

ii. whether affixes should be interpreted as units or as processes,

iii. if affixes are units, whether operations are also part of the lexicon or of the
grammar,

iv. whether among the elements listed in the lexicon (listemes) we should in-
clude only the products of morphology or also the product of syntax,

v. only idiosyncratic or idiosyncratic as well as regular formations.

This list is undoubtedly incomplete, but it constitutes a sufficiently detailed
roadmap to lay down the theoretical framework that we will adopt in this study.
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I'will first briefly discuss the issue of one of the external boundaries of word-for-
mation: the boundary between inflection and derivation.

2.2.1 Theboundary between inflection and derivation

The relationship between syntax and morphology is certainly a hotly debated is-
sue, with scholars arguing either for the independence of (at least a part of) morpho-
logical phenomena from syntax, or for their complete reduction to by-products of
syntactic operations. An especially animated area of discussion concerns the nature
of inflection, first and foremost contextual inflection, i.e. the set of morphological
exponents whose occurrence is controlled by agreement. The debate around the split
morphology hypothesis — put forward in Perlmutter (1988), developed in Anderson
(1992), and argued against in Booij (1994, 1996) — is an example of the advance of
syntax in the territory of morphological phenomena. In an attempt at safeguarding
the domain of morphology, Booij (1996) shows how the split morphology hypoth-
esis, if accepted, would lead to the split of inflection itself, with contextual inflec-
tion (for example, gender and number marking of adjectives) ending up as part of
syntax, and inherent inflection (not controlled by agreement, for example, number
marking and gender of nouns) remaining part of morphology.

We will not further delve into the debate concerning the boundary between
syntax and inflection, because it is not particularly pertinent to our discussion of
ccmarkers, but we will again come across an external boundary of morphology in
our considerations of the boundary between compounding and syntax.

The distinction between contextual and inherent inflection is nonetheless help-
ful in introducing the topic of the boundary between inflection and derivation,
which distinguishes the former from the wider domain of word-formation. As ten
Hacken (2014: 10-11) notes, while both «are concerned with morphologically
related forms», the core opposition between inflection and derivation consists in
the type of relations that are established between those forms. He takes two exam-
ples as prototypical of this core distinction: the ten case and number forms of the
Polish noun kobieta ‘woman’, and the English pair read ~ readable.

The first example is a prototypical case of inflection. The set of ten word-forms of
kobieta are arranged in fourteen slots, which together form a paradigm that is charac-
teric of most Polish nouns. Paradigm and citation form constitute the lexeme kobieta.

On the other hand, the second example of relation is taken as a prototypical case
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of derivation. The English word read is a verb, whereas readable is an adjective
— while all forms of kobieta are instances of a noun. In the same way, read does
not form a paradigm together with readable, but they are two different lexemes,
the latter being the result of the formation of a new lexeme.

The example highlights three fundamental aspects of the distinction between inflec-
tion and derivation, i.e. the structuration of inflection in paradigms of word-forms, the
homogeneity of paradigm forms from the point of view of their syntactic category,
and the ability of derivation to establish relations between different lexemes.

As the term prototype used by ten Hacken (2014) suggests, the distinction be-
tween inflection and derivation is raveled by a wealth of borderline cases. Ark-
adiev and Klamer (2019: 442) note that the literature regards the two prototypes
as poles of a continuum. A number of features — including two of the three men-
tioned above, i.e. “function” and “paradigmaticity” — have been identified as use-
ful for modelling this continuum, and Table 1 below lists the ones Arkadiev and
Klamer (2019: 443) picked out from the recent literature.

TABLE 1. Features of prototypical inflection and derivation — (Arkadiev and Klamer 2019: 443)

Parameter Inflection Derivation
D . .
Function oes not change syntactic May change syntactic category
category of a word of a word
Tends to have lexical semantic
. Often has purely grammatical content, i.e. meanings similar
Meaning . . .
meaning to the meanings of independent
words
Regularity Is often semantically regular May have unpredictable se-

mantic content

Syntactic determinism

Is often syntactically determined

Does not require a specific
syntactic environment
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same word

Obligatoriness Function is obligatory Function is not obligatory
- . . Often applies only to certain
Productivity Is highly productive words, or classes of words
. . L . Is often not organized in

Paradigmaticity Is often organized in paradigms paradigms

. Can be marked by portmanteau | Is rarely marked by portman-
Fusion

morphemes teau morphemes

Recursivity Is marked only once in the May apply twice in the same

word
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Under “syntactic determinism”, we can recognize the features relevant in distin-
guishing contextual and inherent inflection. The table lacks a clear feature referring to
the creation of new lexemes typical of prototypical derivation, but a couple of other
functions point in the direction of aspects relevant for the lexicon. The features “mean-
ing” and “regularity of meaning” contrast inflection, which conveys a grammatical,
predictable meaning, with derivation, whose meaning contribution tends to be lexical,
i.e. «similar to the meanings of independent words», and idiosyncratic, which means
that it might be stored independently of the regularities obtained from comparing the
meaning of series of related forms, a fact that resembles again the behavior of simple,
non-derived lexemes, rather than that of individual forms in a paradigm.

A similar semantic contrast is exploited by Bauer (2004), in the context of an
alternative proposal, to deal with the boundary between inflection and deriva-
tion. Instead of using features to define prototypes, he identifies six classes of
morphological processes (Table 2), challenging the traditional idea that only two
recurring clusters of features — inflection and derivation — are to be recognized.

TABLE 2. Six-way classification of morphological processes between inflection and deriva-
tion — (Bauer 2004)

Contextual | Inherent Valenc?r " | Transpositional | Evaluative Lex1c013-
Changing expanding

Agreement | No agreement

Lexeme-maintaining ‘ Creating new lexemes

Class-maintaining Class-changing

Grammatical Lexical

Paradigmatic Non- .
paradigmatic

The classification is not unproblematic, and Bauer himself is well aware of its
issues.”

The features in Table 1 and the classes in Table 2, suggested by Bauer (2004),
are interesting in the context of our discussion of , markers, because they both

2 «Evaluative morphology is awkwardly placed here, since it is typically class-maintaining, though it
can be class-changing.» (Bauer 2004: 283), and, further below: «The creation of a new set of catego-
ries where there have previously been only two or three inevitably brings problems with it. There are
two obvious problems with the suggestion made here: (1) it creates more borderlines, and thus more
borderline disputes; (2) it splits the outputs of more morphological processes into different categories.»
(Bauer 2004: 284)
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show how prototypical inflection/contextual inflection is characterized by gram-
matical meanings, while prototypical derivation and Bauer’s classes of evaluative
and lexicon-expanding morphology are characterized by lexical meanings. As we
have seen above, the contribution of . markers to . formations consists not in
lexical, but in grammatical meaning, which has been compared with the meaning
of reflexive pronouns, intensifiers or of the anticausative alternations. Reflexivity
and anticausativity can be considered as valency-changing functions, which in
Bauer’s model co-occur with grammatical meaning and the creation of new lex-
emes, so that . markers can be interpreted as an instance of some non-prototypi-
cal form of derivation in the feature-based model in Table 1 above.

However, two issues emerge. The first concerns the contrastive value of . .mark-
ers, a pragmatic component of their interpretation, which on the one hand does
not fit into the valency-changing class, while on the other hand, it represents an
example of “fusion”, i.e. of cumulative exponence,?' an aspect which is usually
typical of inflection.”? The second, more relevant issue concerns the fact that some
omarkers have been regarded as compounds, since they involve two elements
that can occur as independent, non-bound words. On the one hand, this shows that
also compounds can apparently convey a grammatical meaning instead of lexical.
On the other hand, this suggests that the continuum between inflection and deri-
vation should be regarded as a continuum between inflection and word-formation,
therefore not as a linear continuum, but at least as a planar continuum that also
involves compounding.

2.2.2 The boundary between derivation and compounding

This leads us to the boundary between derivation and compounding. If we con-
sider again Table 1, derivation and compounding share more or less the same
features which contrast derivation with inflection, while the prototypical form of
compounding can be regarded as part of the lexicon-expanding class proposed by

2 See Ricca (2005) on examples of cumulative exponence in derivation.

One could argue that inflected forms can also be characterized by context-related, sociolinguistic or
even pragmatic restrictions of occurrence — see, for example, Thornton (2011) on conditions con-
straining the occurrence of morphological doublets (“cell-mates” in Thornton’s terms). However, the
constraints considered by Thornton appear to apply to whole inflected forms and not just to the relevant
affixes or morphological operations.
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Bauer (2004). Some additional discussion of the features is nonetheless necessary.
As we have already mentioned, the meaning of derivational processes can also
be very grammatical, especially in the case of transpositional and valency-chang-

ing morphology. As noted above, . markers might constitute a similar case in

> CC
compounding.

If we consider regularity, meaning regularity is higher in low-frequency prod-
ucts (or even nonce-formations) of highly productive morphological operations.
Conversely, it is lower in the case of high-frequency products of morphological
operations, and it increases as the productivity of an operation decreases.

The regularity of meaning is thus closely connected with productivity, i.e. with
the characteristic of different morphological operations to display differences in
availability and profitability, as defined by Bauer (2001). Derivational operations
can be very productive, to the point of bordering on inflection in cases of transpo-
sitional morphology (see the status of Italian -bile bordering with inflection; Ric-
ca 2004). However, it has been suggested that while derivational processes have
a gradual productivity from very to weakly productive, compounding patterns,
if they are productive at all, have an almost unrestricted productivity, similar to
that of syntactic constructions (see Koefoed and Van Marle 2001: 304).2 At any
rate, both compounding and derivational structures can be completely unproduc-
tive (see the case of unavailable operations like English deadjectival nouns in
-th and cranberry morphs). On the other hand, very productive semi-instantiated
compositional operations are not a rare occurrence, but their high productivity is
considered a criterion for membership in the intermediate class of affixoids (see
below 2.2.6).

Also, a certain connection can be established between the features of paradig-
maticity and fusion. On the one hand, in recent years there have been attempts at
applying a paradigmatic model beyond the limits of inflection, aimed chiefly at
including derivational operations, but also some compound structures (see Hatout
and Namer 2019 and Gaeta and Angster 2019). On the other hand, it appears that
recognizing cumulative exponence in derivation is more a matter of general mod-
elling in this realm — i.e. the lack of a clear paradigmatic structure of derivation,
such as exemplified by inflectional paradigms — than a problem of the lack of fu-

3 «[Tlhe productivity of compounding resembles that of syntactic constructions: if a given compound

type is productive, its productivity is of the kind we meet in syntax, which means that there are virtually
no restrictions.» (Koefoed and Van Marle 2001: 304)
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sion of the different meanings conveyed by a morphological operation. Given that
many derivational operations can be recognized as competing with those that are
more compound-like, it can be assumed that paradigmaticity and fusion cannot be
excluded from compounds, if a model for the semantic content of word-formation
operations is proposed.

Finally, while recursivity characterizes both derivation and compounding, as
opposed to inflection, it is more constrained in derivation than in compounding,
and more constrained in compounding than in syntax, while constraints vary
greatly in different languages (Gaeta 2015: 864).%

So, if for most of the features considered above the difference between deriva-
tion and compounding is more a matter of degree and not of presence/absence of
individual features, what distinguishes derivation from compounding? Consider-
ing again prototypical cases of the two classes, the answer to this question lies in
the units involved.

Olsen (2014) first provides a definition of the two classes before turning to
problematic phenomena.

«Compounding, simply spoken, is a combinatorial word-formation process
that creates complex words by combining lexemes (roots or stems). Its
products, that is, compounds, are comprised of two or more lexemes at the
word level such as cheek bone. Compounding is most often contrasted with
overt affixation which derives a word from a lexeme by adding an affix,
that is a bound morpheme that combines with a specific category base to
form a pattern. An example of suffix derivation with a simple lexeme as a
base is wire+less.» Olsen (2014: 26)

Olsen also highlights some commonalities shared by the two classes, but with
the only effect of strengthening the relevance of the units involved in establishing
the boundary between them:

We can suppose that more restrictive constraints on combinations apply in derivation than in com-
pounding. See Hay and Plag (2004) on constraints on suffix combinations in English, and Manova
(2015) on closing suffixes. Concerning compounds, positionally bound morphemes (Olsen 2015: 375)
— such as the elements from the disputed class of affixoids bordering on derivation; see 2.2.6 below —
appear as rather constrained. Further research and a clearer modelling of restrictions in compounding
is nonetheless needed.
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«[Alffixation and compounding share most of their formal properties: they
are binary branching, recursive, headed structures. Especially in languages
that have right-headed compounds, like Germanic languages, the primary
difference between affixation and compounding lies in the status of the
constituent parts: if at the relevant level of analysis both constituents are
lexemes belonging to the open word classes of the language, the result is
a compound, if one constituent is a formative, that is a bound morpheme
belonging to a finite class of elements in the language, the structure is an
affixation.» Olsen (2014: 27)

A number of concepts are used in the definitions above, whose definitions
in turn are far from unproblematic, starting from that of “lexeme” and its
status, compared to that of “word”, “root” and “stem”, as opposed to the con-
cept of “bound-morpheme”. It is also worth noting how Olsen resorts to the
distinction between “open word classes” and “finite classes of elements” for
contrasting compound and derivational units. Without providing a survey of
the definitions of these concepts found in the literature, I will now briefly
discuss them.

2.2.3 The word level and below

The first concept to be defined is that of word, and the distinction between word
and lexeme.

«One well-known definition of the word runs as follows: ‘A word may be
defined as the union of a particular meaning with a particular complex of
sounds capable of a particular grammatical employment.’ This definition,
it will be observed, makes it a necessary condition that the word should be
simultaneously a semantic, a phonological and a grammatical unit.» (Lyons
1968: 200)

Lyons’ definition of word as a multilayered unit combining semantic, phono-
logical and grammatical features appears very similar to the following definition
of lexeme, which Montermini (2010) provides in the context of a discussion of
the units in compounding:
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«In most word-based theories of morphology the lexeme defines as an el-
ementary sign combining at least three sets of properties, corresponding to
three types of linguistic information: a phonological representation, a se-
mantic representation, and morphosyntactic information (e.g. grammatical
category).» (Montermini 2010: 86-87)

Another definition can help narrow down the scope of the concept of lexeme,
as opposed to that of word.

«In lexical analysis, lexeme identifies the unit of lexicon that constitutes
the base form to which all the inflected forms are ascribed (for example,
the conjugated forms of verbs or the inflected forms of nouns) and lemma
corresponds to the lexeme seen as an entry in a dictionary.» (Jezek 2016:

22-23; emphasis in the original text)

Jezek’s definition, closer to lexicology, points in the direction of the lexeme as a
more abstract entity, which constitutes the common thread linking more concrete
embodiments, e.g. the inflected forms of elements of classes like nouns, verbs, or
adjectives in inflectional languages.

We will consider lexemes as more abstract units stored in the lexicon along with
families of (grammatical) words, i.e. paradigms. The concept of “grammatical
word” can be defined as follows:

«A grammatical word consists of a number of grammatical elements which
(i) always occur together, rather than scattered through the clause (the crite-
rion of cohesiveness); (ii) occur in fixed order; and (iii) have a convention-
alized coherence and meaning (Dixon and Aikhenvald (2002).» (Aikhen-
vald 2007: 2; emphasis in the original text)

Following Aikhenvald’s definition, grammatical words — which constitutes
only one of the possible definitions of word that are surveyed and discussed in
Dixon and Aikhenvald (2002) - appear as more concrete entities compared to

2 Among the different possible types of word, a prominent position belongs to the phonological word
(Dixon and Aikhenvald 2002: 13-18), whose definition is often instrumental in the distinction be-
tween words and clitics (Dixon and Aikhenvald 2002: 25), while stress patterns are used to distinguish
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lexemes. When we mention words in this study, we will keep in mind this lower
level of abstraction. This does not mean that lexeme and word cannot overlap in
some context, especially in cases in which a language does not have a rich inflec-
tion, but even in those cases, it is always possible to set apart the lexeme as a unit
of the lexicon from the word as the embodiment of a lexeme, especially as a unit
holding a specific syntactic (or morphological) function, irrespective of whether
this implies a modification in its form or not.

Before continuing our survey of the relevant terminology considering units be-
low the level of the (grammatical) word, it is worth mentioning two aspects of
the perspective we will adopt in this study. On the one hand, it is important to
stress that we will maintain a word-based approach to word-formation, and, ac-
cordingly, consider affixes and units below the word level as non-independent
from morphological operations — similarly to how they are regarded in word-
based models of lexicalism (e.g. Aronoff 1976).2° We might, however, resort to
a morpheme-based terminology for descriptive purposes in the discussion of the
cross-linguistic data.

On the other hand, while we do not support the morpheme-based idea that affix-
es and, more generally, morphemes are independently stored in the lexicon, from
our perspective, the lexeme is not the only type of entity stored in the lexicon: we
support a view of the lexicon in which elements bigger than the (grammatical)
word, i.e. products of syntax, can also be stored. Following Di Sciullo and Wil-
liams (1987), we will call the set of objects memorized in the lexicon listemes,
be they lexemes/words or phrases/multi-word units (see the discussion on the
boundary of compounding and syntax below in 2.2.8).

Following Bauer (2014),”” below the word level we can recognize roots, stems,
bases — all terms which apply to the part of a word holding the fundamental lexical
meaning — and affixes. To summarize, while the root is the «smallest core of any
wordy, the stem is a form of the lexeme that cannot occur as a word-form (but
which attaches to inflectional affixes, if we follow Bauer 1983: 20). The term

between cohering and non-cohering derivational affixes (Raffelsiefen 2015: 900). Concerning com-
pounds, phonological criteria are very sensitive to language-specific phonological features (see Lieber
and Stekauer 2009a: 11).

% For a survey of Lexicalist Morphology and its different theoretical nuances see Montermini (2019).

27 Bauer (1983: 20-22) introduces the terms root, stem and base in a way very similar to Bauer (2014), but
he restricts the use of stem to the inflectional domain. Although Bauer (2014) adopts the wider sense
of stem, we will stick to the more restricted sense found in Bauer (1983).
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base crosses the distinction between root and stem in the sense that both roots and
stems can constitute the base of a complex word, i.e. the form to which an affix
— defined as «a recurrent piece of phonological material, not itself a root, which
when found in a word has a relatively consistent effect on the meaning of the word
in which it is found» — attaches (Bauer 2014: 118). Another relevant distinction
in this realm is that between bound and free morphs. Affixes are bound morphs,
they «cannot stand alone as utterances» (Bauer 2014: 119), however, if the stem
cannot occur as a word-form, the stem can also be bound, and a stem which is also
aroot is a bound morph as well.

We have hinted at the fact that roots, stems and bases are all linked to a lexeme,
while affixes are not since they are not roots. The circularity of this statement
is evident, and compels us to look deeper into the distinction between roots and
affixes. It is clear that some languages display mostly free roots — i.e. they can
occur as word-forms in a sentence, see (22).a — while in other languages roots
are usually bound — they constitute one of the stems to which inflectional affixes
attach, see (22).b.

(22) a. English cat ‘cat.sG’ ~ cat-s ‘cat-pL’
b. Italian gatt-o ‘cat-sG’ ~ gatt-i ‘cat-pL’

The word-form for ‘cat.sG’ formally corresponds to the root cat, while in Italian
the root gatt- can never occur as a word-form. Beyond the different ways in which
the two languages mark number distinctions, in this example it is clear how the
lexical content in both languages is conveyed by the root and not by the suffix-
es, whose contribution is more grammatical, bearing the values of the category
number. This is not unexpected since the example shows a case of inflectional
morphology.

Things become a bit more complex if we move from inflection to derivation,
because according to Arkadiev and Klamer’s (2019) features, derivation should
convey «lexical meaning [ ] similar to that of independent words», while in Bau-
er’s (2004) classification of morphological classes, although valency-changing
and transpositional morphologies have grammatical meaning, evaluative and lex-
icon-expanding morphologies are considered to have lexical meaning. Therefore,
we have both roots and derivational affixes which can have lexical meaning and
occur as bound morphs. On the other hand, we have free morphs, such as function
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words — prepositions, auxiliaries, pronouns, etc., i.e. closed-class elements — that
have grammatical meaning, but occur as independent grammatical words.

This makes for a rather intricate picture, which can probably be clarified by
shifting attention from semantic to formal aspects. Affixes, unlike roots, regard-
less of the type of contribution they convey, rely on a base, which means that the
base is essential for an affix to occur.?® Conversely, roots can occur without the
presence of affixes — at least of derivational ones, in languages with (rich) inflec-
tion. We can thus distinguish between (prototypical) roots and affixes based on
this formal aspect.

2.2.4 Borderline units: neoclassical combining forms

However, if we go back to the boundary between derivation and compounding,
we will find several classes of phenomena which involve units that are half-way
between the two. The most relevant to our discussion of ., markers are neoclassi-
cal combining forms and affixoids (also called semi-affixes).

Iacobini (2004a) offers a survey of neoclassical combining forms in Italian,
enumerating a series of their features that holds true for other languages in which
they are used (see, e.g. Olsen 2019: 35-36). Neoclassical combining forms do not
occur autonomously in the sentence, and are called neoclassical since they are
mostly taken from classical languages (mostly Ancient Greek and Latin). Being
widespread with similar form and meaning in the lexicon of many languages — es-
pecially in technical-scientific terminology of European languages — they are also
called “internationalisms”. These characteristics of neoclassical combining forms
make them a rather homogeneous class from a cross-linguistic formal point of
view as well: despite the fact that they are always bound, each of these elements
can occur either as the first (generally with modifier function), or as the second
element (generally with head function) in relevant formations, behaving similar-
ly to common compound elements. They convey lexical meaning, and are often
used in complex formations as an alternative to free words of the same meaning

2 From a word-based perspective, this is the essence of word-formation rules, introduced in the lexicalist
paradigm by Aronoff (1976): «a [word-formation rule] can be viewed as a means of establishing a
correspondence between the phonological, semantic and syntactic (primarily categorical) properties of
a simple(r) and of a complex word» (Montermini 2019: 126). Aronoff’s (1976) perspective concerning
units in word-formation is word-based, with the consequence that an affix «cannot be separated from
the rule, because it is nowhere given any representation on its own» (Aronoff 1976: 70).
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(-lito- ‘stone’, -zoo- ‘animal’). In addition, like words and unlike affixes, they can
be derived (cerebro- ‘brain’ — cerebrale ‘concerning the brain; cerebral’, etno-
‘nation, people’ — etnico ‘belonging to a population, ethnic’, ipno- ‘sleep” —
ipnosi ‘hypnosis’). Finally, resembling words in this respect as well, neoclassical
combining forms constitute an open class, while affixes in synchrony tend to con-
stitute a closed class of elements (Iacobini 2004a: 69, 84-85).

Guevara and Scalise (2008: 111) have highlighted how neoclassical combin-
ing forms can also occur in compounds with free words (23), and that in these
formations the relationships between constituents do not differ from the relation-
ships that can occur between the constituents of compounds formed exclusively

of words.”
(23) English: anthropology [sW+sW]
biochemistry [sW+W]
Italian: odontotecnico [sW+W] = ‘lit. tooth technician’
colorificio [W+sW] = ‘lit. paint factory’

For this reason, they conclude that neoclassical combining forms should not be
treated differently from “normal” words (Guevara and Scalise 2008: 111).

Iacobini (2004a) also remarks how another terminological tradition has em-
phasized the affinity of neoclassical formative elements with affixes, dividing
them into “prefixoids” and “suffixoids” (see affissoidi/prefissoidi/suffissoidi in
Migliorini 1963).*° In fact, not all neoclassical combining forms can occur in-
differently as the first or second element: some of them are used exclusively in
initial or final position. The elements present exclusively in the final position (e.g.
Italian -cida, -crate, -fero, -geno, -voro, etc.) generally form nouns and adjec-
tives of agentive and instrumental meaning in formations that parallel synthetic
compounds (carni-voro =~ meat-eater), or Romance VN compounds (vessilli-fero
‘flag-bearer’ = porta-bandiera ‘flag-bearer, lit. bear-flag’ lacobini 2004a: 89).

The elements that always occur in the first position, on the other hand, have
characteristics similar to prefixes, and express a relational meaning that indicates

Scalise (1994: 269-271) uses the term semiparola ‘semi-word’ to refer to neoclassical combining
forms. In example (23), W stands for “word” and sW for “semi-word”.

This terminology is somewhat problematic since the same terms have been used to identify a rather
different class of phenomena, see further below in 2.2.6.
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position (ecto-, endo-, exo-, meso-, peri-), temporality (archeo-, vetero-), quantity
(hemi-, equi-, omni-, panto-) and number (uni-, mono-, bi-, tri-). Finally, some el-
ements of this group (auto-, iper-, ipo-, macro-, mega-, meta-, micro-, multi-, neo-
, para-, pluri-, poli-) are considered by lacobini to be part of the class of prefixes,
based on the observation that they are used «before words in numerous formations
of common usage, and the type of meanings they express triggers processes of
grammaticalization» (Iacobini 2004a: 88; my translation).?!

The fact that neoclassical combining forms are problematic units from the point
of view of their formal correspondence with free words challenges their classi-
fication as words, lexemes or affixes, and the definition of compounds, as far as
the elements allowed and the processes underlying their formation are concerned.

However, as highlighted by Montermini (2010: 82), cases of formally problem-
atic units are not so problematic if the lexeme is assumed to be an abstract unit of
lexical organization (24.b), and if problematic units are conceived of as instances
of divergence between the form taken by a lexeme in a compound (24.c), and the
word forms available for that lexeme (24.d), which is why they can be treated as
particular cases of word-based composition.

(24) a. Fr. ludotheque ‘toy library’, It. cardiologo ‘cardiologist’
b. lexeme: Fr.JEU It. CUORE
c. [+ bound]: Iludo- cardio-
d.  [-bound]: jeu cuore (adapted from: Montermini 2010: 82)

The case of neoclassical combining forms — which, as Montermini remarks, are
assimilable to analogous phenomena present outside the context of Western Eu-
rope or of elements of neoclassical origin — can be considered as lexical elements
characterized by the feature [+ bound], and according to Montermini (2010: 82),
this is not in contrast with the idea that lexemes (and not morphemes) are the units
according to which the mental lexicon is organized.

«L’impiego davanti a parole in numerose formazioni di uso comune e il tipo di significati espressi
hanno provocato processi di grammaticalizzazione che a nostro avviso giustificano I'inserimento nel
novero dei prefissi di elementi come auto- “da sé”, iper-, ipo-, macro-, mega-, meta-, micro-, multi-,
neo-, para-, pluri-, poli-.» (lacobini 2004a: 88)
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2.2.5 Borderline units: prefixes at the boundary with compounding

It is worth noting that Iacobini (2004a, 2004b) — but also Montermini (2008)
— include Italian auto- among Italian prefixes, despite its neoclassical origin and
formal properties. We have also observed that the other ..markers considered in
the literature occur on the left of the relevant . formations, to the point that some
of them are also regarded as prefixes (e.g. English self- in Mackenzie 2018). Be-
fore we turn our attention to affixoids, it would be helpful to briefly outline the
boundary between prefixation and compounding.

Iacobini (2004b: 105-107) defines the features that are typical of prefixes by
contrasting them to compounds (and neoclassical combining forms). According
to him, the most important characteristics that allow prefixes to be seen as deriva-
tional affixes and to distinguish them from words are:

1. the fixed position within a complex word,

ii. the impossibility of being derived or inflected,

iii. the relationship (exclusively determinative [i.e. never coordinative]) with
the base.

Other criteria proposed as relevant are:

iv. the relational semantics expressed by the prefixes,

v. the position of the head of the prefixed word (on the right, like in suffixed
words, instead of on the left, like in many productive compounds [in Italian]),

vi. the fact of constituting a tendentially closed inventory,

vii. the fact of being bound elements,

viii.the fact of being elements on average shorter than words.*

However, it is well known that prefixes — at least in European languages like
Italian, French, but also German — frequently correspond with prepositions and
adverbs. Until recently, this has lead a number of scholars in the tradition of de-

«Le caratteristiche pitl importanti al fine di considerare i prefissi come affissi derivazionali e di dis-
tinguerli dalle parole sono: la posizione fissa all’interno della parola complessa, I'impossibilita di
essere derivati o flessi, la relazione (esclusivamente di tipo determinativo) con la base; altri criteri
rilevanti sono la semantica di tipo relazionale espressa dai prefissi, la posizione della testa della parola
prefissata (a destra, cosi come le parole suffissate, anziché a sinistra come molti dei composti pro-
duttivi), il fatto di costituire un inventario tendenzialmente chiuso, di essere elementi legati, di essere
elementi mediamente piu brevi delle parole.» (Iacobini 2004b: 107)
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scriptive grammar to consider prefixes as an instance of compounding.** This
account is nonetheless to be dismissed. Montermini (2008: 32) points out that
because of their higher phonological and syntactic autonomy, (Italian) prefixes
bear more similarities than suffixes to the lexical units from which they are de-
rived through grammaticalization, but it is nevertheless possible to argue for the
inclusion of prefixes into the class of affixes based on several observations, in-
cluding the fact that the semantic contribution of prefixes and their homonymous
prepositions do not overlap, and the range of meanings conveyed by prefixes is
usually larger than that of prepositions (Montermini 2008: 34). Furthermore, pre-
fixes differ from prepositions from a formal point of view: while prepositions take
nouns as complements, prefixes can be combined with any major lexical category
(nouns, verbs, adjectives; Montermini 2008: 35; Tacobini 2004b: 103).3
Interestingly, although the Italian auto- is considered a prefix by both Montermini
(2008: 61, as “modal” prefix along with co(n)- and ri-)** and Iacobini (2004b: 159,
«the only prefix expressing a reflexive value»), based on its high productivity, its
fixed position on the left of the word and its compatibility with native words (au-
tovalutazione), it still shares aspects of a neoclassical combining form. For exam-
ple, auto- still occurs with combining forms (auto-psia, auto-bio-grafia), can be de-
rived (aut-ismo ‘autism’, aut-ista ‘autistic person’; see idro- — idr-ico ‘hydric’), and
has some compatibility with coordinative structures, where it can occur coordinated
with another modifier in a larger subordinative structure ([[auto-etero]-aggressivita]
‘self- and other-directed aggressiveness’), but not in a binary structure (compare
e.g. (equilibrio) idro-salino ‘(balance) of water and salt’). We suppose that auto- is
nonetheless included in the inventory of Italian prefixes, because it shares a be-
havior similar to that of other neoclassical combining forms such as iper-, macro-,
micro-, multi-, neo-, para-, pluri-, which are considered prefixes because «they are
part of the competence of most speakers, they combine with [native Italian] words

3 See Bauer (2005: 106), Montermini (2008: 13-14), Olsen (2019: 36) for further references of this ten-
dency in the French, Italian and German grammatical traditions.

3 It must be added that some classes of exocentric compounds with a preposition acting as modifier
(P+N: nouns: senza-tetto “homeless (person)’, sotto-scala ‘space under a staircase’, dopo-lavoro ‘work-
ers recreational club’; adjectives: dopo-sci ‘aprés-ski’, raso-terra ‘close to the ground’; adverbs: sot-
to-braccio ‘arms linked’, contro-voglia ‘reluctantly’) are recognized by some scholars (Scalise 1983:
146-147; examples from Bisetto 2004: 47, 48, 51-52).

3 Montermini (2008) provides a semantically driven classification of Italian prefixes that is applied by
Lefer and Cartoni (2011) in a contrastive study of prefixes. An example of a more fine-grained classifica-
tion of word-formation patterns is an areal-typological survey of valutative morphology in Grandi (2002).
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in a rich series of neologisms in current use, in formations structured in the same
way as those in which other prefixes of older attestation occur, with which they
display paradigmatic relationships» (Iacobini 2004b: 101; my translation).*

If we turn our attention to German and to the boundary between derivation (es-
pecially prefixation) and compounding, the situation is similar to that of Italian, in
that both languages display productive prefixation and also borderline phenome-
na. However, German differs from Italian in the number of prefixes and the lex-
ical category of the bases to which they attach, but also in the type of borderline
phenomena occurring in this language.

German affixes can be generally subdivided into two groups: native (indigene
Affixe, Fleischer and Barz 2012; native Affixe, Eisenberg 2013) and non-native af-
fixes (Fremdprifixe, Fremdsuffixe, Fleischer and Barz 2012; Lehnprdfixe, Lehn-
suffixe Eisenberg 2013).37 Focusing on prefixes, it must be noted that native pre-
fixes which combine with nouns (erz-, ge-, haupt-, miss-, un-, ur-) and adjectives
(erz-, un-, ur-) are less numerous than:

i. the non-native prefixes which combine with nouns and adjectives (anti-,
contra-, dis-, ex-, hyper-, in-, inter-, meta-, neo-, non-, post-, prd-, super-,
supra-, trans-);

ii. the native prefixes which combine with verbs
a. be-, ent-, er-, ge-, miss-, ver-, zer-;

b. durch-, hinter-, iiber-, um-, unter-, wider-,
iii. the native suffixes taking nouns and adjectives as bases.*

With regards to the list of prefixes provided above, two facts are worth noting.
On the one hand, among German non-native prefixes Eisenberg includes some

«Riteniamo che elementi come iper-, macro-, micro-, multi-, neo-, para-, pluri-, possano essere a tutti
gli effetti considerati prefissi in ragione del fatto che, sebbene siano impiegati anche in combinazione
con elementi formativi nella coniazione di termini tecnico-scientifici, sono ormai entrati a far parte
della competenza della generalita dei parlanti, e sono premessi a parole in numerosi neologismi d’uso
corrente in costruzioni identiche a quelle a cui parteci- pano i prefissi di piu antica attestazione in ital-
iano, e con i quali intrattengono rapporti di tipo paradigmatico.» (Iacobini 2004b: 101)

37 Eisenberg (2013: 36) differentiates between Lehnwaorter ‘loanwords’, which do have a non-native or-
igin, but are nonetheless integrated into German, and Fremdwdrter ‘foreign words’, which have not
fully adapted to the German language structure.

3% Enumerating the suffixes would make the list too long: see Fleischer and Barz (2012: 56-57) for the complete
list of native affixes, and Eisenberg (2013: 236 ff.) for the distinction between native and non-native prefixes.
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elements that he also mentions when discussing neoclassical combining forms
(inter-, super-, trans-). On the other hand, the list of verb prefixes under ii. is di-
vided into two parts: the first one, under ii.a, includes the verb prefixes that have
no free counterpart (preposition or adverb); the second one, under ii.b, includes
the verb prefixes that have prepositions as free counterparts, but also compete
with homonymic separable preverbs (see below).

These two aspects point in the direction of two borderline phenomena in the
domain of German word-formation: the so-called Konfixkomposita and the trenn-
bare Verben, also called separable complex verbs (SCVs).

German neoclassical combining forms (or Konfixkomposita) share many features
that we have already discussed concerning Italian neoclassical combining forms
— bound forms, absence of a free counterpart, lexical meaning, fixed position for
subsets of combining forms (i.e. Prdkonfixe and Postkonfixe), possibility for some
of them to combine with native words, open class (see Eisenberg 2013: 231-235
for more details) — so we are not going to delve further into these considerations.
It might nonetheless be relevant to mention only that German auto-, unlike Italian
auto-, does not combine with native words (Fleischer and Barz 2012: 172), rather,
it is limited to combining with other so-called Konfixe. It must be also added that
in German, as well as in Italian, a free grammatical word exists — Ger. Aufo from
Ger. Automobil, It. auto from It. automobile — which, with the meaning ‘car’, can
combine in both languages productively with native bases: Ger. Auto-bahn ‘motor-
way’, Auto-besitzer ‘car owner’; It. auto-strada ‘motorway’, auto-concessionario
‘car dealership’. In Italian, the bound use of auto(-) ‘car’ can sometimes overlap
with that of the . marker: auto-demolizione usually means ‘car scrappage’, but it
can be attested in the sense of ‘self-destruction, demolition of one’s own beliefs’.*
This kind of elements, deriving from the clipping of neoclassical formations, hom-
onymic with neoclassical combining forms, and often displaying a free counterpart
and a higher degree of compatibility with native words, have been defined as “sec-
ond generation” neoclassical combining forms (elementi formativi neoclassici di
seconda generazione, Iacobini 2004a: 73-74).%

See, for example, Zidane continuava I'autodemolizione del proprio mito ‘Zidane carried on with the
demolition of his own myth’. Retrieved from the page https://digilander.libero.it/mondojuventus/9900/
news99.html; 16th February 2022.

4 For a discussion of the “second generation” neoclassical combining forms and for more examples of
Italian auto- ‘car’ in this use see Iacobini (2004a: 74-75).
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2.2.6 Borderline units: affixoids in the German morphological tradition

Before turning our attention to separable complex verbs in 2.2.7 below, it is
worth surveying another borderline case between derivation and compounding
which is particularly relevant in the German morphological literature: affixoids.

We have seen above in 2.2.4 that in the Italian literature one of the terms used
to label neoclassical combining forms is “affixoid”. This term stresses the fact
that these elements have features in common with affixes (fixed position, lack
of formal correspondence with a syntactically free element), but they also share
features with words, in particular because they carry a lexical meaning. The ad-
vantage of this term is its neutrality with respect to the etymological origin in the
lexicon of classical languages.

The same term is used in the German tradition of morphological studies to in-
dicate intermediate elements between compounding and derivation which have
native origin. However, the crucial difference between neoclassical combining
forms and German affixoids is that the features shared with affixes on the one
hand, and with compound units on the other, are to some extent reversed. Like
affixes, German affixoids are characterized by a rather abstract meaning, but their
form actually corresponds to that of independent words.

The concept of affixoid has often been accompanied by a huge discussion be-
tween proponents/supporters and critics. For instance, ten Hacken (2001: 355-
356) considers the case of affixoids from the point of view of the validity of this
concept as an intermediate class, independent of composition and derivation. Ten
Hacken notes how this proposal has been especially successful in the German
research tradition between the 1970s and 1980s. The proposal originates from the
observation of the existence of elements that have a transitional status between
roots and affixes. See, for example, the name Zeug ‘thing’, in Flugzeug airplane’,
litt. “flying thing’, or Schreibzeug ‘writing instruments’. The phenomenon is not
limited to nouns, see, for instance, the adjective frei ‘free’ in fehlerfrei ‘perfect’,
litt. ‘error free’, or widerspruchsfrei ‘without opposition’ (see Fleischer 1969:
63-60).

In a critique of the concept of affixoid, concerning its necessity and theoretical
legitimacy, Schmidt (1987) indicates various criteria gradually proposed to iso-
late the class of affixoids; ten Hacken (2001) mentions three of them: (i) increased
productivity, (ii) less semantic specificity, (iii) a formal or etymological link with

55

XA950TOHJYOW NOILDONYLSNOD ANV NOILLVIWYO4A-AIO0OM 40 SHIIVANNOLT AH.L



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

a free lexeme (Schmidt 1987, quoted in ten Hacken 2001). If the last criterion dis-
tinguishes affixoids from affixes, the first two are elements which allow affixoids
to be distinguished from normal compounding and from the lexemes to which
they correspond.

Ten Hacken notes how the case of affixoids has been used in item-and-arrange-
ment morphological approaches to highlight the adjacency of derivation and com-
position, while item-and-processes approaches divide individual cases between
the two domains of word-formation. Furthermore, he observes that after Schmidt’s
skeptical observations on the necessity and usefulness of the concept, Fleischer
himself abandoned the category in a later edition of his text on word-formation in
German (cf. Fleischer and Barz 1995: 27 ff.).

However, the class of phenomena recognized by the term affixoid has not been
completely abandoned. On the contrary, its value has recently been recognized in
a diachronic sense as proof of the continuum between composition and derivation
(Stevens 2005; Lachachi 2008).*! In a synchronic sense, however, it seems appro-
priate to observe the existence — sometimes taken as a further defining criterion
of the class of affixoids (Kiihnhold et al. 1978: 427- 518) — of a paradigmatic
solidarity that in rather homogeneous semantic sets exists between different at-
tested forms, despite the different meanings of their lexical sources. Consider, for
instance, the common semantics of formations involving among others -reich (lit.
‘rich’), -voll (lit. “full’), -stark (lit. ‘strong’) and -schwer (lit. ‘heavy’), which can
be paraphrased as ‘having a lot of X’, where X stands for the element that occu-
pies the first position. It should be noted that one of the functions of the suffix -ig
roughly corresponds to this semantics.*

The affixoid is thus intended as an element that is no longer a word, but is not
yet an affix either. The concept rests on the observation of how some units in
word-formation — such as frei ‘free’ in atomwaffenfrei ‘nuclear-free, devoid of
nuclear weapons’ — have a specific meaning that is often more salient than is oth-

4 Fleischer and Barz (2012: 61) state that the concept of affixoid has proven useful in diachronic studies
which focus on showing the graduality of the development of affixes from roots. However, in the
synchronic perspective they take in their work on German word-formation, they consider elements
like riesen- ‘terrific, giant’ (as in Riesenspaf3 ‘terrific fun’), voll- ‘-ful’, -reich ‘rich’ (as in kontrastreich
‘rich in contrast’), and -arm ‘poor’ (as in fettarm ‘low-fat’) as bound roots with a specific interpretation
(lesartspezifisch gebundene Stamme).

4 On the presence of duplicates of similar function in word-formation compare Muthmann (1994) and

Lachachi (2008), in addition to the semantic classifications presented in Kithnhold et al. 1978.
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erwise granted to affixes. If this tends to grant these elements the status of words,
other aspects — such as the tendency to distinguish between free and bound use of
these elements — tend to favor their affixal status instead — compare Werk ‘work’
and its use conveying a collective nuance in Astwerk ‘branches’, Buschwerk ‘in-
tricate wood’, Laubwerk ‘foliage’. This uncertainty between the two levels has led
to the proposal of the intermediate class of affixoids. Introducing this class, how-
ever, complicates rather than simplifies the classification problems of word-for-
mation processes, as it creates two boundaries (one between affixes and affixoids,
and the other between affixes and composition elements) where previously only
one existed. For this reason, the class of affixoids is today frequently rejected as
an independent category of word-formation, and there is a tendency to consider
the border elements as belonging to one of the two traditional classes of affixes
or compound elements, even if they lack some of the characteristic traits of such
classes (Donalies 2002: 25; Lohde 2006: 15-16).

Other scholars, however, maintain the concept of affixoid in their studies. Be-
low, a recent definition of affixoid is put forward, summarizing the main features
that have been proposed to define this class.

«Semi-affixes are affixes that produce series of formations and act on existing
lexemes, blurring their meaning. They correspond to lexemes of which they are
homonyms. They cannot realize their affixal meaning independently, they are
therefore related morphemes.» (Romer 2006: 198; my translation)*

Elsen (2011: 75-77) supports the usefulness of the class of affixoids by observ-
ing how they form open classes of elements on the border between compounding
and derivation, which are systematically similar and relatively coherent. The traits
that he indicates to define the class are divided into traits in common with the
affixes and traits in common with the elements of compounding. The features in
common with the affixes are:

1. the status of bound elements,

ii. the fixed position (bivalent trait through which it is possible to distinguish
between prefixoids and suffixoids),

iii. the ability to create “automatic” series of formations,

4 «Halbaffixe sind reihenbildende Affixe mit einer verallgemeinernden Bedeutung zur semantischen Nu-

ancierung von vorhandenen Lexemen. Sie haben homonyme Lexementsprechungen. Sie kénnen ihre
Affixbedeutung nicht allein realisieren, und sind deshalb gebundene Morpheme.» (Rémer 2006: 198)
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iv. the impossibility of being directly connected to affixes,
v. the lack of lexical meaning.

Features in common with compounding are:

i. the presence of a free lexical correspondent,

il. a greater phonological content and

iii. the possibility, at least for prefixoids, to bear the stress (on the contrary,
most affixes are monosyllabic or phonologically reduced and unstressed).

After this survey of affixoids in German, we can now consider the nature of
selbst-, and posit the question whether it can be interpreted as a compound ele-
ment or as an affixoid.

First of all, the ..marker selbst- corresponds to a syntactically free element
which occurs in the following functions, and can be recognized as belonging to
different word classes. This element finds a formal correspondence with:

a. the noun (das) Selbst ‘(the) self, (the) ego’, which is diachronically a result
of the substantivization of:

b. selbst, a focus particle (Fokuspartikel) appositive (der Prdsident selbst, er
selbst), sometimes involved in reflexive constructions (sich selbst) with the
function of restricting the binding domain of the reflexive sich, facilitating
the interpretation of coreference with a non-prototypical antecedent (Die
Eltern iiberliefien die Kinder, sich. selbst ‘Parents left their children to fend
for themselves’) (Siemund 2007: 718-719); or alternatively as the substan-
tivization of

c. selbst, a modifier of the verb phrase that can be paraphrased with ‘inde-
pendently’ or ‘without external help’, sometimes also characterizing the
agent as the beneficiary of the action (Paul hat das Haus selbst gebaut ‘Paul
built the house (for) himself”) (ibidem).

According to many common definitions of compounding (see for example
Guevara and Scalise 2008, quoted below in 2.2.8), the elements involved in an
operation of compounding should belong to major syntactic categories, and in
the case of German selbst-, similarly to auto-, we can identify a noun as a lexeme
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corresponding to the element used in the compound. In the case of German, the
noun das Selbst certainly has a closer connection than auto- with the elements
involved in syntactic constructions related to reflexivity. However, it must be said
that the lexical features of the name das Selbst, defined in the DUDEN das seiner
selbst bewusste Ich ‘The ego aware of itself’, are not useful in the interpretation
of German _ formations.* Concerning the other two syntactically free elements
proposed above, from a purely formal point of view, they are almost equivalent to
the noun as candidates for the lexical sources of selbst- in bound use. However,
from the point of view of their functions, if we consider, as we have done so far,
the reflexive function of selbst-, neither of them performs it in free use, since this
is essentially the prerogative of the reflexive pronoun sich.

A different conclusion can be drawn if we consider the functions of selbst as a
focus particle and of the sentence adverb selbst — so essentially of the intensifier
selbst, see chapter 1, section 2 — and compare them with the functions of selbst- as
a . marker. In that case, the correspondence is rather high.

It is worth discussing here how compounds with selbst- are treated in the Ger-
man morphological literature. In Fleischer and Barz (1995), selbst- is considered
in the characterization of the left constituents of nominal and adjectival com-
pounds. In both cases, selbst- is treated as a pronoun alongside more prototyp-
ically pronominal elements such as ich ‘I’, wir ‘we’ (Ichform ‘narration in first
person’, Wirbewusstsein ‘group consciousness’), or the possessive mein ‘my’ and
dein ‘your (sG)’ (der Dein-Tag und der Mein-Tag ‘the your-day and the my-day’;
example derived from Ortner and Ortner 1984). In general, compounding with
pronominal elements is judged to be rare, and limited to some subclasses of ele-
ments or to isolated cases (Fleischer and Barz 1995: 113). However, in its bound
form, selbst- plays a particularly important role as first element in both nomi-
nal and adjectival compounds (Fleischer and Barz 1995: 114, 148). According
to Fleischer and Barz, the development of the noun Selbst, attested ever since
the seventeenth century, has been beneficial to the use of the “pronoun” selbst in
compounding.

As mentioned above, however, the coreference function performed by selbst- in

4 We can nonetheless find some examples in which selbst- in a compound should certainly be interpreted

as the noun (das) Selbst. See, for example, the compounds Selbstauflosung “dissolution of the self’, or
Selbstbefreiung ‘liberation of the self”, but also ‘self-liberation’. It must be remarked that these exam-
ples seem to be very rare.

59

XA950TOHJYOW NOILDONYLSNOD ANV NOILLVIWYO4A-AIO0OM 40 SHIIVANNOLT AH.L



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

compounding is not shared by the free words that can be formally linked to it.
This mismatch could bring selbst- closer to the class of affixoids.

Accepting the validity of the concept of affixoid and considering selbst- in the
light of the features identified by Elsen (2011), as mentioned above, we might
include it in the category of prefixoids since, like affixes:

1. its reflexive meaning is limited to its usage as a bound element,

ii. it has a fixed position as a left element in compounds where it occurs,

iii. it forms series of formations (especially with deverbal derivatives as base
words),

iv. [this feature does not apply, see below]

v. it has no lexical meaning (i.e. it rarely has the meaning of the noun das
Selbst in compounds),

However, like compounds units:

1. ithas free correspondents (of a major word class, in the case of (das) Selbst),

ii. although monosyllabic, it is composed of an abundant series of phonemes
(six),

iii. it carries the main accent of the compound (Selbstachtung ‘self-esteem’
['zelpstaxtun])

iv. unlike affixes, selbst-/Selbst can be combined with affixes (selbstisch self-
ish’, slebstlos ‘self-less’).

We will consider selbst- and its complex network of relations again in 2.3.4
below.

2.2.7 Borderline units: German separable preverbs

We now turn to the second borderline phenomenon in German word-formation
mentioned above in 2.2.5, separable complex verbs (SCVs; in German trennbare
Verben ‘separable verbs’, or Partikelverben ‘particle verbs’), which constitute a
borderline case between derivation and syntax, and represent a widely discussed
phenomenon which is especially prominent in German (Eisenberg 2012: section
7.1.2) and Dutch (Los et al. 2012).%

4 See, however, Los et al. (2012: 7-11) for a survey of the phenomenon beyond West-Germanic languages.
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SCVs are characterised by the fact that they constitute a morphological unit
only in some of the syntactic configurations in which they occur.

(25) a. an'kleben ‘to stick up’
b. Sie muss den Zettel an-kleben ‘She must stick up the leaflet’
c. Ich weif, dass sie heute den Zettel an-klebt ‘1 know that today she is
sticking up the leaflet’
d. Sie klebt den Zettel an ‘She sticks up the leaflet’ (Eisenberg 2012: 255)
e. Es ist schon, den Zettel an-zu-kleben ‘1t’s nice to stick up the leaflet’
f. Sie hat den Zettel an-ge-kilebt ‘She has stuck up the leaflet’

The verb ankleben in (25) illustrates the main properties of SCVs in German.
They occur as syntactical and morphological units only in the infinitive, such as
when they are governed by a modal (25).a-b, or in finite forms, when they occur
in a subordinate clause (25).c. However, in a main clause, as in (25).d, the base
verb is in second position, while the preverb, or particle, is in final position, de-
termining that the lexeme ankleben no longer constitutes a unit either syntactical-
ly or morphologically. Interestingly, the morphological unit of preverb and base
verb can also be interrupted in the case of a zu-infinitive, as in (25).e, or when
the SCV occurs in the past participle, as in (25).f. However, here both preverb
and verb, in this order, occupy the syntactic position at the end of the clause —
compare the prefixed verb ver-kleben ‘stick together’, whose past participle is
ver-klebt (*ge-ver-klebt, *ver-ge-klebt) and whose zu-infinitive is zu ver-kleben
(*ver-zu-kleben). Similar properties can be recognized in Dutch SCVs (Los et al.
2012: 60).

Despite the issues concerning their syntactic and morphological unity, SCVs
also show word-like features. They constitute the input of word-formation opera-
tions such as compounding (26).b and derivation (26).c; they can operate a change
to the valency of the base verbs, see (27).a, similar to that of prefixed verbs (27).b;
they constitute a unit from a semantic point of view, often displaying an idiosyn-
cratic meaning (Los et al. 2012: 55 ff.).

(26) a. voor-leez-en

for-read-INF
3 T 2
to read to someone, to read out (a notice)
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b. voor-lees-boek
for-read-book
‘a book to read to someone’
c. voor-lez-er
for-read-er
(4 b
one who reads to someone else

(27) a. SCV base verb
de schoenen in-lopen (* de schoenen) lopen
the shoes in-walk (the shoes) walk
‘to break in the shoes’ ‘to walk (the shoes)’

b. prefixed verb base verb

de straat be-wandelen (* de straat) wandelen
the street PREF-walk (the street) walk
‘to walk the street’ ‘to walk (the street)’

The examples provided in (26) and (27) concern Dutch, but similar ones can
be found to illustrate the same features in German. Compare the Dutch exam-
ples with the German SCV vor-lesen ‘read aloud, read out’, and the compound
Vor-lese-buch ‘book to be read aloud (especially to children)’, or the agent noun
Vor-leser ‘lecturer’, all structured as the Dutch examples. Concerning valency
changes, compare the sentence Sie klebt den Zettel an die Wand ‘She sticks the
leaflet on the wall’, with the base verb kleben ‘stick’ and the examples in (25)
above (for further examples see Eisenberg 2012: 252 ft.).

The last feature mentioned above, i.e. SCVs as semantic units, is of particular
relevance because it draws our attention to the place of SCVs with respect to their
inclusion in the lexicon. It is usually considered that complex words are stored in the
lexicon, while syntactic constructions are generated online. However, in the case of
SCVs, on the one hand, it is evident that their two constituent parts have different
distributional constraints in different constructions, and in most of them occur in
different positions within the sentence. On the other hand, they must be stored in the
lexicon because of their word-like behavior, and especially because their meaning
cannot be deduced only from the semantic contribution of their parts.

This idiosyncrasy can be exemplified by the meaning of SCVs with op in Dutch
(see Los et al. 2012). In the SCVs, op- can be interpreted as meaning ‘physically/
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cognitively/perceptually accessible’. For example, de boek opzoeken can be para-
phrased as ‘to cause books (boeken) to become accessible by searching (zoeken)’.
Los et al. (2012) suggest a series of steps of semantic extension by which one can
connect the meaning of op- in SCVs with the spatial meaning of the preposition
op ‘up(ward), on high’, but the important point to be made here is that the mean-
ing ‘accessible’, expressed by op- in SCVs, is unavailable in other contexts, i.e. it
is construction-specific (Los et al. 2012: 17).

Los et al. (2012) also discuss the grammaticalization cline in (28), by which a
preverb is progressively integrated into a word, losing its head status.

(28) projecting preverb > optionally projecting preverb > non-projecting preverb
> prefix > (zero)

SCVs in Dutch (and German) belong, according to Los et al. (2012), to the
stage in which preverbs optionally project:

«Our core hypothesis for the grammatical status of the particle generally is
that the particle as a lexical head projects optionally: the default option is
that the particle does not project [...]. If required, the particle may project a
phrase. The hypothesis of optional projection substantively accounts for the

ambivalent morphosyntactic behaviour of particles.» (Los et al. 2012: 11)

It must be noted that not only prepositions can act as particles in SCVs, but also
adverbs, adjectives, verbs and nouns. The Substantivischen Verbpartikeln (‘sub-
stantive verb particles’) have a rather particular behavior in German, since — de-
spite being considered among the particles occurring in SCVs — they are actually
inseparable from the verb, at least as far as they are produced by back-formation
from a compound noun, as in the case of not-landen ‘to perform an emergency
landing’ «<— Not-landung ‘emergency landing’, ehe-brechen ‘to commit adultery’
«— Ehebrechen ‘adultery’, or a compound participle (used as adjective) as in
schutz-impfen ‘to inoculate with a vaccine, to vaccine’ «— schutz-ge-impft ‘inoc-
ulated with a vaccine’ (Fleischer and Barz 2012: 427-440).4¢ These SCVs occur

4 It is worth noting that ehebrechen and schutzimpfen might well have been back-formed from the syn-

thetic compound Ehebrecher ‘adulterer, or from the nominal compound Schutzimpfung ‘vaccination’
respectively.
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in fact only in the infinitive (notlanden) — where they constitute a morphological
unit — in the past participle (not-ge-landet), or in the zu-infinitive (not-zu-landen)
— where the nominal preverb is separated from the base verb — and possibly in
the finite forms only when they occur in final position in a subordinate clause.
See the final position of notlandet ‘perform an emergency landing’ in this rela-
tive clause extracted from deTenTenl3: eines extraterrestrischen Volkes, das von
seiner Welt vertrieben wird und auf der Erde notlandet ‘an extraterrestrial nation
which has been expelled from its planet and ends up landing on Earth’.*

German nominal particle verbs appear at the crossroads of several morpho-
logical phenomena: unproductive NV compounding, fuelled by back-formation,
joined with a syntactic behaviour close to that of more usual SCVs lying on the
grammaticalization cline by which preverbs develop into prefixes.

Also, the case of SCVs shows how borderlines in morphology run not just be-
tween two domains; often even more domains come in contact with one another
at the same time.

2.2.8 Compounds and the lexicon-syntax boundary

Although it is normally believed that the products of word-formation are stored
in the lexicon, and that the products of syntax are formed online instead, SCVs
suggest that the issue of the boundary between word-formation and syntax is not
s0 easy to dismiss.

Gaeta and Ricca (2009) considered this dichotomy, especially concerning
compounds, and have shown that the relationship between the lexicon and the
processes underlying the formation of phrases and compounds cannot be struc-
tured solely on the basis of this dichotomy. They observed that there are linguistic
structures which, though clearly produced syntactically, are nonetheless stored in
the lexicon. On the other hand, there are compounds that are not stored in the lex-
icon, but which are clearly identifiable as products of morphological operations.

In order to distinguish between phrases and compounds, Gaeta and Ricca
(2009) have therefore added another feature to the traditional dichotomy [+ lex-

47 Fleischer and Barz (2012: 440) add that there is a growing tendency for back-formed nominal particle
verbs to also occur in main clauses as non-separable complex verbs. See, for example, the position in
this main clause, extracted from deTenTen13: lrgendwann notlandet der Autor Antoine in einer Wiiste
‘The author Antoine performed an emergency landing somewhere in the desert’.
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ical], namely [+ morphological], which indicates that a morphological operation
is at play in the formation of a linguistic structure. Crossing these two dimensions
generates the typology in (29) (Gaeta and Ricca 2009: 38).

29) a. [+ morphological], [+ lexical]
b. [+ morphological], [ lexical]
c. [~ morphological], [+ lexical]
d. [~ morphological], [ lexical]

In this typology, (29).a constitutes the prototypical case of compounding, while
(29).d constitutes the prototypical case of phrase. (29).c configures the cases of
lexicalized phrases, such as Italian /una di miele ‘honeymoon’, which denote uni-
tary concepts, have an idiomatic meaning that is difficult to infer from that of
their components — we cannot infer form /una and miele the meaning of ‘holiday
following marriage’ — cannot be interrupted by any type of linguistic material,
and yet are structured as phrases — /una is modified by the prepositional phrase
di miele in the same way as any other noun might be: farina di riso ‘rice flour’.
The case of phrases which are stored in the lexicon and are strongly idiomatic,
although marginal with regard to prototypical cases of the products of syntax and
compounding, has not escaped the attention of Di Sciullo and Williams (1987),
who recognized them as listemes. A similar perspective is present in Jackendoff
(1997), who proposes a concept of lexicon which includes both elements inserted
in syntagmatic structure at X0 (grammatical words belonging to the categories of
N, V, A, P), and structures at a level higher than X0 that have an idiomatic nature.

On the other hand, the type listed in (29).b is a case that has so far received
little consideration in the discussion on compounding. Many definitions of com-
pounding include among their criteria the status of lexeme/listeme (for exam-
ple, the definition in Bauer 2001a: 695),*® an inclusion that can be explained by
the fact that compounding is a process of word-formation, understood by many
scholars as lexeme formation (Aronoff 1994: 13-16). So based on the idea that
a lexeme is an element stored in the lexicon, Gaeta and Ricca define (29).b as
“non-lexeme-forming compounding”. They also provide various examples of this

4 «We can now define a compound as a lexical unit made up of two or more elements, each of which can

function as a lexeme independent of the other(s) in other contexts, and which shows some phonological
and/or grammatical isolation from normal syntactic usage.» (Bauer 2001a: 695)
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type of formations, both from the domain of derivation as well as the domain of
compounding. It should be stressed that it is possible to identify highly productive
processes that result in words which are not stored in the lexicon, or even in those
that cannot be stored: for example, nonce-formations containing proper names or
formations strictly linked to the context of the utterance, for which it is difficult to
imagine that they will ever be permanently included in the lexicon.* Italian exam-
ples can be the deanthroponymic derivatives in -iano (gli obbiettivi piu probabili
della rappresaglia gheddafiana ‘the most probable targets of Gaddafi’s retalia-
tion’ La Repubblica) and VN compounds (quel terzo posto acchiappa-Uefa ‘that
Uefa-catching third place, colpo di testa fissa-risultato ‘score-setting header’).>

The focus of interest of Gaeta and Ricca (2009) is to bring clarity particularly
to the boundary between compounding and syntax. For this purpose, they indicate
and discuss certain criteria for the definition of compounds on a formal basis and
for their distinction from the products of syntax.

Identifying the procedures that define the [+ morphological] feature of the ty-
pology in (29) is a difficult task to achieve on a cross-linguistic basis. The same
holds for identifying cross-linguistically valid phonological criteria which are
able to distinguish compounds from phrases on the one hand, and on the other,
to assimilate compounds and phonological words (see Arnaud 2004a: 329-332).

Despite the possible issues, Gaeta and Ricca propose three criteria which, al-
though very general and subject to some limitations, can help to distinguish com-
pounds and phrases on a formal basis. The first criterion is that of non-interrupt-
ibility:*!

41t is worth noting that the lexicalization and idiomatization of lexemes derived from proper names is
not impossible, but it usually follows a process of antonomasia, and consequently, that of abstraction
from the context of the first use. See e.g. the English verb bowdlerize «to remove the parts of a book,
play, etc. that you think are likely to shock or offend people [...] Named after Dr. Thomas Bowdler,
who in 1818 produced a version of Shakespeare from which he had taken out all material which he
considered not suitable for family use.» (Oxford Advanced Learners’ Dictionary 2005)

0 AA compounds display a similar tendency at forming nonce-words as suggested by Grossmann and
Rainer (2009: 90-91): inciucio berluscon-dalemiano ‘under-the-counter deal between Berlusconi and
D’Alema’, meccanismo utilitar-affaristico ‘utilitarian-profiteering mechanism’.

51 Gaeta and Ricca (2009) consider in this regard the case of German separable complex verbs such as
radfahren ‘to ride a bicycle’ as a case that can be referred to compounding. Not all scholars agree with
this interpretation, since they consider the criterion of non-interruptibility in a more restrictive way. Blom
(2005) and Booij (2010: chap. 5) consider the similar case of Dutch separable complex verbs (groot
brengen ‘to grow’, literally ‘to bring big’) as an example of constructional idiom, i.e. a complex syntactic
structure with a non-compositional meaning and therefore stored in the lexicon (se also above 2.2.6).
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«[T]he compound must consist of one continuous phonological string,
which cannot be interrupted by any intervening (non-inflectional) linguis-
tic material. [...] [S]tructural adjacency refers to the fact that the lexical
items involved in a compound have to be close to each other at least at one

configurational level.» (Gaeta and Ricca 2009: 43)

This is not a sufficient condition, due to the presence of non-interruptible lexi-
calized phrases, but still holds for defining compounds.
The second proposed criterion is present in most definitions of compounds:

«[T]he compound must be made up of at least two lexical morphemes»
(Gaeta and Ricca 2009: 44)

This criterion makes it possible to exclude prefixed words and sequences of
auxiliary and verb that could overcome the criterion of non-interruptibility from
the set of compounds. As the authors comment in one footnote, the exclusion of
PN formations is less obvious: for some of them, it is easy to recognize a process
of univerbation, i.e. the process by which a syntactic sequence stabilizes to the
point of being stored as an indivisible and unanalysable unit (e.g. insomma ‘in
short, in a word’ lit. ‘in sum’, adagio ‘slowly’ lit. ‘at ease’). For other PN forma-
tions, a certain regularity of the pattern on which they are based, or the presence of
a preposition that can also act as an adverb, configures a borderline area between
derivation and composition and between lexical and grammatical/functional ele-
ments.

The last criterion proposed by Gaeta and Ricca (2009) concerns the elements
that have probably generated most confusion in defining what should be consid-
ered a compound and what should not:

«[TThe compound must not be structured by means of any functional word
which codifies inner grammatical relationships between its components»
(Gaeta and Ricca 2009: 44)

The functional words in question are prepositions, articles or conjunctions,

which in some languages provide the chunks of grammatical information neces-
sary to define the internal relationships of the phrases. As can also be seen from
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Bauer’s (2001a: 699, 702-705) discussion, in some traditions of morphological
description these elements are considered as strategies for giving formal cohesion
to compounds — consider, for example, the category of French composés prépo-
sitionnels (chemin de fer ‘railway’, lit. ‘iron path’). In other languages, these syn-
tactic devices have shifted to become linking elements — see, for example, Dan-
ish coordinative compounds: smor-e-brod ‘butter-Link-bread’, where the marker
-e- develops from the phonological reduction of the coordinative conjunction og
‘and’.

This aspect of the definition of compounding proposed by Gaeta and Ricca
(2009) is in line with the definition provided by, for example, Guevara and Scalise
(2008):

«The inner essence of a compound can be captured (in the prototypical
case) with the following rough schema, where X, Y and Z represent major
lexical categories, and R represents an implicit relationship between the
constituents (a relationship not spelled out by any lexical item): [ X R Y ]
Z» (Guevara and Scalise 2008: 107)

If French composés prépositionnels are clearly a case of syntactic structure in
spite of the high degree of lexicalization and idiomaticity, the case of Danish
coordinative compounds can now be considered as a regular morphological op-
eration, also because in synchrony it is not recognizable as a syntactic operation.
On the contrary, if we take Italian pomodoro ‘tomato’, although it is probably
unanalysable in synchrony as the phrase pomo d’oro ‘golden pome/apple’, «at no
point of the lexicalization process from pomo d’oro to pomodoro it seems legiti-
mate to speak of a compound in our morphological sense, because these items are
in no way the output of a morphological rule» (Gaeta and Ricca 2009: 44).
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2.3 Construction Morphology

The overview of borderline phenomena of the previous section has helped us
to introduce . markers — at least Italian auto- and German selbst- — from the
perspective of word-formation. On the other hand, that overview has showed the
weaknesses of morpheme-based approaches to word-formation and of a rigid de-
marcation of the boundaries between word-formation and adjacent domains (in-
flection and syntax), but also, internally, between derivation and compounding.
In this section, we will finally introduce Construction Morphology (henceforth
CxM), a theoretical framework developed in the past two decades by Geert Booij,
partly rooted in the tradition of Lexicalism, and partly converging on the theoret-
ical assumptions of Construction Grammar (henceforth CxG), especially as far as
the continuum between lexicon and grammar is concerned.

In this section, we will provide a profile of CxM by surveying the main theoret-
ical assumptions (2.3.1), the theoretical devices that are used to relate construc-
tions with each other (2.3.2), and the way CxM treats derivation, compounding
and relevant borderline phenomena (2.3.3). Finally, we will give an account of
Italian and German . markers from a CxM perspective (2.3.4).

2.3.1 Theoretical assumptions of Construction Morphology

As mentioned above, Construction Morphology is a morphological theory that
is consistent with the general framework of Construction Grammar (Kay and Fill-
more 1999; Goldberg 1995, 2006). A crucial concept of CxG is that of construc-
tion defined as follows:

«Constructions are stored pairings of form and function, including mor-
phemes, words, idioms, partially lexically filled and fully general linguistic
patterns.» (Goldberg 2003: 219)

This definition by Adele Goldberg also fits well into CxM, making it a «sign-
based theory of morphology whose building blocks are the constructions» (Mas-
ini and Audring 2019: 366). CxM is, however, a word-based theory, so the min-
imal sign is not the morpheme as in Goldberg’s definition, but rather the word
(Booij 2010: 15). On the other hand, CxM shares with Goldberg’s CxG the idea
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that constructions are «learned pairings of form with semantic or discourse func-
tion» (Goldberg 2006: 5; my emphasis), consequently characterizing CxM as us-
age-based theory.

This calls for a more detailed account of how constructions interact with each
other and with the lexicon and grammar in CxM. From this point of view, it is
worth to consider the link between CxM and Jackendoff’s Parallel Architecture.’

In the Parallel Architecture, «linguistic structure is determined by three inde-
pendent systems of representation — phonology, syntax and semantics — and by
the linkages among them» (Jackendoff and Audring 2019: 391), as can be sche-
matically represented in Figure 1.

Phonological Syntatic Semantic
<«— Interface <«— Interface
structures structures structures

F1GURE 1. The Parallel Architecture

This assumption is adopted in CxM, so that both simple (30).a and complex
words (30).b are constructions that can be modeled through a tripartite parallel
structure.

(30) a. <([dog]),, <> N, <> DOG>
b. <(([ber), (k]j[er]k ) )ui € [Vj Suff ], <> [one who BAKEj]i>

The representation in (30).b shows how the different parts of the structure can
relate to each other via co-indexation.*® It is also evident that syllabic structure and
morpho-syntactic structure are not isomorphous. Also, it is worth noting that the
co-indexation of the affix -er is needed only to correlate a piece of phonological
structure with the morpho-syntactic structure, but does not appear in the semantic
structure. As a matter of fact, affixes are not stored in the lexicon, and do not exist
independently of the construction in which they occur (see further below).

Considering the case of a family of syntactic constructions — the NPN construc-

52 See Jackendoff (1997, 2002) and Jackendoff and Audring (2019) for an overview focused of mor-
phology. Booij and Audring (2015) provide a detailed assessment of the points of contact between the
Parallel Architecture and Construction Morphology.

53 Examples (30) and (31) are adapted from Booij (2010: 7-8), following the formalizations used in Booij
and Audring (2015: 279) to represent the morphological construction [N-Aood].
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tion, e.g. N by N (day by day) or N after N (picture after picture) — Jackendoff
(2008) suggests three important features of a constructional approach (Jackendoff
2008: 15-16; emphasis in the original):

1. «it allows pieces of syntactic structure to be listed in the lexicon with as-
sociated meanings, just as individual words are; these are the MEANINGFUL
CONSTRUCTIONS of the language»;

ii. «construction grammar makes no principled distinction between words and
rules: a lexical entry is more wordlike to the extent that it is fully specified,
and more rulelike to the extent that it contains variables that have to be
filled by other items in the sentence»;

iii. «lexical entries are arranged in an inheritance hierarchy, so that common-
alities or redundancies among words and constructions can be captured by
entries at a higher level in the hierarchy. That is, construction grammar
gives up the assumption, inherited from structuralist linguistics, that the
grammar captures all regularities, and the lexicon is simply a nonredundant
list of exceptions, totally distinct from the grammar».

Leaving point i. aside for a moment, let us discuss the second feature of con-
structions mentioned above. Since complex words are constructions just like
phrases, they can, as phrases, be either fully specified or contain variables. The
series of formations similar to baker in (30).b above, can thus be represented as
in (31) in the form of a construction with an open slot that can be filled with a
lexeme, in the same way as a word-formation rule.

(31) <(( ], [or]),, < [V, Suff,], <> [one who PRED |>

We must, however, point out that in CxM constructions are represented as
schemas and not as rules. The difference is that, while word-formations rules,
such as those proposed in Aronoff (1976), are essentially input-oriented, con-
necting an input to an output via one or more operations, schemas are out-
put-oriented. They constitute «static generalizations over a set of fully specified
items» (Masini and Audring 2019: 369), and are thus essentially declarative,
while «word-formation rules are procedural and imply productivity by default»
(ibidem). The last difference between rules and schemas lies in their position-
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ing with respect to the borderline between the grammar and the lexicon. This
leads us back to the features of constructions suggested by Jackendoff (2008)
and listed above: syntactic constructions can be listed in the lexicon, but be-
yond that, CxG refuses the contrast between grammar as the list of regularities
and the lexicon as the list of idiosyncrasies, by refusing the distinction between
lexicon and grammar. So does CxM, and it is here that this last distinction be-
tween rules and schemas lies: while rules lean on the idea that they belong to
grammar and their products are then stored in the lexicon, CxM simply does
not make such a distinction. Just like CxG, CxM advocates for a continuum
between lexicon and grammar, and a single repository for both fully specified
constructions and morphological schemas, i.e. the constructicon (Masini and
Audring 2019: 370).

A final point about constructions concerns their mutual relations. The construc-
ticon is not simply an unstructured list of constructions of varying complexity, but
a hierarchy (see again Jackendoff 2008: 15-16, quoted above). This leads us to the
survey of the theoretical devices that operate in CxM.

2.3.2  Devices of Construction Morphology: relations between constructions

The first device that we shall consider is default inheritance:

«[TThe specification of a word for a particular property is inherited from the
dominant node, unless the actual lexical entry has another specification for
the property. [...] The effect of default inheritance is that information on
a higher node may be superseded by information concerning the relevant
property on a lower node. Hence, this system of computing properties is
non-monotonic. This means that not all information that is derived from

higher nodes is necessarily preserved.» (Booij 2010: 27-28)

Default inheritance is a very powerful device when dealing with idiosyncrasies
at the level of individual complex words. See, for example, Dutch werk-baar, for
which the constraint that requires transitive verbs as bases for deverbal adjectives
in -baar is overridden, since werk ‘to work’ is an intransitive verb. As Booij (2010)
points out, the adjective werkbaar is a regular adjective, but displays «an excep-
tional sub-categorization (co-occurring with an intransitive verb), which overrules
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the subcategorization for transitive verbs in the relevant schemay (Booij 2010: 27).

However, when operating at the level of constructions, default inheritance dis-
plays even more far-reaching consequences in interaction with subschemas —i.e.
schemas linked to higher level schemas that are consequently characterized by a
lower level of abstraction. In this context, default inheritance licenses the exist-
ence of subschemas which override some of the properties of their higher nodes,
thus allowing for schemas that are both productive and “idiosyncratic” (see the
case of affixoids in 2.3.3 below).

Furthermore, default inheritance and subschemas allow for the definition of
patterns of polysemy of a single affix. This can be exemplified by the Dutch affix
-er, whose interpretation changes, depending on the class and the properties of the
base words to which it is connected (see Figure 2 below).

<[[x]xj erlni <— [entity with relation R to SEM;];>

X =V; <[[x]yj erlni <— [entity involved in SEM;];>

X =N; <[[x]x er]lyi <— [person with some relation to SEM;];>

X = geographical N; < [[X]y; erlyi
<«—> [inhabitant of SEM;];>

X =0N; <[[QN]x; er]xi <> [object with property SEM;];>

X =Num; < [[X]numjerlni <> [entity with some relation to SEM;];>

FIGURE 2. Subpatterns of the schema for Dutch nouns in -e7 (Booij 2010: 84; with mod-
ifications)

The generation of subschemas depends on several properties of schemas that
Booij (2010: 41) derives from Rumelhart (1980): schemas have variables, can be
embedded in other schemas, and represent knowledge at all levels of abstraction.
The latter property is linked to default inheritance, since it allows for the existence
of subschemas with specific properties overriding the properties of higher nodes.
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The first two properties, variables and embedding, are at the core of CxM’s sche-
ma unification (Booij 2010: 41 ff.).

In CxM, schema unification is the operation that allows the substitution of vari-
ables, i.e. open slots within a construction, with specific lexical items. The case of
regular deverbal adjectives in -baar, such as drinkbaar ‘drinkable’, is an example
of this type of unification (represented in Figure 3 below), but also constitutes
an Instantiation Inheritance Link (I)) which «connect[s] schematic constructions
to progressively more specified constructions» (Masini and Audring 2019: 374).

<[drink]yy, <> [DRINK],> <[[x]vj baar]si <— [that can be PRED;];>

\/

< [[d]”i}’lk]Vk baar]Yi > [that can be DRINK]I >

FIGURE 3. Schema unification: Instantiation Inheritance Link

Schema unification can also create semi-specified subschemas which are able
to account for complex words based on unattested complex base words. Rule-
based frameworks struggle with these cases, because rules are input-oriented, so
an unattested step in the derivation chain creates well-known puzzles, such as the
ones surrounding synthetic compounds.**

However, embedding through schema unification generates subschemas which
can exist independently even of the productivity of an intermediate step. This is
the case, for example, of NV compounds in Dutch, which display a very low pro-
ductivity, but which are nonetheless productive when embedded in compounds,
or as base nouns for -er formations (see Figure 4 below).

< [[XIndylwwlve <> <[SEMJi R [SEM];],>

X=V; <[[x]y erlni <> [entity involved in SEM;];>

/

< [[[x]nk[y]velve €r]vi <> [entity involved in SEM,];>

FIGURE 4. Schema unification: Embedded schemas

3 See Gaeta 2010 for a survey of German synthetic compounds.
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We can observe that the schema in Figure 4 is obtained by unifying one of the
subschemas in Figure 2 — the one in which the Dutch suffix -er is connected to
verbs — with the lowly productive schema of Dutch NV compounds. Isolated cases
of NV compounds obtained by conversion ([[[voet] [ball] ],], ‘to play football’),

back-formation ([[woord] [speel] ], ‘to play with words’ « woord-spell-ing

v
‘word-play, pun’), or quasi-compounds ([worst] [hap], ‘sausage eat’, compare

3

the subordinate clause ...dat Jan worst hap-te ...that John ate sausage’)*> do
exist, but they are not sufficient to consider the schema productive. As a matter
of fact, in the obtained schema there is no need for the specific NV compounds
to be attested: see e.g. °brand-bluss — brand-bluss-er ‘fire-estinguisher’. Conse-
quently, we have a unified schema provided with a holistic property, productivity,

which is not shared by either of the higher level schemas (Booij 2010: 47-50).

2.3.3 Derivation and compounding in Construction Morphology

We have already exemplified the treatment of protypical derivation and proto-
typical compounding by discussing the main theoretical assumptions and devices
that are typical of CxM. To summarize, while compound schemas involve two or
more lexical items provided with indices and subcategorised for certain proper-
ties, derivational schemas are characterized by a lexical item and an affix, i.e. a
phonological string which does not exist independently of the construction, which
means that it lacks an index, while the subcategorization properties are encoded
on the morphological tier of the formal side of the construction.

32) a.< [[X]Xak[Y]YBi]YBj <> [SEM, with relation R to SEMk]j>
b. < [[X]ka[y]w])(aj < [SEM, with relation R to SEMi]j>
¢. <[[Xlyu[¥lyglz,; < [SEM with relation R to [[SEM], R [SEM],]] >
d. < [x[yly, ]y, < [SEM [SEM]]>
e. <[[xly, ¥l 5 <0 [SEM [SEM] ] >

In (32), we show a series of schemas for right-headed compounds (a.), left-head-
ed compounds (b.), exocentric compounds (c.), prototypical (i.e. category-main-

taining) prefixation (d.) and prototypical (i.e. category changing) suffixation (e.).

55 Compare the Dutch example with that of German SCVs with noun particles above in 2.2.5.
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The differences in headedness are shown by the subscript uppercase Latin let-
ters which represent the word class of the relevant lexical items, and by the sub-
script Greek letters which represent their subcategorization properties. Variables
for both lexical items and affixes are represented by lowercase Latin letters, but,
while lexical items are provided with a word class, subcategorization properties
and an index (subscript lowercase Latin letter), affixes are not — e.g. in (32).d
compare X, which represents a prefix, and y, representing a lexical item.

The characteristics of prototypical cases of compounding and derivation are
also well captured by previous, rule-based and input-oriented frameworks. The
advantages of CxM emerge in the treatment of problematic and borderline cases,
such as the case of synthetic compounds considered in 2.3.2, the case of neo-
classical combining forms, affixoids and SCVs considered in 2.2.4-2.2.5, 2.2.6
and 2.2.7, respectively. One of the advantages of CxM over previous frameworks
is the possibility to create networks of schemas which establish lexical connec-
tivity across the constructicon. Its function «is MOTIVATION, the reduction of
arbitrariness of form and meaning in the daughter words [ ]. Obviously, being a
motivated linguistic sign is a gradient property which correlates with the degree
to which the properties of the schema are preserved in the daughters; hence, mo-
tivation is often partial» (Masini and Audring 2019: 374).% It is exactly partial
motivation that is at work in the case of affixoids: while the form is motivated
since it is inherited from a compound schema, the meaning is directly linked to the
construction itself. Consider the case of the Dutch prefixoid hoofd- ‘main’ below.

< [[xIn[ylnidny <= < [SEM]; with relation R to SEMy];>

< [[hoofd]lylnilyy <> < [MAIN SEM;];>

T

< [hoofd-pijn]y <— <[hoofd-ingang]y <—> <[hoofd-persoon]y <—
<[HEAD-ACHE]> <[MAIN ENTRANCE]> <[MAIN CHARACTER]>

FIGURE 5. Hicrarchy for Dutch hoofd- (Masini and Audring 2019: 386)

6 See also Booij and Audring (2017) for the concept of (partial/multiple) motivation within CxM.
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The schema for compounding motivates both the compound hoofdpijn ‘“headache’
and the semi-specified schema hoofd-N ‘main N’, which is only partially motivated,
since the contribution of hoofd ‘head’ in the schema is not compositional, and an
unpredictable meaning ‘main’ is conveyed by the construction. In this sense, the
schema displays features of both compounding and derivation. We can compare the
case of Dutch hood- with German Haupt- ‘main’ (Haupt-eingang ‘main entrance’;
Haupt-bahnhof ‘main train station’), where the only difference lies in the fact that
Haupt — which is cognate to Dutch soofd — has become obsolete in German and has
been substituted by Kopf ‘head’. This has lead German scholars to consider Haupt-
as a prefix instead (Fleischer and Barz 2012: 257). Hiining and Booij (2014), how-
ever, stress the fact that in both cases CxM accounts for the constructions

«by assuming a constructional schema with the first slot filled and a variable
as the second element. The schema looks almost identical in both cases and the
question whether we regard the first element as a noun, a prefixoid, or a prefix
is not a question of principle. The differences concern mainly the position of
the schema within the network of constructions: is it (still) associated with the
more general schema for nominal compounds? Do language users (still) see the

connection with the original noun?» (Hiining and Booij 2014: 591)

The difference between Dutch hoofd- and German Haupt- is thus a matter of
different patterns of motivation in the hierarchical lexicon.

Until now, we have considered exclusively links that operate vertically, i.e. at dif-
ferent levels of abstraction within the hierarchy. An additional type of relation that can
be exploited in CxM for accounting for problematic cases are paradigmatic relations.
This kind of relation can be established between morphological schemas as in (33),
but also between a morphological schema and a syntactic construction as in (34).

Schemas built on paradigmatic relations of the kind illustrated above are also
called second order schemas (Masini and Booij 2015). In (33), their use is to ac-
count for a mismatch between meaning and form that has been treated as a case
of affix substitution: a word like alpinist is linked with alpinism, rather than to the
adjective alpine. Aronoff (1976) addressed this problem by positing a truncation
rule, according to which e.g. the suffix -ism is deleted when the affix -ist is ap-
plied to the base alpinism. In CxM, the same phenomenon is instead treated with
a paradigmatic relation that establishes co-indexation links between two schemas
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— see (30).b above — so that the meaning of -ism formations has to be interpreted
through the schema of the correspondent -ist formation.

(33) a. alpinism alpinist (Masini and Audring 2019: 380)
socialism socialist
b. <[x-ism] <> [SEM].>=< [x—ist]Nj < [PERSON involved in [SEM]i]j >

In (34), the same principle is applied to nominalizations derived from SCVs
(see 2.2.5 above). In this case, the second order schema helps to model both for-
mal and semantic aspects.

34) verb deverbal noun (Booij and Masini 2015: 62)
a. grijp ‘grab’ greep ‘grip’
in"grijp ‘intervene’  in-greep ‘intervention’
mis-grijp ‘slipup’  mis-greep ‘slip-up’
b. zien ‘see’ zicht ‘sight’
aan-zien ‘watch’ aan-zicht ‘insight’
op-zien ‘supervise’  op-zicht ‘supervision’
c. <[Part V], < SEM, >~ <[Part [V,-Nom] ], < [NOM[SEM]] >

On the one hand, it can be observed that the nominalizations of SCVs in (34)
share the forms of the nominalization of the simple verb, which are formed through
unproductive schemas involving stem allomorphy — as in (34).a: grijp — greep — or
unproductive suffixes — as in (34).b: zien — zicht. On the other hand, while the form
implies that these deverbal nouns are first derived from the simple verb, and only
afterwards the preverb is attached to them, the meaning of the deverbal nouns linked
to a SCV corresponds to the often idiosyncratic meaning of the SCV. This is again
captured by coindexation across schemas, as can be seen in (34).c above.

2.3.4 Italian and German contrastive coreference markers:
a Construction Morphology account

We can now apply the model of CxM to Italian and German .markers. We will
see that Italian and German differ crucially in terms of the networks of construc-
tions in which they are included. Italian constitutes a rather prototypical case of
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derivation, while the German case implies a more complex network of relations,
which in our opinion also involves a paradigmatic relation.

Figure 6 / a. illustrates the schema of compounds with aufo — a “second genera-
tion” neoclassical combining form, clipping of automobile ‘car’; see 2.2.4 above —
which are structured according to the rules of neoclassical combining forms, mak-
ing them right-headed, contrary to usual Italian compounds.’’ From a synchronic
point of view, the formal link between auto ‘car and the . marker auto- can be
considered purely accidental, whereas diachronically, the two elements are linked
in a direction that is very much opposite to the one that would be implied through
schema unification — auto ‘car’ is a clipping obtained from automobile ‘car’.

As discussed above in 2.2.4-2.2.5, despite its origin within the inventory of ne-
oclassical combining forms, auto- is considered a prefix in the literature. Figure 6
/'b. represents the schema of the . marker auto- as a semi-specified schema, sub-
ordinate to the general schema for Italian prefixation. It is worth noting that the
formal sides of the schemas in a. and in b. differ only in the fact that in a. aufo has
an index, while in b. auto- doesn’t: the latter is an affix and it is not listed in the
lexicon independently of the construction in which it occurs. For the schema, we
have chosen one of the possible functions of . markers — the one corresponding
to the adverbial exclusive intensifier.

a. neoclassical compounding

< [auto]n <> [CAR]; > <[[XIxlylvilvi <= [[SEM]« R [SEM]]J;i>

—

<[lautolylvilvi <> [[CAR]c R [SEM];];>

b. ccmarker c. adverbial intensifier

< [x[ylvilvi <> [[SEM]« [SEM];]i>

< [auto[y]y;]vi <> [PRED; by oneself];> <[[yly; da sé]y; <> [PRED; by oneself];>

FIGURE 6. Italian compounds with auto ‘car’. Italian  marker auto-. Italian adverbial
exclusive intensifiers da sé.

71t is worth noting that right-headed compounds with auto ‘car’ can compete with left-headed ones:
demolizione auto ‘car scrappage’ vs. autodemolizione ‘id.’.
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In Figure 6 / c., we have also included the construction with the Italian adver-
bial exclusive intensifier da sé, to show that there is a semantic correspondence
between the two, but no formal similarity, which is why no link between the two
can be established.

Quite a different situation is configured by the German _ marker selbst-, whose
network of relations is represented in Figure 7.

< [Selet]Nk > [SELF]k> < [[X]Xk[y]Yj]Yi «> [[SEM]k R [SEM]J]1>

~

< [Selbst]Nk[y]Yj]Yi <> [[SEM]k R [SEM]J]1>

< [Selbstlxi[ V1w unglxilni <> [EVENT of PRED, performed autonomously]; >

<[Selbst [ylwl]vi <> [PRED, by onself];>

FIGURE 7. German  marker selbst-

The case of selbst- is closer to compounding, since the existence of the
noun (das) Selbst, and the availability of a handful of compounds in which
(das) Selbst contributes with its lexical meaning ‘self, ego’, justify consid-
ering the schema with selbst- as a ..marker subordinate to the more general
schema of German NN compounds. On the other hand, the meaning of the
schema for the ..marker deviates from the lexical contribution of the noun
(das) Selbst, as can be seen by the absence of elements in the meaning side
of the schema, coindexed with the first constituent [Se/bst] . This makes the
case of Selbst- rather similar and close to that of Dutch hoofd-, as seen above
in 2.3.3 and in Figure 5. We have considered linking the schema for sel/bst-
as a . marker under the schema of regular NN compounds with (das) Selbst,
in order to stress the fact that the schema is as productive as NN compounds
are, while compounds based on closed class elements like pronouns are far
less productive. This reflects the observation by Fleischer and Barz (2012),
already quoted above, that the coinage of (das) Selbst might have favored the
productivity of selbst-.
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A final important detail of the network in Figure 7 can be found in the paradig-
matic relation of the schema of . formations with the construction of the adver-
bial exclusive intensifier selbst. Unlike Italian auto-, the intensifier selbst is both
formally — it is a homophone of the noun (das) Selbst — and semantically related
to the . .marker, to the point that we can coindex across the paradigmatic relation,
and motivate the meaning of  formations through the link with the construction
containing the intensifier — and not, for example, with sich and the reflexive con-
struction.

2.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have discussed the main theoretical concepts that will inform
the discussion of the cross-linguistic data in Chapters 4-6.

We have surveyed phenomena at the boundaries between word-formation and
adjacent domains within and outside morphology, but we have mainly considered
the boundary between derivation and compounding.

Concerning this latter borderline, CxM has helped us in modelling the differ-
ence between the two main subdomains of word-formation as far as the network
of motivation links in the hierarchical lexicon is concerned. The difference be-
tween derivation and compounding can be understood in terms of different de-
grees of motivation of the phonological material and semantic contribution of a
morphological operation: if the formal and semantic modifications that a base
word undergoes once a morphological operation is applied, display correspon-
dence with independent lexemes, but also with higher, more abstract schemas
in the lexicon, or whether a formal or semantic correspondence is established
through paradigmatic relations with other constructions (either morphological
or syntactic).

The correspondence with an independent lexeme can be completely absent, and
a constructional schema can thus be completely conventional (prototypical der-
ivation). In other cases, the correspondence with an independent lexeme can be
complete, and the output of a constructional schema completely motivated (pro-
totypical compounding).

The cases of Italian and German . markers have provided us with two quite dif-
ferent patterns of motivation, with Italian auto- very close to prototypical deriva-
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tion, and German selbst- closer to compounding, but quite far from its prototype,
sharing instead many features that have been recognized as typical of the disputed
class of affixoids.

The analysis of Italian and German . markers will be used as a starting point for
both gathering the data from the languages of the sample, and comparing the case
of . markers in other European languages. In the next chapter, we will introduce
the issues of the cross-linguistic study of word-formation, and we will also intro-
duce and complete a profile of the languages included in the sample.
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WORD-FORMATION
CROSS-LINGUISTICALLY






In the previous chapter, we have surveyed the theoretical issues connected to
the study of word-formation and its borderline phenomena. We have concluded
the chapter by introducing Construction Morphology and its formalism, applying
it to the case of . markers in Italian and German.

In this chapter, we will turn our attention to the study of word-formation
cross-linguistically (3.1), and we will introduce the cross-linguistic sample — al-
beit areally limited to Europe — and the methodology used in this study (3.2).

3.1 Typology and the study of the lexicon

In this first section, we will discuss some issues connected to typology and the
study of the lexicon, the latter intended both as a study of the patterns used for
coining new linguistic signs, and as the quest for general patterns of polysemy
of linguistic signs across languages (irrespective of the internal structure of the
signs).

We will first briefly introduce issues and results of the cross-linguistic study of
word-formation (3.1.1), then we will consider the issues connected with cross-lin-
guistic comparability and the connection of the cross-linguistic study of word-for-
mation with lexical typology (3.1.2). This will lead us to review some crucial
concepts connected with the cross-linguistic study of the lexicon and the interplay
of lexicon and grammar (3.1.3-3.1.5).

3.1.1 The cross-linguistic study of word-formation: issues and results

Language typology is the domain of language studies that systematically con-
siders the structural similarities of languages irrespective of their genetic related-
ness. Today, this approach to language variation can rely on a long tradition of
studies and theoretical thinking spanning over two centuries, ever since the first
pioneering observations made by German scholars from the turn of the nineteenth
century, such as Johann Gottfried Herder, Friedrich and August von Schlegel,
Wilhelm von Humboldt (Croft 2003: 45; Velupillai 2012: 1).% Interestingly, the
first proposals for a structural classification of languages concerned the domain of

5% For a survey of the early contributions in linguistic typology see Ramat (2010).

85

ATIVIOILLSINONIT-SSOYD NOILVINYOI-AI0OM



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

morphology. However, until recently, the interest in morphology within linguistic
typology has mostly been directed towards inflectional exponence, or at best to-
wards affixation in general, lumping together inflectional and derivational affix-
es. This becomes evident when browsing the World Atlas of Language Structures
(Dryer and Haspelmath 2013), where the 12 features classified as pertaining to
morphology essentially address inflection (mainly the marking of case, possessive
relations, and Tense-Aspect-Mood, number and person categories on the verb),*
while the more formally driven chapters about prefixing vs. suffixing preference
(Dryer 2013) and reduplication (Rubino 2013) are no exception: the first is again
explicitly devoted exclusively to inflectional morphology («This map shows the
overall extent to which languages use prefixes versus suffixes in their inflectional
morphology.» Dryer 2013), while in the second the problem of derivation is at
best intimated in the rough outline of the range of reduplication functions («Redu-
plication is also used derivationally to alter word class [ ]». Rubino 2013).

In recent years, a growing interest in word-formation has enriched the cross-lin-
guistic empirical coverage of this domain of morphology, with the publication of
several overarching works that are devoted to word-formation in general (Miiller
et al. 2015a, 2015b, 2015¢, 2016a, 2016b), or focus either on compounding
(Scalise and Vogel 2010, Lieber and Stekauer 2009, the special issue of Lingue e
Linguaggio presented by Bisetto 2009), or derivational morphology (Lieber and
Stekauer 2014b). In the cited works, a remarkable portion of the contributions is
devoted to an outline of word-formation, derivation or compounding in individual
languages, or language families and branches. There are still few studies devoted
to cross-linguistic surveys, both of specific word-formation phenomena and of the
whole domain, with the prominent exception of Stekauer et al. (2012).

Lieber and Stekauer (2014a) offer an overview of the results in the research
carried out on universals in derivational morphology, and examine the issues that
limit its success. They note that the research on universals in word-formation
(they actually focus on derivation only) has so far produced only a few results, to
the point that

% The focus on inflection dominates in WALS in the feature areas of “Nominal categories” and “Verbal
categories” as well, while the area “Lexicon” is dominated by chapters devoted to the different ways
in which different languages conceptualize distinctions in the lexicon or organize pronominal systems
according to different phonological patterns.
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«[o]ut of the 2,029 universals included in the [Universal Archives (Plank
and Filimonova 2000)] only fifty-one are directly categorized as universals
pertaining to word-formation [...]. Only five seem to us to bear directly on
derivation. To these we can add a few more proposed universals discov-
ered by searching directly for “derivational morphology” in the database,
but in the end, only nine of all the assembled universals can be interpreted
(somewhat generously) as focusing on synchronic word formation either in

isolation or in comparison to inflection.» (Lieber and Stekauer 2014a: 781)

3.1.2  Cross-linguistic comparability and lexical typology

This study constitutes an attempt at applying a cross-linguistic perspective to a
phenomenon in the domain of word-formation. This aim does not come without
preliminary controversial aspects, such as obtaining cross-linguistic comparabil-
ity while limiting the domain of interest of the study to a structurally identified
realm such as word-formation.

Croft (2003) has defined the standard research strategy for typological research
as follows:

i. Determine the particular semantic(-pragmatic) structure or situation type
that one is interested in studying.

ii. Examine the morphosyntactic construction(s) or strategies used to encode
that situation type.

iii. Search for dependencies between the construction(s) used for that situation
and other linguistic factors: other structural features, other external func-
tions expressed by the construction in question, or both. (Croft 2003: 14;
emphasis by the author)

In the context of this study, the particular semantic-pragmatic structure is
contrastive coreference — see Chapter 1, section 1.3 and Chapter 2, section 2.1
for more details — while the (word-formation) strategies used to encode it are
ccmarkers. We do not exclude that contrastive coreference — especially consider-
ing its strong affinity with intensifiers and reflexivity — can also be expressed by
syntactic means, however, we consider contrastive coreference as a word-forma-
tion-specific meaning, based on the assumption that there is something special
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about word-formation and the meanings it conveys, such as a higher degree of
conventionalization and lower level of compositionality — see Chapter 2, section
2.2.8 — compared to syntactic constructions.

Another assumption that is worth putting forward concerns the nature of word-for-
mation. In this study, word-formation is intended as a component of the lexicon, and
specifically, as the sum of formal regularities that can be generalized across series of
words and between different series of words defined both structurally and semanti-
cally. In this sense, the products of word-formation should be distinguished from the
products of syntactic patterns — see Chapter 2, section 2.2.8. On the other hand, we do
not maintain a strict subdivision of lexicon and syntax, in the sense that we assume
that the lexicon can interact with syntax in several ways, e.g. by storing its products
which may then participate in the general patterns of regularity of word-formation.

The details of this approach to word-formation — i.e. Construction Morphol-
ogy — have been presented in Chapter 2, section 2.3. This hint at the nature of
word-formation is instrumental here for linking the approach adopted in this book
to the wider domain of the study of lexical typology.

Lexical typology has been defined as the «cross-linguistic and typological
branch of lexicology» (Koptjevskaja-Tamm et al. 2007: 159), and among its main
issues — especially in the narrower domain of lexical semantic typology — the
following have been identified:

i. the study of «the architecture of lexical fields or semantic domains (e.g.
basic vs. derived words)» (ibid. 161);

ii. the study of «crosslinguistically recurrent patterns of motivation, i.e., in the
relations among words and lexical items in the lexicon», for example com-
paring «whole CLASSES or GROUPS OF WORDS where one of the classes contains
words derived from, or formed on, words in the other one, and ask about
the semantic relations associated with a particular word formation device
(derivational patterns, compounding). The focus here is on the REGULARITIES
in lexical motivation seen as an interaction of formal (morphological) and
semantic aspects of motivation (cf. Koch & Marzo 2007)» (ibid. 162; small
capitals in the original text);

It is evident how the aforementioned issues converge with the perspective on
word-formation we have hinted at above.
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3.1.3 Lexicalization

On a more general level, issues relevant to lexical typology concern lexicaliza-
tion and lexicalization patterns, i.e. the cross-linguistic study in which meanings
are expressed by a single word. These issues imply a synchronic approach to
the concept of lexicalization which «refers to the extent to which there are links
between conceptual representation and syntax, and how the nature of such links
may be formalized» (Brinton and Traugott 2005: 18). Brinton and Traugott (2005:
19) point out that current research in this domain is concerned with gathering ev-
idence of conflation patterns of complex conceptual structures into single lexical
forms, and recognize Talmy’s (1985, 2000) work on the lexicalization of motion
event types as a very influential line of research.®

The synchronic sense of lexicalization contrasts with a diachronic one, which
can be intended as the adoption of simple or complex words or of new senses into
the lexicon (cfr. Blank 2001: 1603). This process of inclusion in the lexicon can
correspond to the simple storage of a formation so that it can be more easily re-
called later, or it can be interpreted (as is often the case) as an increase in fusion by
which a regular construction becomes opaquer and more idiomatic, and the mor-
pheme boundaries progressively coalesce so that the meaning of the word can no
longer be accessed analytically, but only holistically. This view of lexicalization
is advocated, for example, by Lehmann (2002: 16), who interprets it as a process
which shifts items from the grammatical component (analytic, transparent, regu-
lar) to the lexical component (holistic, opaque, irregular).

In this work, we will privilege a view of lexicalization as corresponding — in
line with the perspective of Construction Morphology®! — to the ability of the
lexicon to store regular or idiosyncratic constructions, words or phrases. This is
in line with a view of the lexicon as a rich storage, and with the idea of a gram-
mar-lexicon continuum — see also Chapter 2, section 2.2.8, about the boundary
between compounding and phrases.

% Within the recent generative framework of Minimalism (Chomsky 1995, 2005), an instance of lexi-
calization in the synchronic sense, is also one of the stages by which the “derivation” of a linguistic
expression is accomplished. In this context, lexicalization is «basically the process of turning concepts
or linguistic features related to an utterance into words» (Pustejovsky and Batiukova 2019: 61).

1 This view of the lexicon as a rich and structured inventory of both regular and idiosyncratic pairings
of form and meaning (i.e. constructions) is linked to the usage-based orientation of Construction Mor-
phology, see Masini and Audring (2019: 380-381).
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In the synchronic sense, Hohenhaus (2005: 356) points out that lexicalization
can be intended as the process of listing — i.e. the entering of a word into the lexi-
con — or the state of listedness — i.e. the property of a word of having a lexical en-
try in the language. He also points out, in the diachronic sense, that many studies
on lexicalization stress the demotivation, i.e. the lack of compositionality which
is an effect of the listedness, but it does not necessarily overlap with it, so he ad-
vocates for a distinction between idiomatization (i.e. loss of compositionality) and
lexicalization (i.e. inclusion in the lexicon).

3.1.4 Grammaticalization

In diachronic sense, lexicalization — especially if intended as an increase in
fusion a la Lehmann — is often put in contrast with grammaticalization, i.e. a
somewhat opposite phenomenon by which items originally included in the lexi-
con progressively lose lexical meaning and independence.

Lehmann (2002) argues that folk etymology, i.e. the process «[b]estowing
structure onto a hitherto opaque expression» (Lehmann 2002: 16), is actually the
opposite of lexicalization, while the opposite of grammaticalization would be de-
grammaticalization, i.e. the process of «[g]iving autonomy to a hitherto depend-
ent expression» (Lehmann 2002: 17). Note, however, that lexicalization and de-
grammaticalization share several aspects, even if they do not completely overlap
(s. discussion in Brinton 2012: 1588-1590).

The development of a word-formation pattern, especially the development of
derivational affixes out of syntactically free words, has been considered an exam-
ple of grammaticalization. Hopper and Traugott (2003: 40-41) consider the devel-
opment of the English suffix -kood from Old English had ‘person, condition rank’
as a case of grammaticalization, given the fact that a new grammatical meaning is
added to the grammar and -#ood simply forms abstract nouns from nouns. They
contrast that example with that of e.g. bosun/boatswain lit. ‘boat lad’ — which they
define as a case of lexicalization — where the compound simply loses its composi-
tionality, while the second element, differently from /ad, has not been reanalyzed
as a grammatical morpheme (Hopper and Traugott 2003: 58).

This stance is not, however, always shared among scholars. For example, the
same example of English -hood has been interpreted as a case of lexicalization in
Blank (2001), who, however, concedes
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«If, however, one prefers to see word-formation as the “grammaticalization
of the lexicon”, the change of an autonomous word into an affix (and from
free compounding into a rule-based process) is rather a kind of grammati-
calization.» (Blank 2001: 1603)

We have seen already in Chapter 2, section 2.2.1-2.2.2, that derivation is some-
where halfway between inflection and derivation as far as the meaning of deriva-
tional operations is concerned. If compared to the meanings of inflectional opera-
tions, they appear as lexical; if compared to the meanings of compound units, they
appear as grammatical. This suggests a cline which we can consider as one of the
aspects of the lexicon-grammar continuum. On the one hand, we have an increase
in lexical content, moving from inflectional exponence to derivational affixes,
and from there to compound units and free words. On the other hand, from the
perspective of Construction Grammar, we have considered syntactic construc-
tions as closer to grammar, while an increasing integration into the lexicon (in the
sense of listedness, but also of idiomaticity) is obtained by moving from syntactic
constructions towards compounds and derivational patterns. Within word-forma-
tion and from the perspective of Construction Morphology, we have observed that
the hierarchical lexicon allows for the specification of idiosyncratic properties
at any level of the hierarchy. This also generates a continuum between higher,
more abstract, i.e. more grammatical, nodes, and lower, more specified, i.e. more
lexical nodes.

In this picture, inflection appears somewhat misplaced because it operates on
a rather grammatical level, in the sense that it can be viewed as interacting more
with syntactic constructions compared to word-formation, but its products, i.e.
grammatical words, are in many cases considered as stored in the lexicon, espe-
cially in the case of languages that belong to the fusional type.

As the object of this study, ..markers have a rather interesting nature as far
as their position on a grammaticalization cline is concerned. From the semantic
point of view, both Italian auto- and German selbs¢- are characterized by a rather
grammatical contribution. However, from a formal point of view, German selbst-
is far less grammaticalized than auto-, given the possibility to conceive of it as an
instance of a NN compound.

Hiining and Booij (2014) highlight how applying the concept of grammaticali-
zation to the domain of word-formation can be counterproductive, and
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«[i]t is especially the dichotomy of “the lexical” vs. “the grammatical” that
turns out to be inadequate for a proper account of word formation phenom-
ena, since in word formation we have always to deal with both aspects.»
(Hiining and Booij 2014: 600)

They draw on Trousdale and Norde’s (2013: 36) concept of constructionaliza-
tion, defined «as a sequence of changes in the form and meaning poles of a con-
struction, whereby new formal configurations come to serve particular functions,
and to encode new meanings». The advantage of referring to constructionaliza-
tion, instead of contrasting it with grammaticalization or lexicalization, corre-
sponds to the fact that the constructional approach «suggests not a cline, but a
taxonomic network of related constructions» (Trousdale 2008: 172), as the ones
that we have also seen in the case of auto- and selbst- in Chapter 2, section 2.3.4.
In this vein, Hiining and Booij conclude that

«[t]he development of derivational affixes from compound constituents is
primarily a case of constructionalization, the rise of a morphological con-
struction, and morphological change can adequately be analyzed as con-

structional change at the word level». (Hiining and Booij 2014: 600)

3.1.5 Areal tendencies

The concept of grammaticalization, be it relevant for word-formation or not, has
been applied in recent years not only to diachronic changes affecting the grammar
of a specific language as an internal development, but also to changes that occur
in one language under the pressure of patterns found in another language which
the first one comes in contact with. Contact-induced grammaticalization is tightly
linked with areal phenomena and to the concept of linguistic area, or Sprachbund.
It has been recognized that European languages, because of the shared history
of long-standing cultural, social and political influences, have ended up sharing
linguistic features that emphasize their similarity and, conversely, contrast them
to the behaviour of the languages spoken in the rest of the world. This is the con-
cept of Standard Average European, which has guided the EuroTyp project and
yielded a series of contributions with the aim of providing a typological profile of
Europe and the European linguistic landscape.
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The borrowing of single lexical items (be they lexical or functional) is the most
common type of influence in language contact (MAT or matter borrowing), often
implying a lower level of knowledge of the source language by speakers of the
recipient language. However, when contact increases, it is not rare that a larger
stock of borrowings also leads to the adoption of morphological patterns from a
source language (PAT or pattern borrowing).%

In the context of the study of . markers, contact surely plays a prominent role
— see Chapter 2, section 2.2.4-5 above, and the case of Italian auto- and its origin
in the neoclassical lexical stock — whose influence on the form and meaning of
European  markers will be evaluated in Chapter 6.

3.2 Sample and methodology

This study is a first cross-linguistic survey in the domain of contrastive corefer-
ence. It aims at exploring this area in order to give a first account of the phenome-
non that can be used as the basis for further future research. The language sample
used in this study (see Table 3) is in no way representative of the languages of the
world: it is genetically biased towards Indo-European languages, areally biased
towards Europe, and typologically biased towards SOV and prepositional lan-
guages belonging in most of the cases to the morphological type of synthetic-fu-
sional languages.

The sample can be viewed as a convenience sample: European and especial-
ly Indo-European languages are among the most documented languages in the
world, and this documentation also covers the description of their word-forma-
tion devices. On the other hand, the Eurocentricity of the sample is justified by
the fact that the aim of the study includes a synchronic as well as a diachronic
account: the availability of extensive documentation covers several centuries (for
most languages in the sample), if not millennia (for the Italic/Romance, German,
the Slavic branch and Greek). In this sense, the biases of the sample are a prereq-
uisite for undertaking a diachronic exploration of the data that will be attempted
in Chapter 6.

Beyond the issue of availability of documentation, the focus on Europe is also

2 See Gardani (2020) for a survey of the problem in the domain of morphology.
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rooted in the fact that this continent has been recognized as a linguistic area char-
acterized by numerous structural affinities displayed by European languages.
Haspelmath (1998, 2001) surveys the features of Standard Average European
(SAE) in an attempt to establish when the attested grammatical commonalities
might have spread across Europe.

He proposes that the transition between Antiquity and the Middle Ages, a time
of great migrations across Europe, might be the most probable time frame at
which a number of features of SAE established themselves — at least articles, the
‘have’-perfect, the participial passive, anticausatives, negative indefinites, nomi-
native experiencers and verb fronting, i.e. seven out of the twelve features consid-
ered in Haspelmath (2001).

He also observes that:

«A time depth of 300-500 years is not sufficient to account for grammati-
cal commonalities of the kind to be discussed below. If lexical similarities
between the European languages are discussed—for instance neoclassical
compounding (socio-/paleo-/ortho-/demo-, -graphy/-logy/-cracy, etc.) or
idiomatic structure (e.g. ivory tower/torre d’avorio/Elfenbeinturm, as poor
as a church mouse/pauvre comme un rat d'égliselarm wie eine Kirchen-
maus)—then the last several centuries are the appropriate time frame for
explaining the historical links [...].» (Haspelmath 1998: 272)

3.2.1 Genetic profile of the languages

The language sample used in this study mostly overlaps with the sample used
in Haspelmath (1998, 2001). The languages included in the two samples are listed
in Table 2.1, along with the abbreviations used to refer to each of them, and their
genealogical classification according to Glottolog 4.5.%

Most languages belong to the Indo-European language family, and in most cas-
es the list exhausts the major languages of each branch — i.e. those which are

% Glottolog 4.5 (Hammarstrom et al. 2021) is a website created at the initiative of the Max Planck Insti-
tute for Evolutionary Anthropology of Leipzig, and contains information about different languages and
language families of the world, especially genealogical classification and bibliographical information
accompanied by a comprehensive tagging of languages and dialects through a unique and stable identi-
fier (called Glottocode). Glottolog 4.5 is actively maintained and regularly updated by its creators and
with the help of users (especially expert linguists).
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official languages of a European state. Obviously, not all languages in the sample
share the same degree of vitality. For example, only a few of the languages in
the sample have more than 100 million speakers, and some of them have most of
their speakers outside Europe (e.g. English, Spanish, Portuguese). At the other
extreme, some languages are minority languages or even endangered languages,
for example, all languages representing the Celtic branch of the Indo-European
language family are minority languages, spoken alongside another Indo-European
language (English or French). This difference concerning vitality influences the
availability of sources as well as their quality and richness: impressionistically,
we can expect that the smaller a language is, the less vital it will be, and, conse-
quently, it will have a smaller lexicon and less active word-formation.

We will leave this aspect of the correlation between vitality and lexical and
morphological richness as a suggestion for future research. It is, however, impor-
tant to highlight this as one of the issues that might affect the results of this study.

TABLE 3. The language sample: genetic profile and comparison with the sample in
Haspelmath (1998, 2001)

ATIVIOILLSINONIT-SSOYD NOILVINYOI-AI0OM

Classification below
Languae | Avbrosaion| retage | ovlewt | gt 11
Glottolog 4.5)
Italian It Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
E;rigil NIt Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
Sardinian | Srd Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
French Fr Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
Spanish Spn Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
Portuguese | Prt Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
Romanian |Rom Indo-European | Italic, Romance X
German Grm Indo-European | Germanic, West G. X
English Eng Indo-European | Germanic, West G. X
Dutch Dut Indo-European | Germanic, West G. X
Norwegian | Nor Indo-European | Germanic, North G. | x
Danish Dan Indo-European | Germanic, North G.
Swedish | Swd Indo-European | Germanic, North G. | x X
Icelandic | Ice Indo-European | Germanic, North G. | x X
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o] Language top-level Haspelmath | This
Language | Abbreviation | —p 0 (adapted from | (1998,2001) | book
Glottolog 4.5)
Irish Gaelic | Ir Indo-European | Celtic, Insular, Goidelic | x
Scottish Celtic, Insular,
Gaelic Sc Indo-European Goidelic
Welsh Wel Indo-European Celtl'c, Insular, Bry- |
thonic
Breton Brt Indo-European Celtl.c, Insular, Bry- X
thonic
. Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Bulgarian |Blg Indo-European Eastern South S. X
ngib‘a“ . Indo-Euroncan | Balto-Stavic, Slavic, |
. PEAN | Western South .
Croatian
. Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Serbian Srb Indo-European Western South S.
. Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Croatian | Cro Indo-European Western South S.
Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Slovene Sin Indo-European Western South S. X
Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Czech Cz Indo-European West S. X
. Balto-Slavic, Slavic,
Polish Pol Indo-European West S. X
Russian | Rus Indo-European Balto-Slavic, Slavic, X
East S.
Ukrainian | Ukr Indo-European Balto-Slavic, Slavic, X
East S.
Lithuanian | Lit Indo-European Baltf)—Slawc, Eastern
Baltic
Latvian Ltv Indo-European Balt9_SlaVIC’ Eastern X
Baltic
Albanian | Alb Indo-European |— X
Modern
Greek Grk Indo-European |— X
Armenian | Arm Indo-European |— X
Finnish Fin Uralic Finnic X X
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Classification below

Languae | Avbreviaion| Lppitge | owdevd gt | i
Glottolog 4.5)

Estonian | Est Uralic Finnic X X
Hungarian | Hng Uralic Ugric X X
Komi Kom Uralic Permian X
Udmurt Udm Uralic Permian X
Mari Mar Uralic -
Nenets Nnts Uralic Samoyedic X
Turkish Trk Turkic Oghuz, West O. X X
Uzbek Uzb Turkic Turkestan Turkic X
Tatar Tat Turkic Kipchak, North K. X
Georgian | Grg Kartvelian Georgian-Zan X X
o [N Do,
Basque Bsq - - X X
Maltese MIt Afro-Asiatic Semitic, Arabian X X

In Figure 8, the languages of Haspelmath’s (1998) sample are plotted so that
their distribution in the figure corresponds to the geographical location of these
languages relative to one another. Figure 8 also subdivides the languages accord-
ing to their degree of appurtenance to Standard Average European, with nucleus
languages sharing most of the relevant features, and core and periphery languages
sharing a decreasing number of features. Other languages have been considered
by Haspelmath as external to Standard Average European, and interestingly, these
include a branch of Indo-European languages, i.e. Celtic languages.
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Nnts
Kom
Rus Udm
Ukr Tat
Lzg
Grg
Trk Arm

FIGURE 8. Standard Average European (nucleus, core, periphery; Haspelmath 1998: 273)

On the basis of nine of the twelve features considered in Haspelmath (1998),
Haspelmath (2001) defines a slightly different picture, according to which only
French and German constitute the nucleus of Standard Average European, while the
other languages of the sample display a decreasing number of features, the ones with
two or less features being considered as external to the linguistic area — see Figure 9.

Ice Fin Nnts
Kom
Rus Udm
Ukr Tat
Lzg

Grg
Trk Arm

FIGURE 9. Standard Average European (decreasing number of shared features; Haspelmath 2001)
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Among the features considered by Haspelmath (1998, 2001), one is of particu-
lar relevance for our study of . markers: the differentiation between intnsifiers
and reflexive markers in European languages — see Figure 10.

Nnts

Kom

Udm

Tat

Lzg

Arm

FIGURE 10. Intensifier-reflexive differentiation (Haspelmath 2001: 1501)

In the next chapter, we will survey the sources of . markers in around 30 lan-
guages of Europe, and we will discuss the differentiation of intensifiers and re-
flexives in more detail — see Chapter 4, section 4.1.: as we have already observed
in the previous chapter about German, intensifiers can be one of the possible
sources of .markers.

3.2.2 Typological profile of the languages

In Table 4, we have reported some of the typological features which character-
ize the languages included in our sample.*

The features considered correspond to the five chapters of the WALS (Dryer and
Haspelmath 2013): Order of Subject, Object and Verb (WALS 81, Dryer 2013b),
Order of Adposition and Noun Phrase (WALS 85, Dryer 2013c), Order of Gen-

% T have actually reported the values for all the languages included in Table 1, i.e. all the languages of
Haspelmath’s (1998, 2001) sample.
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itive and Noun (WALS 86, Dryer 2013d), Order of Adjective and Noun (WALS
87, Dryer 2013e), Prefixing vs. Suffixing in Inflectional Morphology (WALS 26,
Dryer 2013a). I considered these features because they might be good predictors
of the relative position of head and modifier in compounds, but they might also
correlate with the presence of prefixes in a language.®

TABLE 4. Typological classification of the languages of the sample®

Language WALS 81 W‘;SL S WI;;J S WI;7L S WALS 26
It (S)VO Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
NIt n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Srd (S)VO n.a. n.a. N-Adj Strongly suff.
Fr S)Vo Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Spn S)Vo Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Prt S)Vo Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Rom (S)VOo Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Grm (S)VO/(S)OV | Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Eng (S)VOo Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Strongly suff.
Dut (S)VO/(S)OV | Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Nor S)Vo Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Strongly suff.
Dan (S)VO Prep Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Swd S)VO Prep Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Ice (S)VO Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Ir V(S)O Prep N-Gen N-Adj Equal pref. and suff.
Sc V(S)O Prep N-Gen N-Adj Weakly suff.
Wel V(S)O Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Brt (S)VO Prep N-Gen N-Adj Weakly suff.
Blg (S)VO Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Strongly suff.
SCr (S)VO Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Strongly suff.
Sin (S)VO Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Strongly suff.

% See Hawkins and Gilligan (1988) about the well-known issue of the suffixing preference in the lan-
guages of the world. It should be noted that in their study they consider mostly inflectional affixes and,
more generally, they do not distinguish between inflectional and derivational affixes.

% Abbreviations: Adj = adjective; Gen = genitive; N = noun; n.a. = information not available through
WALS; N.D.O. = no dominant order; O = object; pref. = prefixing; Prep = preposition; Postp = postpo-
sition; S = subject; suff. = suffixing; V = verb
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Language WALS 81 WI;SL S W‘;6L S W‘;7L S WALS 26
Cz (S)VO Prep N.D.O. Adj-N Weakly suff.
Pol (S)VO Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Rus S)Vo Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Ukr (S)VOo Prep n.a. Adj-N Strongly suff.
Lit (S)VO Prep Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Ltv S)Vo Prep Gen-N Adj-N Weakly suff.
Alb (S)VO Prep N-Gen N-Adj Strongly suff.
Grk (S)VO/V(S)O | Prep N-Gen Adj-N Strongly suff.
Arm (S)VO/(S)OV* | Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Fin (S)VO Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Est (S)VO Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Hng (S)VO/(S)OV | Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Kom (S)VO Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Udm S)ov Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Mar n.a. Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Nnts (S)ov Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Trk (S oV Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Uzb (Syov n.a. Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Tat (S oV Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Grg (Sov Postp Gen-N Adj-N Weakly suff.
Lzg (S oV Postp Gen-N Adj-N Strongly suff.
Bsq (Sov Postp Gen-N N-Adj Equal pref. and suff.
Mit (SVo Prep N-Gen N-Adj n.a.

It is clear from Table 4 that the languages of this sample are also typologically
rather homogeneous, since most of them have the SOV word order and preposi-
tions, and are strongly suffixing. The situation is a bit more varied as far as the
relative order of Genitive and Noun and of Adjective and Noun are concerned, but

the value Adjective-Noun evidently dominates.

The values in Table 4 (with the exception of the affixing preference) can be in-
terpreted as binary features, and can consequently be used to create a graph such
as the one in Figure 11, which has been generated by using the SplitsTree program

(Huson and Bryant 2006).
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Ltv

Cz

Hng, Arm

Mar

Lzg\Tat, Trk, Udm, Nnts

Kom

Fin, Est

Lit

Din

SCr, Nor, Ukr

Ir

Bsq

FIGURE 11. SplitsTree plot of distances between the languages of the sample based on the

word order features of Table 4
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The graph plots the Hamming distance between pairs of languages, based on the
difference in the presence vs. absence of each of the features from Table 4.

Romance languages are in the branch of the graph that is pointing downwards,
along with Celtic languages (Irish constitutes the extreme low-end point of the
graph), Albanian and Maltese. Germanic languages share the central part of the
graph with Slavic and Baltic languages. Greek, German and Dutch constitute the
extreme part of the central left branch of the graph. Uralic languages are at the
top of the graph, along with Turkic languages, Armenian and Georgian. Basque
occupies the upper right extreme of the graph.

3.2.3 Morphological profile of the languages: prefixation in WF
and compounding

The last profile included in this chapter concerns the morphological profile of
the languages of the sample, focusing on word-formation patterns, i.e. the pres-
ence of prefixation in word-formation, its input categories, and the position of
the head in compounds. This profile is relevant, because it represents the highest
level of abstraction in the hierarchical lexicon of these languages as far as prefixa-
tion and compounding are concerned. For example, knowing that Italian, like Ro-
mance languages in general, has a preference for left-headed compounds, makes
right-headed compounds less likely to be a productive means of word-formation
in Romance languages, or possibly a more constrained device. Conversely, know-
ing that most Uralic languages display a marginal use of prefixation, makes its
presence as a candidate for prefixation more remarkable, since in the hierarchical
lexicon prefixation is likely to be very constrained and unproductive.

TABLE 5. Prefixation in WF and position of the head in compounding (based on the
sketches in Miiller ez 4/, 2016a, 2016b)

Prefixes in Input Prevalent position
Language derivational categories of of the head in Source
morphology prefixes composition
It yes N, A,V left (marginally | o i er (2016b)
right)

NIt - - - -
Srd marginal - (left) Pinto (2016)
Fr yes N, A,V (?) left Floricic (2016)
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Prefixes in Input Prevalent position
Language derivational categories of of the head in Source
morphology prefixes composition
left (marginally .
Spn yes N,AV right) Rainer (2016a)
left (marginally .
Prt yes N, A,V right) P61l (2016)
left (marginally Grossmann
Rom yes N AV right) (2016)
N, A, .
Grm yes especially V right Barz (2016)
Eng yes N,AV right Plag (2016)
N, A, . .
Dut yes especially V right Booij (2016)
N, A,
especially V . Askedal
Nor yes (less prominent right (2016)
in Nynorsk)
N, A, especial- . Gotsche
Dan yes ly V right (2016)
N, A,
especially V . Kotcheva
Swd yes (mostly Low right (2016)
German loans)
. Indridason
Ice yes N,AV right (2016)
(input V, . O Curnain
0
Ir yes (?) output A) right (2016)
Sc - - - -
Wel yes N, A,V right Russell (2016)
Brt yes N, A,V right (older), left Ternes (2016)
(newer)
N (loans), A, . Avramova and
Blg yes especially V right Baltova (2016)
Srb yes N, A, especial- right Corié (2016)
lyv
N, A, . —
Cro yes especially V right Gréevié (2016)
N, A, . Stramlji¢
Shn yes especially V right Breznik (2016)
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Prefixes in Input Prevalent position
Language derivational categories of of the head in Source
morphology prefixes composition
Cz os N, A, right Bozdéchova
y especially V & (2016)
Pol o N (loans), A, right (marginally Nagorko
y especially V left) (2016)
Rus os N, A, right Uluhanov
. Y especially V & (2016)
N, A, . Karpilovska
Ukr yes especially V right (2016)
Nand A
Lit yes (marginal), right Studzia (2016)
especially V
. Navick-
Ltv yes AN é?aezgi;?f l){/ right aite-KliSauskiené
> espectally (2016)
. . Genesin and
Alb yes N, A,lesgvecml— left ((onlgvevre);)rlght Matzinger
y (2016)
Grk yes N, A,V right Ralli (2016)
Arm - - - -
marginal, Pitkénen-
Fin bordering - right Heikkila
compounding (2016)
marginal,
Est bordering - right Kerge (2016)
compounding
exclusively . .
Hng yes particle Vs right Kiefer (2016)
Kom marginal - right )
- - Ferjes (2016)
Udm marginal - right
Mar marginal - right Riese (2016)
. . Wagner-Nagy
Nnts marginal - right (2016)
. . Wilkens
Trk marginal - right (2016)
Uzb - - - -
Tat marginal - right Karoly (2016)
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Prefixes in Input Prevalent position
Language derivational categories of of the head in Source
morphology prefixes composition

Grg - - - -
Lzg - - - -

. . Artiagoitia et
Bsq marginal - right al. (2016)

marginal (in loan- Brincat and

Mit words) left (construct state) Mifsud (2016)

Most languages of the sample display prefixation, even if some languages ap-
pear to have a richer stock of preverbs combining with verbal bases (e.g. Slavic
languages, Baltic languages, most Germanic languages, Hungarian). Other Uralic
languages, Turkic languages (Turkish and Tatar) and Maltese appear as having
only a marginal use of prefixes in word-formation. It must be noted that Maltese
is the only language of the sample that has an introflexive, and consequently, a
non-concatenative morphology. However, the case of Maltese is complexified
by contact, in that a significant portion of the lexicon is constituted by Romance
loanwords displaying a concatenative morphology instead.®’

Right-headed compounds constitute the most widespread type of compounds in
the sample, also expanding (most likely because of contact) to languages prefer-
ring left-headed compounds (e.g. Romance languages and Albanian). The only
example of a language moving from right-headed to left-headed compounds is
Breton, probably due to the pressure of French.

3.2.4 Data: sources and issues

The main data sources for this study have been dictionaries. On the one hand, the
scope of the study, i.e. . markers, is very restricted, corresponding not to a class of
markers (affixes or compound units), but maybe to just one marker occurring in a
few formations. On the other hand, the quality and depth of language descriptions is
a well-known issue in cross-linguistic research. This issue, called the “bibliographic
bias” by Bakker (2010), crucially affects the domain of word-formation, a domain

7 Brincat and Mifsud (2016: 3349) illustrate this situation by reporting how the majority — around 21 thou-
sand out of 41 thousand entries in Aquilina’s (1987-1990) dictionaries — are of Sicilian and Italian origin.
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that is frequently left out of focus — as Lieber and Stekauer (2014a: 778) point out;
see above in 3.1.1 as well — as opposed to inflectional morphology.

The alternatives to the use of dictionaries could have included a corpus-based
investigation or gathering data through elicitation. Both methodologies would
have been hard to undertake, either because using a corpus implies a rather exten-
sive knowledge of individual languages, or because data elicitation is not ideal for
obtaining the amount of data (especially in terms of width of the lexical coverage)
needed for investigating word-formation.

However, the use of dictionaries, which has a long tradition in the study of
word-formation, is accompanied by several issues connected to the nature of lex-
icographic sources. Lieber (2014: 88) discusses some of the shortcomings of the
use of dictionaries in the study of word-formation. She points out that dictionaries
are biased toward idiosyncratic and high-frequency forms, while low-frequency,
regular and compositional forms, which are most likely not finding their way into
a dictionary, are on the other hand of high interest for the morphologist. Further-
more, even though a form is not included in a dictionary, it does not mean that it
does not exist. However, this is often the conclusion to which a researcher might
be led by acknowledging the absence of a pattern from a lexicographic source.

In addition, as we have already mentioned earlier, the languages of the sample
do not have the same status and vitality, and we expect that this affects the pro-
ductivity of a pattern such as that of . markers, which often occurs in terminolo-
gies and scientific domains.

Bearing these limitations in mind, we have gathered data from bilingual and,
when possible, monolingual dictionaries, harvesting the data usually in a two-
step procedure. Starting from Italian and German (or English and other languages
in some cases), we gathered the translation equivalents of . formations with the
known . markers of these languages in the other languages of the sample, i.e.
target languages, applying a sort of onomasiological methodology. The result of
this first step has been a list of candidate .. markers for the target languages. The
second step involved finding all the words in the target language that display the
candidate . markers found in the first step. The aim of this second step, in the vein
of semasiological methodology, was to provide access to a wider scope of uses of
the candidate ..markers, and ideally, produce a wider picture, less constrained by
the limitations imposed by the behavior of the . markers in the languages consti-
tuting the point of departure.
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3.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, we have described the issues of the study of word-formation
cross-linguistically. We have shown that certain issues of cross-linguistic research
can be overcome by implementing some of the concepts introduced in the previ-
ous chapters, such as the use of contrastive coreference as the semantic-pragmatic
structure which constitutes the focus of this cross-linguistic investigation. On the
other hand, we have shown how Construction Morphology can be fruitfully used
as a theoretical framework, capturing aspects of concepts such as lexicalization,
grammaticalization and contact that are relevant in cross-linguistic studies.

In the second part of the chapter, we have introduced the sample, and we have
discussed its profile from a genetic, typological and morphological point of
view. Finally, we have discussed the issues of using dictionaries in the study of
word-formation, and we have exposed the methodology used for gathering the
data.

In the next three chapters, we will come at the empirical core of the study with
a discussion of . markers in the languages of the sample described in this chapter.
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In this chapter, we will consider the markers that in the different languages of
the sample perform the function of contrastive coreference. The objective of the
chapter is to determine as comprehensively as possible the class of word-forma-
tion processes to which , markers in the sample belong. In order to achieve this,
we will first of all define the variety of free elements that have syntactic functions
similar to those performed by . markers in word-formation. Our hypothesis is that
the best candidates for a . .marker are elements belonging to the intensifier-reflex-
ive continuum, which we will introduce in 4.1. In 4.2, we will then consider each
language of the sample following the genetic classification, and we will examine
which elements are used to convey contrastive coreference, and whether they
correspond to syntactically free elements on the intensifier-reflexive continuum.
We will conclude the chapter by summarizing our survey of the lexical sources of
ccmarkers in the languages of Europe in 4.3, where we will show how . markers
essentially constitute a family of non-prototypical word-formation processes that
cannot be easily attributed to either derivation or compounding.

4.1 The intensifier-reflexive continuum

In Chapter 1, we have discussed the functions of Italian aufo- and German
selbst- and we have referred to reflexivity. While considering the functions of
the free element selbst in Chapter 2, we have also mentioned the class of inten-
sifiers. In this paragraph, we will show how the domain of reflexivity and that
of intensifiers — characterized by specific functions, constructions and markers
— are related to each other as they belong to the same grammaticalization cline.
In the literature, certain specific parts of the lexicon have been recognized as a
privileged source of intensifiers. The latter are in turn the reservoir from which
languages draw to renew markers of reflexivity. If we exclude the less grammat-
icalized area of the continuum, i.c. that of the lexical sources of the intensifiers,
its remaining parts are gradually characterized by an increasingly high degree of
syntactic dependence as they are integrated into more or less fixed constructions.
Given that the objective of this section is to identify the morphemes that can be
used in complex morphological formations to convey contrastive coreference, in
what follows we will not provide a series of criteria for identifying and finely dis-
tinguishing between different functions of the continuum. As a matter of fact, the
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criteria needed to operate such a fine-grained distinction imply on the one hand
the definition of syntactic constructions in which the relevant functions emerge.
On the other hand, the aforementioned criteria also include the identification of
specific forms of the paradigm of a marker. However, in word-formation, units
corresponding to syntactically free elements usually appear in a form that corre-
sponds to the root or to a specific base, which is then used in a (long) series of
formations. Moreover, we will see how some forms used in word-formation can
be traced back to different functions from the continuum, consequently limiting
the relevance of their fine-grained identification.

In (35), we give a version of the intensifiers-reflexive continuum as presented
in Heine (1999: 7) and based on the data from a study on 62 African languages.®®

(35) NOMI > EMPH > REFL > RECI > MIDD > PASS

As can be seen, the continuum develops beyond the markers of reflexivity and
reaches the territory of the middle and of the passive. For example, consider in
(36) the Italian pronoun si, whose impersonal function can be regarded as a pas-
sivization strategy:®

(36)a. In questo  negozio Si vendono libri
in this shop IMPR sell.prs.3PL book-pL

b. In questo  negozio vengono venduti libri
in this shop come.PrS.3PL  sell.psT.PTCP-M.PL book-PL

‘Books are sold in this shop’

Starting from the left side of the continuum, Heine points out how the main
lexical source of reflexives and reciprocals are the terms for Bopy. Among other
terms, the most frequent are those for HEAD and, subsequently, OWNER, COMPANION,
LIFE, RELATIVE, SOUL, PERSON. From the terms indicating Bopy and HEAD, markers
can be derived that run along the entire continuum shown in (35). For other terms,
however, restrictions emerge from the data of the study: in particular, OWNER is

6 Labels: Nom1 = nominal meaning, EMpH = emphatic reflexive, RErL = reflexive, RECI = reciprocal, MIDD
= middle, pass = passive. It must be noted that Heine (1999) deals with the polysemy between the
reciprocal and the reflexive.

% On the grammaticalization of si in Italian from reflexive to impersonal see Cennamo (1993).
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exclusively a source of emphatic reflexives, while compaNION and RELATIVE only
constitute the source of markers of reciprocity.

Heine observes that if a marker on the continuum has among its functions that
of an emphatic pronoun/intensifier, it is unlikely to have an affixal character. If,
on the other hand, a marker belongs to the class of nouns, it is unlikely that it will
also be able to display functions, such as the passive, that are instead characteris-
tic of affixes found at the right end of this grammaticalization path (Heine 1999:
18).70

Another study focusing on the origin of markers used in reflexive construc-
tions in 150 languages of the world (Schladt 1999), confirms the predomi-
nance of the terms indicating parts of the body, and of the terms Bopy and
HEAD as sources of markers of reflexivity.”! To this group of sources Schladt
(1999) adds others, including those indicating the SELF or PERSON, anaphoric
pronouns and emphatic pronouns (i.e. intensifiers). As Schladt himself notes,
the distinction between seLF/PERSON and emphatic pronouns is often difficult to
support, especially in the cases in which the same terms cover the functions of
the former and the latter; the distinction is based solely on the availability of
information provided by the authors of the grammars of individual languages
(Schladt 1999: 106).

Now that we have surveyed the variety of sources on which languages draw to
renew the continuum of intensifiers and reflexives, the core area of the continuum
can be further examined. Heine (1999) and Schladt (1999) use the terms “emphat-
ic pronouns” and “emphatic reflexive”: in this area some clarifications are need-
ed, firstly regarding emphatic pronouns. Konig and Gast (2006) attempt to sys-
tematize the domain of «expressions like English himself/herself/itself when they
are used in an adjunct position (e.g., the president himself), [like] Latin ipse/ipsa/
ipsum, ltalian stesso/stessa, Russian sam/samd/samo, German selbst, etc., and
their counterparts in other languages» (Konig and Gast 2006: 223). They point out

" In this regard, see also one of the cross-linguistic generalizations proposed in Kénig and Gast (2006):
«If a language uses the same expression both as an intensifier and as a reflexive anaphor, this expres-
sion is not used as a marker of derived intransitivity (middle marker).» (Konig and Gast 2006: 236)

It must be noted that Schladt (1999) chose the languages of his sample on the basis of the possibility to
identify lexical sources for them, or at least uses characterized by a degree of grammaticalization lower
than that of markers of reflexivity. Moreover, the definition of reflexivity on which the author relied
to choose the data was rather broad, in order to allow the inclusion of nominal, pronominal and verbal
markers in the study (Schladt 1999: 103-104).
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that there is no established term in the literature to refer to these expressions, and
over the alternative labels already used in the literature (“emphatic reflexives”,
“emphatics”, “reflexives in emphatic use”, “emphasizers”, “intensive pronouns”;
see the relevant references in Konig and Gast 2006) they prefer the term “intensi-
fier”, first used in Moravcsik (1972). This term, despite being sometimes used to
indicate grade adverbs such as very or extremely, is preferred because, according
to the authors, it avoids the misleading connotations of the aforementioned terms
(Konig and Gast 2006: 224).7

Konig and Gast describe a number of patterns of variation of intensifiers. Some
concern the semantic-pragmatic level, while others concern their morphosyn-
tactic characteristics. Intensifiers can be invariant as Albanian veté, Irish Gaelic
féin or German selbst. They can display gender, number, and case agreement
with the focused element — Latin ips-, Spanish mism-. In some cases, they also
have exponents which convey person agreement — English your-self ‘2.poss-INT’,
Finnish itse-nsd ‘INT-3.P0ss’. A relationship between intensifiers and reflexives
is observed in many languages of the world where the two categories correspond
to the same elements: Amharic ras-, Arabic nafs-, Mandarin Chinese ziji, Eng-
lish him- / herself, Hungarian mag-. In other languages, a formal distinction is
observed between elements that act as intensifiers and elements that appear in
reflexive constructions, see, for example, the following pairs of intensifier and
reflexive: Bambara yere/i, Bulgarian sam-/se(be), Italian stess-/si, German selbst/
sich. In some cases, however, the reflexive markers have a partial identity with
the intensifiers: Georgian tvit/tav-, Ancient Greek aut-/heaut-, Hindi aap/apnee
aap, Dutch zelfizichzelf.

Puddu (2005) shows that if there is a formal distinction between the two groups,
it is actually possible to observe triple series of different strategies, as can be seen
in Table 6. In order to complete the typology, to the languages considered by Pud-
du, we have added English, i.e. a language which does not distinguish between
intensifiers and reflexives.

2 The term intensifier has been proposed by Konig and his collaborators at least since Konig (1998) and

Konig and Siemund (1999).
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TABLE 6. Languages that use different forms for reflexives and intensifiers (adapted from

Puddu 2005: 49)

Language Intensifier Reflexive “Compounded” reflexive
Italian stesso sé sé stesso
Russian sam sebja sam sebja
German selbst sich sich selbst
English himself

It can therefore be seen that none of the configurations found in Italian, German
and Russian corresponds to a variation in the marker used in English. However,
if we proceed beyond reflexive constructions along the grammaticalization cline
seen above in (35), we reach an area of functions for which we observe a formal
distinction in English as well. Consider, for example, the markers used in verbs
of grooming such as ‘to wash’, or body motion such as ‘to sit down’ in Table 7.

TABLE 7. Middle markers
Language ‘to wash’ ‘to sit down’
Italian lavarsi sedersi
Russian myt’sja sadit’sja
German sich waschen sich setzen
English to wash @ to sit @

These verbs have a clitic or affixal marker, etymologically linked if not identical
to the one used in reflexive constructions, or, as in English, they completely lack a
specific mark. The use of these markers — Italian si, German sich, Russian -sja — is
not limited to the two groups of verbs exemplified above, but appears, with different
language-specific patterns, in other classes of verbs and functions. For an in-depth dis-
cussion of this issue, see Haspelmath (2003), which deals with the problems related to
the definition of semantic maps, but also with the multifunctionality of middle and re-
flexive markers. In addressing the latter topic, an indispensable reference can be found
in Kemmer (1993), a detailed study of the middle voice from a cross-linguistic point
of view. It is nonetheless important to mention here what distinguishes the domain of
the middle voice from prototypical reflexivity. To do so, we will now exemplify at
least the main functions identified in this area. Figure 12 — issued from Haspelmath
(2003) — indicates the main functions of the reflexive and middle domains.
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rooming / . . otential
& & anticauSaAtIVE  m— P

full refleXive mm— body motion passive

— Passive

naturally deobjective
reciprocal

F1GURE 12. Conceptual space of reflexive and middle functions (Haspelmath 2003: 225)"

On one end of the conceptual space, we have prototypical reflexive construc-
tions (full reflexive), which are characterized by the coreference of two arguments
of a verb that are typically distinct, configuring a generally other-directed action.
In this case, the reflexive construction indicates the presence (unexpected, or at
least not typical) of a single referent for two arguments of the verb. The action
remains transitive, i.e. it clearly distinguishes between two participants in the ac-
tion, who, however, correspond to a single referent (37).

(37) French: Judas s'est tué. (Haspelmath 2003: 223)
‘Judas killed himself’

In traditional grammars, verbs of grooming are often regarded as reflexive verbs.
In this respect, we can certainly speak of a reflexive situation since those are actions
that are actively performed on oneself, but the distinguishability of the participants
is lower («low degree of elaboration of events» Kemmer 1993), due to the fact that
they are typically directed towards those who perform them — s. (38).a below. A
particular case of self-directed action is that of naturally reciprocal actions in which
participants in an action act on themselves, and it is not possible to distinguish dif-
ferent transitive actions that are mutually repeated on one and the other participant
— 5. (38).b.™ Concerning the verbs of body motion like the one in (38).c, the elab-

3 Haspelmath (2003) uses the term “semantic map” for both the representation of cross-linguistic gen-
eralizations concerning a domain of functional properties, and the language-specific relationship be-
tween functions and individual formal strategies. In this book, we will follow Croft (2001b) and we
will distinguish between “conceptual space” — defined as «a structured representation of functional
structures and their relationships to each other» Croft (2001b: 93) — and “semantic map” — defined as
« a map of language-specific categories on the conceptual space» Croft (2001b: 94).

In this regard, compare a sentence like Gianni e Luca si sono sparati, which can be interpreted as:
a) ‘Gianni shot himself and Luca shot himself” (reflexive); b) ‘One shot the other’, i.e. ‘Gianni shot
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oration of the event is even lower, and shows how this series of functions is placed
on a continuum between actions with two participants (typically transitive actions)
and actions with a single participant (typically intransitive actions).

(38) French (Haspelmath 2003: 223)
a. Bathshéba s’est lavée
‘Batsheba washed’
b. Elisabeth et Marie se sont rencontrées
‘Elizabeth and Mary met’
c. Mamoud s’est agenouillé
‘Mamoud kneeled down’

The anticausative function frequently performed by these markers is a method
that languages have so as to reduce the number of participants in an action. Typ-
ically, this occurs by transforming a transitive action into an intransitive action
through the removal of the role of agent, and the maintenance, as an only partici-
pant, of the patient of the transitive action —s. (39).a. Alternative to the anticaus-
ative, the deobjective function corresponds to the removal of the patient and the
maintenance of the agent — s. (39).b.

(39) Russian (Haspelmath 2003: 223)
a. Dver’ otkrylat-s’
‘The door opened’

b. Sobaka kusaet-sja
‘The dog bites’

Other constructions that imply a reduction in the number of participants have
to do with the domain of the passive — potential passive in (40) and passive in
(41)” — in which, similarly to what happens for the anticausative function, the role

Luca and Luca shot Gianni’ (reciprocal). Regardless of the interpretation, in both cases the action of
shooting is intended as transitive, and an agent (who shoots) and a patient (who is shot) are clearly
identifiable.

> The examples provided by Haspelmath for the potential passive are analogous to the argument struc-
tures that Kemmer (1993: 147 ff.) calls “facilitative middle”. The same construction is also linked by
Levin to the “middle alternation” (Levin 1993: 25-26) — the butcher cuts the meat/the meat cuts easily:
«[The middle construction] is characterized by a lack of specific time reference and by an understood
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of agent disappears. However, unlike the anticausative function, which produces
intransitive verbs and therefore indicates actions without an agent, the passive has
the function of placing the agent in the background, without implying its absence
from the action.

(40) German (Haspelmath 2003: 225)
Humboldt liest sich nicht leicht.
‘Humboldt doesn’t read easily’

(41) Turkish (Haspelmath 2003: 226)
Bu is-ler makine-ler-le yap-u-r
these  things-pL machine-PL-INSTR make-PASS-AOR
‘These things are made with machines’

As can be seen from the overview of the functions performed by reflexive and
middle markers, this functional domain, in contrast to that of intensifiers, con-
cerns the semantics of the verb phrase, and potentially even the argument struc-
ture of verbs as lexemes, regardless of their syntactic use.

For the sake of completeness, it is worth mentioning that a last possible path
of grammaticalization that concerns intensifiers leads to the rise of personal pro-
nouns, starting from intensifiers.

4.2 Contrastive coreference markers in contemporary
European languages

In this paragraph, we will examine the morphemes that convey the function
of contrastive coreference in the European languages considered in the sample
described in Chapter 3. We will start from the Indo-European languages (IE) by
first examining the groups to which Italian and German belong — Romance and
Germanic languages — and we will then move on to consider other groups of

but unexpressed agent. [...] These properties distinguish the middle construction from the causative/
inchoative alternation. In particular, the intransitive variant of the causative/inchoative alternation,
the inchoative [a.k.a. anticausative] construction, need not have an understood agent [and] may have
specific time reference [...]». (Levin 1993: 26)
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the Indo-European family, then the European languages belonging to families
different from the IE, and finally, an isolated European language (i.e. Basque).

Although in the previous paragraph we have indicated grammaticalization paths
that connect various syntactic functions with the respective lexical sources of or-
igin, detecting the ultimate lexical sources of the morphemes that indicate con-
trastive coreference in word-formation goes beyond the scope of the discussion
of this chapter and this work in general. We will devote a part of Chapter 6 to
the discussion of some morphemes that cannot in synchrony be traced back to
syntactically free units, and we will consider some possible sources in diachrony.
However, our objective is not the exhaustive reconstruction of these grammati-
calization paths outside word-formation, but rather the quest for the reasons that
have lead a certain element to become a . .marker.

4.2.1 IE.Romance languages

As far as the group of Romance languages is concerned, the . .marker used in
the individual languages always belongs to the group of neoclassical combining
forms (see Chapter 2) and corresponds to Italian auto- — see (42)-(46).7

(42) Italian [GRADIT]
a. autodistruzione, autocommiserazione
b. autodistruggersi, autocommiserarsi

(43) French [fiB1], [ftM1]
a. autodestruction, autoréplication
b. s’autodétruire, s’ autorépliquer

(44) Portuguese [ptB1], [ptM1]
a. autofinanciamento, auto-intoxica¢do
b. autofinanciar-se, autointoxicar-se

6 Since the spelling of the different markers in the various Romance languages is the same, we will refer

to all these Romance morphemes generically with the indication AuTo-. As far as their pronunciation
is concerned, the greatest divergence is attested in French, where auto- is pronounced [oto-] with the
reduction of the diphthong [aw] — as found in Italian, Portuguese and Spanish — to [o]. It should be
noted that in Romanian the digraph <au> is generally pronounced as two syllables, and if the diphthong
is stressed, then [u] is tonic: e.g. auto ‘car’ [a'uto] (Beyer ef al. 1987).
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(45) Romanian [roB1], [roM1]
a. autodenunta, autodizolvare
b. a se autodenunta, a se autodizolva

(46) Spanish [esB1], [esM1]
a. autocastigo, autorreplicacion
b. autocastigar se, autorreplicar se

Apart from the common origin in the layer of Greek lexical formants, a syn-
tactically free lexeme corresponding to Auto- does not exist in any Romance lan-
guage , if we exclude various clipped forms of Italian automobile, French auto-
mobile, Portuguese automaovel, Romanian automobile, Spanish automovil. These
clippings, however, are second-generation neoclassical compounds (see Chapter
2, section 2.2.5) that also appear to be productive with the meaning ‘car’: Ital-
ian autostrada ‘motorway’, French auto-école ‘driving school’, Portuguese au-
to-estrada ‘motorway’, Romanian autobaza ‘car depot’, Spanish autobomba ‘car
bomb’. In Portuguese and Spanish there is another noun auto, derived from Latin
actus ‘act’. It is clear that we can easily exclude any link between auto- convey-
ing contrastive coreference, and the nouns auto ‘car’ (a clipping in all Romance
languages) or auto ‘act’ (in Portuguese and Spanish).

As in the Italian literature, in French (Mutz 2004) and Spanish (Rainer 1993;
Varela and Martin Garcia 1999) auto- is treated as a prefix. For Romanian, in
Beyrer et al. (1987: 59), auto- is instead treated as a very productive prefixoid.
Note that Beyrer et al. (1987) adopt a concept of prefixoid which is very similar to
the one explained above in Chapter 2 (section 2.2.6): the behaviour of prefixoids
is defined as similar to that of prefixes, which usually do not have a syntactical-
ly free correspondent. However, they have a relatively defined and autonomous
meaning. Due to their inability to occur freely in syntax, however, they are treated
as part of derivation and not of compounding (Beyrer et al. 1987: 49).”

In Portuguese, compounds with neoclassical combining forms and adjectival
compounds with a linking vowel (luso-brasileira ‘Brasilian Portuguese’) are

77 «Préfixoide oder Pseudoprifixe verhalten sich morphologisch wie Prifixe, d.h., sie kommen in der
Regel [...] nicht frei im Satz vor, verfiigen aber iiber eine relativ scharf umrissene, selbstandige Bedeu-
tung. Threr Syntaktische Unselbstandigkeit entsprechend werden sie in unserer Skizze der Wortbildung
unter der Ableitung, nicht unter der Komposition, behandelt.» (Beyrer et al. 1987: 49)
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considered “morphological compounds”, as opposed to “morphosyntactic com-
pounds”, which do not have linking elements and have properties typical of syn-
tactic and morphological elements (Mira Mateus 2003: 972 ff.). In this classifi-
cation, the morpheme auto- — which is absent from the list of productive prefixes
listed in Mira Mateus (2003: 963-64) — is treated as an element of the so-called
“morphological compounds”, with the final -o- intended as a linking element.
In this regard, it should be noted that, as a linking element, the -o- of auto- does
not submit to the Portuguese phonological rules, which characterize unstressed
vowels within words. It is, for example, expected that a [o] is raised to [u], as
in the case of aut[ulrizar (*aut[o]rizar) ‘to authorize’, or of lexicalized forma-
tions such as aut[ulmovel (*aut[o]movel) ‘automobile’. Compare the former with
aut[o]-sugestdo ‘autosuggestion’.

Beyond the different proposals and classifications present in the grammatical
traditions of various languages, it can nonetheless be observed that for Romance
languages the criteria that have led to considering Italian auto- as a prefix — though
not a prototypical one — apply. The factors that favor an interpretation of auto- as
a prefix are above all semantic, with the mismatch between the meaning of the
bound element and the possible syntactically free correspondents. On the other
hand, the factors that bring auto- close to compounding are mainly phonological,
and correspond to the fact that auto- is non-cohering, bisyllabic and ends in a
vowel — characteristics which are not ruled out for prefixes, but which are also
typical of many first elements in compounds.

As can be seen from the examples (42)-(46) above, the vocabularies of all these
languages record both action nouns and reflexive verbs displaying auto-. This
shows the compatibility of auTo- in all Romance languages, as in Italian, with
verbs in predicative use. This aspect — which will be taken up later in Chapter 5,
section 5.2.1 — leads us to a schematic survey of intensifiers and reflexive markers
in Romance languages that is summarized in Table 8 below.”® The source of the
data in the table is the TDIR (with some modifications).”

As for the exclusive adverbial intensifier in Italian, the TDIR reports again Pro stesso: la foto 'ho fatta
io stesso ‘I took the photo myself’. In Table 3, we exchange the prepositional phrase da sé for the
exclusive adverbial intensifier: /o fatto la foto da me ‘1 took the photo myself’ / Mario ha fatto la foto
da sé ‘Mario made the photo himself’. As a matter of fact, we might consider a sentence like /a foto
I'ha fatta Mario/lui stesso as nothing more than the use of the adnominal intensifier in a sentence with
topicalized object.

TDIR is an abbreviation for the Typological Database of Intensifiers and Reflexives (Gast et al. 2007).
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TABLE 8. Romance languages. Intensifiers and reflexive markers®

Italian French Portuguese Romanian Spanish
INT NP/prO (NP) pro- NP/prO NP/pro ins- NP/proO
adN stesso méme mesmo PRO.GEN mismo
INT , ., . .
adV da sé PRO-méme PRO mMesmo singur PRO Mismo
INT att . POSS.PRO L . .
roprio roprio roprio ropio
prop propre prop prop prop
REFL H sé soi i se si
REFL L Si se se si se
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The table shows clearly how none of these elements corresponds to the ele-

ments involved in . formations, i.e. complex words with the value of contrastive

coreference.

The absence of a link with syntactically free elements leads us to exclude an

interpretation of Auto- (as ..marker) as an element of compounding.

4.2.2 IE. Germanic languages

Unlike Romance languages, where, as we have seen, ..markers appear to be

prefixes, in Germanic languages contrastive coreference in word-formation is

marked by using markers that can be connected to syntactically free elements that

belong to the intensifier-reflexive continuum.®!

The database is a cross-linguistic collection of examples of intensifiers and reflexives, classified ac-
cording to the perspective illustrated in Konig and Gast (2006). When examples from the TDIR are
quoted, the original source of the example is also repeated. In most cases, the glosses are provided in
the original work or through the TpIr. If a gloss is added or modified in relation to the source, this is
noted next to the example.

The abbreviations shown in the first column correspond to the main functions of the markers placed on
the intensifiers-reflexive continuum, that is, from top to bottom: INT adN = adnominal intensifier, INT
adV = adverbial intensifier (exclusive), INT att = attributive intensifier, RErL H = heavy reflexive, REFL
L = light reflexive.

It is worth noting that “syntactically free element” is an accurate term only to a limited extent. On the
one hand, different languages may display different constraints on similar word classes, and some
languages may have a rather free or, conversely, rigid word order. Yet again, different classes of words
in a language may be subject to different types and amounts of constraints as far as their syntactic free-
dom is concerned. In this sense, more grammaticalized elements (such as intensifiers and especially
reflexive markers) should be syntactically more constrained than those that are less grammaticalized
(such as nouns).
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(47) German: Selbstzerstorung ‘self-destruction’, Selbstentziindung ‘self-ig-
nition’ [DUDEN]

(48) English: self-destruction, self-ignition [OED]

(49) Dutch: zelfdoding ‘suicide’, zelfontbranding ‘self-ignition’ [nlB1],
[nIB2]

(50) Danish: selvstyre ‘self-government’, selvtaending ‘self-ignition’ [dkB1],
[dkB2], [dkB3]

(51) Icelandic: sjalf(s)stjorn ‘self-government’, sjalf(s)kviknun ‘self-ignition’
[isB1], [isB2], [isB3], [isM1]

(52) Swedish: sjdlvstympning ‘self-mutilation’, sjdlvbevarelse(drift) ‘(instinct
of) survival, lit. self-preservation’ [seB1], [seB2], [seM1]

In (47)-(52), we provide examples of the phenomenon in Germanic languages.
The morphemes used in these languages are all cognate with German selbst. In
spite of the common etymological origin, the syntactically free elements corre-
sponding to the bound elements self-, zelf-, selv-, sjalf(s)- and sjdlv- belong to
different parts of the intensifiers-reflexive continuum and display very different
formal features.®

We will resume and expand here the discussion of the functions of selbst in
German, with the objective of using this language as a term of comparison with
respect to the other Germanic languages of our sample. In German, intensifiers
and reflexives have distinct forms, and selbst fulfills both the function of adnom-
inal intensifier (53) and the function of adverbial intensifier (54).%

8 The common ancestor of the morphemes that are used as adnominal intensifiers in Germanic languages
can be traced back to the Proto-Germanic *selba (PokorNY: 884). The German form selbst evolves
from sélpes, the genitive form of the Middle High German identity pronoun sélp, to which an epenthet-
ic ¢ is added in Late Middle High German (Paul 1998 [1881]: §222).

8 «[A] feature that is typical of SAE languages is the differentiation of reflexive pronouns and intensifi-
ers» (Haspelmath 2001: 1501). See also Chapter 3, section 3.2.1.
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(53)

(54)

der Direktor  selbst wird  mit uns sprechen. (TDIR)

ART director  INT will  with us  speak
‘The director himself will talk to us.’

Olga unterrichtet ihre Kinder selbst. (TDIR)
Olga teaches her children INT
‘Olga teaches her children herself.’

Similarly to German, Danish and Swedish use the markers selv and sjdlv, re-

spectively. In the following examples, we see the use of the adnominal — in (55)

— and the adverbial intensifier — in (56) — and in (57), the reflexive used with a

typically other-directed verb in Danish.

(55)

(56)

direktor-en ham  selv vil tale med
director-ART INT INT will talk with
‘The director himself will talk to us.’

Santiago drabte  selv  fisk-e. (TDIR)
Santiago killed INT fish-ART
‘Santiago killed the fish himself.’

(57) Jan taler med  sig selv. (TDIR)

Jan talks with  REFL INT
‘Jan is talking to himself.’

0s. (TDIR)
us

It is worth noting that selv, like German selbst, is invariable. Swedish sjdlv,

on the contrary, agrees with the pronoun or the noun phrase it refers to in gender

and number: while in (58) we have the definite (weak) form sjdlva, in (59) and in

(60) we find sjdlv in the singular indefinite (strong) form of the common gender,

which has no agreement exponents.

Here below in (58), we have an example of the adnominal intensifer, in (59) of

the adverbial exclusive, and in (60) of the heavy reflexive in Swedish.
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(58) sjdh-a kung-en  har sovit hdr. (Holmes and Hinchliffe 1994: 147; gloss: TDIR)
INT-DEF  king-ART has slept here
‘The king himself has slept here.’

(59) jag kangora det sjdilv. (Holmes and Hinchliffe 1994: 146; gloss: TDIR)
I cando  that INT
‘I can do that myself.’

(60) han hjdlper barasig  sjdlv. (Holmes and Hinchliffe 1994: 147; gloss: TDIR)
he helps only REFL INT
‘He helps only himself.’

Icelandic displays the richest inflectional inventory. In this language, the ad-
nominal and the adverbial exclusive intensifier agrees with the controller of
agreement in gender, number and also in case — examples (61)-(62), respectively.

(61) verkalydshreyfingin  sjalf (Kress 1982: 173; gloss: TpIR with modifications)
the.labour.movement INT.F.NOM
‘The labour movement itself’

(62) ég gerdi thad sjalfur ([1sB3])
I did that INT.M.SG.NOM
‘I did it myself/alone’®*

In Icelandic as well, the reflexive pronoun has case marking (63), and, to the
best of our knowledge, it does not need to be combined with the intensifier like
the other Germanic languages seen so far.

(63) hun skammast sin (Kress 1982: 173; gloss: TpIR with modifications)
he is.ashamed.of REFL.GEN
‘He is ashamed of himself.’

8 The translation of the example in the Icelandic-Italian dictionary ([isB3]) is ‘L’ho fatto io stesso/da

solo’.
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By clearly differentiating between reflexives and intensifiers, Icelandic consti-
tutes an extreme case along the range of variation of Germanic languages. Closer
to the opposite extreme of languages in which intensifiers and reflexives are not
formally distinguished there are two West Germanic languages . Dutch, on the
one hand, shows a partial identity between the two series of markers, since zelf
always accompanies the pronoun (sig in the third person) in heavy reflexives — in
contrast with German in which selbst may be omitted.

(64) de universiteit zelf  bereik je met de bus. (TDIR)
ART University INT reach you  with ART bus
‘The university itself is reached by bus.’

(65) mijn post  maakik altijd zelf open. (TDIR)
my letters makel always INT open
‘I always open my letters myself.’

(66) Jan haatte  zichzelf. (TDIR)
Jan hated REFL
Jan hated himself.

English constitutes the extreme case of a language in which intensifiers and
reflexives are not formally distinguished.

(67) the director  himself  will talk to us. (TDIR)
ART director INT FUT talk to us
‘The director himself will talk to us.’

(68) [ have swept the court myself. (TDIR)
I have swept ART court INT
‘I have swept the court myself.’

(69) Paul saw  himself  in the mirror. (TDIR)

Paul saw REFL in ART mirror
‘Paul saw himself in the mirror.’
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It is beyond the scope of this overview to cover the uses of compounded reflex-
ive markers — i.e. a reflexive pronoun combined with an intensifier — and those
of simple reflexive pronouns. Here, with a rough distinction, we will consider
compound markers as heavy reflexives —i.e. coreference markers used with verbs
indicating typically other-directed actions — and simple markers as light reflexives
—i.e. markers indicating coreference in the case of typically self-directed actions.
Also in this case, Icelandic and English constitute two extremes: the first because
it uses the reflexive pronoun both as a heavy and as a light reflexive marker; the
second because it completely lacks a light reflective marker — compare the Eng-
lish translation of the Icelandic example (70).

(70) Jon rakar
John shave.ND.PRES.3SG REFL.NOM.SG

sig (Sigurjonsdottir and Hyams 1992: 369; our gloss)
‘John shaves’

A schematic survey of intensifiers and reflexive markers in Germanic languag-
es is summarized in Table 9 below.

TABLE 9. Germanic languages. Intensifiers and reflexive markers

German English Dutch Danish Icelandic Swedish
INT NP/pro NP pro-self NP/prO NP/prO NP/prO NP/prO
adN selbst et zelf selv sjalf- sjdlv-
N selbst PRO-self’ zelf selv sjalfur sjdaly
adV
INT att eigen own eigen egen eigin egen
REFL sich . . . L
u (selbst) PRO-self’ zichzelf sig (selv) sig sig (sjdlv)
REFL L sich - zich sig Sig sig

SYANIVIN HONTITATIO0D FAILSVILNOD 40 SHOYNOS TVOIXHT

The overview of the uses of intensifiers and reflexives in Germanic languages
allows us to observe some tendencies as far as the differences between word-for-
mation and syntactic markers are concerned. First, as already mentioned above,
all Germanic languages use the outcomes of Proto-Germanic *selba as ..markers.
The syntactically free units with which they can be linked belong to the intensifi-
ers-reflexive continuum, and occur in formally different syntactic constructions,
which nonetheless share at least the function of adnominal and adverbial exclusive
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intensifiers. Excluding Icelandic, in the other Germanic languages these elements
are also involved in the expression of reflexivity when verbs indicating typically
other-directed actions are used.

We have mentioned above that in different Germanic languages intensifiers display
different inflectional features: some are invariable (German selbst, Dutch zelf, Danish
selv), some inflect and agree with the focused element in gender, number (Swedish),
and case (Icelandic). English configures a special case in which the compound intensi-
fier/reflexive displays a paradigm of forms inflected for gender number and person. In
cases of invariable elements, the bound form corresponds to a syntactically free unit.
In the cases of inflectionally variable markers, the bound forms correspond to one of
the forms of the paradigm. In Swedish, the bound form corresponds to the singular
indefinite form of the common gender, i.e. sjdlv, that is, the form of the paradigm
without inflectional exponents. In Icelandic, two forms can occur, sjdlf- or sjalfs-,
corresponding respectively to the base to which the inflectional exponents are concat-
enated, and to the form of the masculine and neuter genitive. English is again a special
case, because the bound element self- used in word-formation is a bound morpheme
in syntax as well, as it is compounded with a pronominal form which precedes it.*

The elements exploited in the formations, as seen above in (47)-(52), can there-
fore be considered units in a compounding process, but as their corresponding
(syntactically) free units, they have highly grammaticalized forms that occur in
specific constructions in which they occupy syntactic positions that are some-
times determined in a rather rigid way: see, for example, the relative position of
the intensifier with respect to the element it focuses. These features of the sources
of . markers show that they do not belong to one of the major word classes.

As in the case of selbst, it should be borne in mind that in these languages
there are nouns indicating ‘the ego, the self” that could provide support, at least
formally, for the use of these elements in compounding. A particularly significant
case is that of the English intensifier/reflexive X-self: the element self occurs as a
syntactically free unit only in its nominal use (tke self). Nouns corresponding to
the intensifiers that have this same lexical meaning are also present in the other
Germanic languages: compare Dutch zelf, Danish selv, Icelandic sjdlf, Swedish
sjdlf. None of these nouns, however, is connected to the values of coreference or

8 The paradigm of X-self consists of the univerbation of a form attributable to the possessive adjective
(my-, your-, herself, your-, ourselves) and the bound element -self/-selves. In some forms, however, the
first element corresponds to the oblique forms of the personal pronoun (him-, itself, themselves).
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contrastivity that the bound word-formation markers convey in compounds.

Germanic languages also behave homogeneously with respect to the possibility
of having elements that serve as paradigmatic alternatives to those examined so
far. If in these languages an element different from an outcome of Proto-Germanic
*selba is present in . formations, then the marker used always corresponds to the
marker that fulfills the function of attributive intensifier in syntax. For the attribu-
tive intensifier, Germanic languages have cognate terms, as can be seen in Table 9
above. The attributive intensifier therefore acts as a secondary . marker, and can
occur in various formations: German Eigen-transplantation ‘autotransplantation’,
English own goal ‘autogol’, Swedish egen-foretagare ‘self-employed’, Dutch ei-
gen-liefde ‘self-love’, Danish egen-navn ‘proper name’. In addition to the attribu-
tive intensifier eigin, Icelandic also uses another element in word-formation, sér-,
a homograph of the dative of the reflexive pronoun sig: sér-navn [isB2] ‘proper
name [Eigenname]’, sér-vitringur [1sB2] ‘asocial [Eigenbrotlerisch]'.

4.2.3 IE. Slavic languages

Slavic languages are rather homogeneous as far as intensifiers and reflexives
are concerned. In all Slavic languages here considered, the adnominal (71) and the
adverbial exclusive intensifier (72) are expressed using sam, an element which,
like adjectives, displays gender, number and case agreement with its controller.
In this last function, sam can mean ‘alone’, and in some cases it is a synonym
for ‘solitary (German einsam)’, for example, in Polish, where it is indicated as a

synonym for samotny ‘solitary’.%

(71)

a. Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 114; our gloss)
On je izabrao da side u
3sG.M.NOM  be.PRS.3sG  choose.PART.M.SG  that £0.down.Prs.3sG in
svoj svijet, da sam sebe ogranici
POSS.REFL.M.SG.ACC world.sG.acc that INT.M.SG.NOM REFL.ACC limit.PRS.3SG
‘He decided to sink into his own world, which he himself delimitates’

8 On the relation of lexemes meaning ‘alone’ — such as sam in Slavic languages — with intensifiers, also
compare Italian da solo or German allein as exclusive adverbial intensifiers.
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(72)

Czech (Naughton and von Kunes 2021: 127; our gloss)
Napsal to sam prezident
wrote.M.sG  that  INT.M.sG.NOM  president(M).SG.NOM
‘The president himself wrote it’

Polish (TpIr; with modifications)

dyrektor sam bedzie z nami  rozmawiat
director(m).sG.NoM  INT.M.sG.NoM  will ~ with  ust  alk.PART.M.SG
‘The director himself will talk to us’

Russian (Tpir; with modifications)

direktor sam budet govorit’ s nami
director(m).sG.NoM  INT.M.sG.NoM  will  speak with  us
‘The director himself will talk to us’

Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 114; our gloss)

Iznenadila sam i sam-u sebe
SUrprise.PART.F.SG be.PRS.1SG  also  INT-F.SG.ACC REFL.ACC
‘I surprised even myself’

Czech (Naughton and von Kunes 2021: 127; our gloss)
Napsala to cele sama

wrote.F.SG  that  all.N.SG.ACC INT.F.SG.NOM

‘She wrote it all herself”

Polish (TpIr; with modifications)

Olga uczy swoje dzieci sama

Olga teaches Poss.REFL child.Acc.PL INT.F.SG.NOM
‘Olga teaches her children herself’

Russian (Tpir; with modifications)

moi pisma ja vsegda  raspecatyvaju sam/a
my letters I always  lLopen INT.SG.M/F
‘I always open my letters myself’
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As for reflexive markers, beyond the obvious possible phonological and inflec-
tional peculiarities, Slavic languages display cognate reflexive pronouns, neu-
tralized for person and number agreement, which inflect for case. As for all other
pronouns, two series are available, one stressed (heavy reflexive (73)) and another
unstressed (light reflexive (74)).

(73)

a. Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 67; our gloss)
Studenti govore 0 sebi
student.pL.NoM speak.Prs.3pL  about REFL.LOC
‘The students talk about themselves’

b.  Czech (Naughton and von Kunes 2021: 99; our gloss)

Casto se na sebe diva do zrcadla
often REFL at  REFL.ACC looks in  mirror.SG.GEN
S/he often looks at her/himself in the mirror’

c.  Polish (Skibicki 2007: 175; our gloss)
Widzial siebie w  lustrze
Saw.M.SG REFL.ACC in  mirror
‘He saw himself in the mirror’

d.  Russian (Mulisch 1975: 328; gloss TDIR)
Aleksej  mnogo  rasskazal o sebe
Aleksei much told about REFL.DAT
‘Aleksei has talked a lot about himself”

(74)

a. Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 64; our gloss)
Ivan se ubio
Ivan.sG.NOM REFL.ACC kill.pTCP.M.SG
‘Ivan killed himself’

131

SYANIVIN HONTITATIO0D FAILSVILNOD 40 SHOYNOS TVOIXHT



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

Czech (czB2; our gloss)

dobre se oblékd
good REFL.ACC dress.PrRs.3SG
‘S/he dresses good’

Polish (TpIr; with modifications)
on kocha sie sam

He loves REFL.ACC INT.M.SG.NOM

‘Most of all he loves himself.’

ponad wszystko
above all

It must be noted that the accusative form of the stressed reflexive in Croatian is

sebe (see also example (73).a above), and in Russian is sebja. The Russian light

reflexive developed as an affix, -sja (see Table 7 above and the examples of in-

transitive verbs under (39)).

Beside the reflexive pronoun, Slavic languages also have the reflexive posses-

sive (75). They share cognate markers in this respect as well.

(75)

a. Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 64; our gloss)

Marin je ugledao

mack-u

Marin.sG.NoM be.PRS.3SG sight.PTCP.M.SG POSS.REFL-F.SG.ACC ~ cat(F)-SG.ACC

‘Marin saw his cat’

Czech (Naughton and von Kunes 2021: 110; our gloss)

Karel ztratil svoje

Karel has.lost.M.SG  REFL.POSS.N.SG.ACC

‘Karel has lost his [own] pen.’

Polish (Skibicki 2007: 179; our gloss)
Oni  czytajg swojq

pero
pen

they  read.PRs.3PL  POSS.REFL.F.ACC book.acc

‘They read their (own) book’
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Russian (Stankovi¢ 1998; our gloss)
ljubiti svoju rodin-u

love.NF  REfL.POSS  homeland-sG.acc
‘to love (one’s) own homeland’

The Czech possessive reflexive, as all other possessives, has both a long (svo-
je in (75).b) and a short form (sve). We will see below that the latter is used in
word-formation.

It is in the domain of attributive intensifiers (76) that Slavic languages show

some divergence. In (76).b and (76).e, we can observe the existence of a second

marker, which in Serbian competes with viastit (compare Croatian in (76).a).%’

(76)
a.

Croatian (Batini¢ Angster 2020: 64; our gloss)

Marin je ugledao viastit-u mack-u
Marin.sG.NOM be.PRS.3SG  sight.PTCP.M.SG OWN-F.SG.ACC cat(F)-SG.ACC
‘Marin saw his own cat’

Serbian (Stankovi¢ 1998; our gloss)

po sopstvenoj zelji
according.to  own.r.SG.DAT  desire(F).SG.DAT
‘according to (one’s) own desire’

Czech (Naughton and von Kunes 2021: 111; our gloss)

Mluvim o svem viastnim bratrovi

Ltalk about POSS.REFL.M.SG.DAT OWN.M.SG.DAT brother.SG.DAT
‘I’'m talking about my own brother.’

The Russian attributive intensifier sobstvennyj and the Serbian sopstven are not etymologically related
to those in other West and South Slavic languages. In Russian, sobstvennij is linked to the noun sobstvo
‘property, quality’, but it has actually developed from the Old East Slavic noun of the same meaning
sobwbstvo (Vasmer 1964-1973). In Serbian, the adjective, despite appearing as derived (compare zdra-
vstvo ‘health’ ~ zdravstveni ‘related to health’), does not appear to be linked to any base in synchrony.
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d.  Polish (pIB4; our gloss)

znaé cos jak wlasn-q kieszen

know.NF  something as  Own-F.SG.ACC

‘to know something like (one’s) own pocket’

e. Russian (Stankovi¢ 1998; our gloss)
po sobstvennomu Zelannju

according.to  OWN.M.SG.DAT desire.SG.DAT

‘according to (one’s) own desire’

pocket.acc

Turning to word-formation,* in all Slavic languages compounds with a . mark-

er have the structure sam- followed by the linking vowel -o- and by the second

element of compounding.®” The morpheme sam- can be traced back to the adnom-

inal and the exclusive adverbial intensifier — see Table 10.

TABLE 10. Comparison of , markers in Slavic languages

Croatian Serbian Czech Polish Russian
sam-o-obra- | sam-o-od- ‘self-de-
sebe-obrana | sam-o-obrona | sam-o-obrona s
na brana fence
sam-o-kon- s )
sam-o-kontrola sebe-kontrola trola sam-o-kontrol’ | ‘self-control
sam-o-lubst- ‘self-love/
sam-o-ljublje/sebe-ljublje sebe-laska sebja-ljubje s
yuby yuvy Wwo Jague) selfishness
sam-o-ubo- | sam-o-ub- . sam-o-bojst- .. e
. . sam-o-vrazda sam-o-ubijstvo suicide
Jstvo istvo wo
. . . . .| wlasn-o-rec- sobstven- ‘by one’s
vlast-o-rucan | svoje'rucan |vlastn-o-rucni L. R
zny n-o-rucnyj own hand
svoje-glav své-hlavy - svoe-nravnyj ‘stubborn’
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In addition to sam-, other ..markers can be observed in Slavic languages. In

some formations, it is possible to find a morpheme comparable to the stressed

8 A series of lexicographic sources has been consulted to exemplify . formations in Slavic languages:
Croatian (hrB1, hrB2, hrB3), Serbian (srB1, srB2), Czech (czB1, czB2), Polish (pIB1, plB2, pIB3,

plB4), Russian (ruB1, ruB2, ruB3, ruB4).

8 In Slavic languages, the most widely used linking element in compounds is -o-, but it is possible to
have the presence of other linking vowels — see Russian -e- in ogn-e-tusitel ‘fire extinguisher’ (Benigni
and Masini 2009: 174) — or of no linking element — such as compounds containing mistrz in Polish:

baler-mistrz ‘dance master’ (Szymanek 2009: 467).
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form of the reflexive pronoun. Czech in particular uses the marker sebe- in many
compounds where other Slavic languages present sam- instead.”

As in German and most Germanic languages, secondary markers are avail-
able in Slavic languages as well. These secondary markers correspond either
to the attributive intensifier (Croatian and Serbian viast-, Czech vlastn-, Pol-
ish wilasn-, Russian sobstvenn-) or to the reflexive possessive (Croatian and
Serbian svoje-, Czech své-, Russian svoe-). As we will see later in paragraph
5.2.3, these markers have functions similar to the ones fulfilled by the German
marker eigen-.

To summarize the case of the Slavic languages considered here, we can ob-
serve a substantial homogeneity concerning the main marker sam-. As for the
markers alternative to sam-, the situation becomes more complex, given the
presence of at least three other types of lexical sources — the reflexive pronoun,
the reflexive possessive, the attributive intensifier. Moreover, four different
roots are involved: beyond the cognates of Croatian and Serbian sam, svoj and
Croatian viastiti, the Serbian and Russian attributive intensifiers sopstveni and
sobstvennyyj, respectively.

4.2.4 IE. Celtic languages

We will now consider the last two groups of the Indo-European languages of
Europe: Celtic and Baltic languages. With respect to the lexical sources used in
complex formations to convey contrastive coreference, the languages of these
two groups display a less homogeneous picture compared to that seen so far for
Romance, Germanic and Slavic languages.

In Celtic languages, we can observe two types of strategies. The first type is
compositional, and involves three different morphemes in three Celtic languages.
The first morpheme we consider is féin-, present in Irish Gaelic. A corresponding
non-bound morpheme, féin, acts in Irish Gaelic as the adnominal intensifier (77),
the adverbial (78), as reflexive (79), and as attributive intensifier (80).

% Also in Serbian and Croatian, it is possible to have sebe- in compounds. For example, the pair samol-
Jubljelsebeljublje (Herman 1975: 255) is attested along with Czech samolibost/sebeldaska [czB2] or
Russian samoljubjelsebjaljubje [ruB2].
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(77) (TDIR)
fanoidh  mise mé féin leis na  pdisti.
will.stay LeEmpH [ INT with.them  ART children
‘I myself will stay with the kids.’

(78) (TDIR)
osclaim  féin mo chuid litreacha i gconai.
open.Isc INT my portion letter.GEN.PL always
‘I always open my letters myself.’

(79) (TDIR)
is  minic Max ag caint leis féin.
is often Max at talking with.[him  INT]=REFL
‘Max often talks to himself.’

(80) (tpIR; slightly modified gloss)
ta  m'eochair  féin agam.
is  my.key INT at.me
‘I have my own key.’

In Scottish Gaelic, the functions of intensifier (81) and reflexive (82) are per-
formed by fhéin, cognate with the Irish Gaelic marker.

(81) ([scB1]; our gloss)
Chan eil clan  agam fhein.
not is issue to.me INT
‘I myself have no children’ [‘Ich selbst habe keine Kinder.’]

(82) (MacAulay 1992b: 178)
Tha lain  ga mharbhadh  fhéin.
is lain  athis killing.vNn  self
‘lain is killing himself.’

Finally, in Welsh there is a different element, ~un, hunan (plural hunain), which
just like féin/fhein acts as reflexive (83), intensifier (84), and can also occur as
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attributive intensifier in the possessive construction (85).

(83)

(84)

(85)

A situation similar to that of Welsh is attested in Breton, where a cognate of
Welsh hun, hunan, is also linked to the numeral unan ‘one’ in Breton. Breton —(4)
unan is always postponed to a possessive affix, and can act as the adnominal in-
tensifier in a reflexive function (86), as adverbial intensifier (87) and as attributive

(Thomas 1992: 293)

Mae  Mair wedi lladd ei  hun(an).
is Mair in kill her self
‘Mair has killed herself’

(Thomas 1992: ibidem)

Mae’r gweinidog ei hun  wedi  galw.
is-the minister his self  after call
‘The minister himself called’

(Thomas 1992: ibidem)
Mae  Mair wedi malu el char ei

is Mair after smash her car her self (i.e. ‘of her self”)

‘Mair smashed her own car’

intensifier (88).

(86)

(87)

([brB1]; our gloss)

komz  outani e-unan

speak t0.3sG.M  3.SG.M-INT

‘to speak to oneself’ [zu sich selbst sprechen]

([brB1]; our gloss)

klevet em eus an dra-se me
heard meis (=] have) DeF thing-that 1.sG
‘I have heard it myself” [ich habe es selbst gehort]
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(88) (Press 1986: 100; our gloss)
em falez  va-unan
in.1sG palace 1.SG-INT
‘in my own palace’

Interestingly, even though the case of Breton parallels that of the other Celtic
languages, especially that of Welsh, the intensifier is not involved in word-forma-
tion (see further below).

Irish Gaelic also displays another . .marker that is apparently only bound, uath-
, which means ‘only, mono-, self-’ (see [irB1] and [irB2]). Some examples are
given below in (89) to illustrate these strategies.

(89) Celtic languages: compouding
Irish Gaelic: a. féin-dinltu ‘self-denial’, féin-adhaint ‘self-ignition’ [irB1], [irB2]
Irish Gaelic: b. uath-ghiniuint ‘self-generation’, uath-adhaint ‘self-ignition’
Scottish Gaelic: féin-riaghladh ‘self-government’ [scB1]
Welsh: hunan-leiddiad ‘suicide’, hunan-ymholiad ‘self-evaluation’ [cyM1]

A second type of strategy observed in Welsh and Breton does not belong to com-
pounding but to derivation. It involves a preverb having locative value (‘around’),
which has also developed reciprocal or reflexive value. It is worth noting that
this strategy is primarily a word-formation process involving the production of
derived verbs, which in turn give rise to deverbal nouns.

The formations with this type of morpheme are few, and among them we have
both formations in which the contribution of the marker is clear and akin to that of
other . markers, and idiomatized formations where the contribution of the differ-
ent elements is less clearly identifiable: see, for example, Welsh ym-ladd ‘battle,
~ killing each other’, Breton em-gann ‘battle, =~ fighting each other’). In Welsh,
the formations with ym- appear particularly idiomatic, and closer to that of affixal
markers of anticausativity or of light reflexive markers. In Breton, the produc-
tivity of em- is also low, but transparent formations characterized by contras-
tive coreference can be recognized: em-gar ‘selfishness, =~ self-love’, em-skiantek
‘self-awareness’, em-zifenn ‘self-defense’ ([brB1]).”!

°' " On Breton em-, its cognates in Celtic and its etymology see also Chapter 6, section 6.1.2.
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The case of Breton is rather problematic since the reflexive can also be ex-
pressed by using the marker en em, defined in the literature as a leniting particle
(Press 1998: 162; Desbordes 1990: 68), which has both reflexive and reciprocal
meaning.

(90) (Press 1986: 162; our gloss)
ar  vugale enem vag
DEF children RrRerL  feed
‘The children feed themselves’

(91) (Press 1986: 163; our gloss)

an armeou enem gann
DEF army.PL REC fight
‘The armies fight’

The range of functions of this marker include, beside reflexive and reciprocal,
middle marking, and more idiomatized cases in which the marker is actually just
part of the phonological make-up of an otherwise unitary meaning (see Favereau
1997: 264; Press 1986: 163; Desbordes 1990: 68).

One might consider Breton en em as a light reflexive marker, similar to Italian
si or French se. It should not be ignored that en is actually a 3rd person pro-
noun, which, in the light reflexive construction, is generalized to all persons in
contemporary Breton (see Favereau 1997: 263), while em is originally a verbal
prefix. Despite being considered together with en as a particle and no longer as
a prefix, em precedes the lexical verb, and is not preposed to the auxiliary (Press
1998: 162). We thus consider it a prefix, and as such, it also occurs in the light
reflexive construction. The perception of en em as a unit and as a somewhat in-
dependent particle is justified by the fact that it is often attested in reduced forms
like ‘n em, nom, ‘non, ‘nim (Favereau 1997: 263), and it might constitute a case of
degrammaticalization of a reflexive/reciprocal prefix into a (complex) reflexive/
reciprocal clitic.
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4.2.5 IE. Baltic languages

As for Celtic languages, Latvian and Lithuanian, despite being genetically very
closely related languages, they differ in terms of the morpheme used to convey
contrastive coreference in word-formation.

Latvian aligns itself with Germanic, Slavic and (partly) Celtic languages by
using the adnominal intensifier (92). The same marker pats is also involved in the
exclusive adverbial intensifier (93).

(92) ([lvB1]; our gloss)
es pats to padarisu.
I INT.M.SG  DEM.SG.AcC will.do
‘I myself will do it [ich werde es selbst (selber) tun]’

(93) ([lvB1]; our gloss)
to vins darija pats no Sevis.
DEM.SG.ACC 3sG.NoMm  did INT.M.SG  from  REFL.SG.GEN
‘He did it by himself [das tat er von selbst]’

Note that the pronoun pats — also called “identity pronoun” — has a rich para-
digm of forms that inflect for case, gender and number. The citation form pat-s
corresponds to the masculine singular nominative, and can be analyzed as the
union of the base pat- with the suffix -s. If we exclude the feminine singular
nominative pat-i, the other forms of the paradigm are obtained by juxtaposing the
alternative base pas- with the relevant suffixes.

As can be seen from example (94), this second base of the intensifier pats ap-
pears as a modifier in compounds.®

(94) pas kontrole ‘self-control; pas-darinats (alus) ‘home-brewed beer’ [[vB1]

Although it has a similar mark to Latvian in the function of adnominal (95)
and adverbial intensifiers (96), Lithuanian draws upon the paradigm of the re-

%2 In a few formations, the base used in composition is instead pat-: e.g. pat-miliba ‘self-love (German
Selbstliebe)’, pat-valdiba ‘despotism (German Selbstherrschaft)’.
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flexive pronoun saves (97) to convey contrastive coreference in word-forma-
tion.”* In Table 11, we reproduce the complete paradigm of the Lithuanian re-
flexive pronoun.

TABLE 11. Paradigm of the Lithuanian reflexive pronoun

nominative -
genitive saves
dative sdu
accusative save
instrumental savimi
locative savyje

The reflexive pronoun lacks the nominative and, due to the fact that its ante-
cedents can be participants of any person and number, it also lacks the plural
(Ambrazas 1997: 192).

(95) (TDIR)
mus  priims pats direktorius.
us  will.welcome INT.M.SG.NOoM  director
‘The director himself will welcome us.’

(96) (TDIR, with modifications)
man skirtus laiskus atplésiu ~ visuomet a§ pats.
me allot.prce letters tear.open always 1 INT.M.SG.NOM
‘I always open myself the letters addressed to me.’

(97) (Senn 1966: 189; gloss: TDIR)
jis  perka sau knyga.
he buy  REFL.DAT book
‘He is buying himself a book’

From the examples proposed in (98), it can be seen that the bound marker savi-
alternates with another marker: sava-. It is probable that the two morphemes must

% An example of the use of the cognate Latvian reflexive pronoun can be seen in (53) above.
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be traced back to the root sav-. This root also occurs in various forms of posses-
sive pronoun: the genitive savo, the possessive adjectives sdvas, -a and the more
common savasis, -6ji (Ambrazas 1997: 193). Two different linking vowels com-
plete the form of the two markers: -i- (typical of nouns with stem in -i- Mathiassen
1996: 57) and -a- (typical of nouns with stem in -o- and of a part of the adjectives
Mathiassen 1996: 57-71). In this regard, it should be noted that reflexive pro-
noun (like other personal pronouns not inflected by gender) has instrumental and
locative endings similar to those of nouns with stem in -i- (-imi, -yje; Ambrazas
1997: 123, 208), while for the remaining cases, it has endings specific of personal
pronouns (Ambrazas 1997: 207-208).

(98) a. savi-tvarda ‘self-control [Selbstbeherrschung]’ [1tB2], savi-indukcija
‘self-induction’ [ItB1]
b. sava-rankiskas ‘autonomous [eigenhdndig]’, sava-naudiskas ‘self-inter-
ested [eigenniitzig]’ [1tB2]

Stundzia (2016: 3092-3093) explicitly connects sav- with the interfix -i-, as in
sav-i-gyn-a ‘self-defence’ to sav-é ‘himself, herself’, i.e. the reflexive pronoun,
and links sav- with the interfix -a-, as in sav-a-nér-is, -é ‘volunteer’ to sav-as, -d
‘one’s own’, i.e. the reflexive possessive. Consequently, the change of a linking
element in Lithuanian is the only formal device distinguishing formations that in
German — as can be seen by the German translations of the Lithuanian formation
in (98) — would be expressed by selbst- and eigen-, respectively.

4.2.6 Other IE. languages

In this section, we will consider two Indo-European languages which do not
belong to any wider group of the Indo-European languages: Modern Greek and
Albanian.

4.2.6.1 Modern Greek

The situation of Modern Greek is noteworthy. In compounds, this language has
a marker that is similar to that found in Romance languages, but is not involved in
the reflexive intensifier continuum (99).
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(99) afto-sevasmos “self-respect [rispetto di sé] [elB11* afto-apaskhdlisi
‘self-employment [lavoro autonomo]’ [eIM1]

In fact, the adnominal intensifier in Greek is today expressed with the construc-
tion NP / PrRO ART idhi-, as can be seen in the example (100).

(100) (Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 161; gloss: Tpir with modifications)
egho o idhios to  ékana
I.NoM  the.NOM.SG.M  INT.M.SG.NOM it did
‘I myself did it.’

The Modern Greek emphatic pronoun afio (avtdg) evolved from the Classi-
cal Greek pronoun autés ‘same’, once the adnominal intensifier, from which the
ccmarker afio- also developed. The Modern Greek afio is part of the series of
strong forms of personal pronouns which are used «when emphasis or distinction
is required» (Holton et al. 2012: 113). An example of this emphatic use, which
can be compared to that of the adnominal intensifier, is presented in (101).

(101) (Holton et al. 2012: 390; our transliteration and gloss)
aftos/afté to  ékane
3sG.M/3sG.F it did
‘He/she [and no one else] did it.’

Today, the marker of reflexivity in Modern Greek consists of eaftos (eavzog)
— via its interpretation as a singular noun: ‘the self” — preceded by the definite
article and followed by a possessive enclitic pronoun inflected for person and
number (102).%

% The right constituent of the formation derives from the verb sévome / géfouai ‘respect [rispettare]’.

% The history of reflexive pronouns from Homeric Greek to Modern Greek is very complex. Puddu

(2010: 392-397) chronicles it, showing, first of all, how the reflexive pronoun has displayed, at least in
the third person, a compound form (/¢ auton) as early as Homeric Greek. In this period, reflexivization
strategies differ between third person and first and second person, where an anaphoric pronoun is used,
possibly reinforced by the intensifier. In the outline of subsequent developments, first we can see a
trend towards the adoption of a regular reflexivization strategy, organized according to a paradigm
similar to that of anaphoric personal pronouns; subsequently, a second trend leads to the progressive
flattening of all persons (first those of the plural in the post-classical era, then also those of the singular
in the Byzantine era) on a single form (eaut-). In addition to the dynamics of paradigm restructuring,
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(102) (Holton et al. 2012: 394; our transliteration and gloss)
prépi na frontisume [ton eafto mas)
itis.necessary to look.after.DEp.1PL  REFL.1PL.ACC
‘We must look after ourselves’

In Modern Greek, therefore, an element that in its syntactically free use does
not belong — at least synchronically — to the intensifiers-reflective continuum is
used as . marker. The case of (Modern) Greek exemplifies the development of
personal pronouns from intensifiers, a phenomenon of grammaticalization which
constitutes a path diverging from the intensifiers-reflexive continuum.

4.2.6.2 Albanian

The last language of the Indo-European family considered in this study is Albani-
an.”® In this language, the element that conveys contrastive coreference is vet(é)- (103).

(103) veté-rrjedhje ‘(liquid) discharge, secretion’;”” ver-asgjésim ‘self-destruction’,
litt. self-annihilation’,”® [sqB2]

The syntactically free units to which this form can be traced back are various:
the name veté ‘person’, the adverb veté ‘by itself, without help’. In addition to
the former, the attributive intensifier i vet, e veta ‘own(Mm), own(r)’, the noun vete
‘self; groin’, and the adjective vetém ‘only’ also have affinities with the . marker,
although they are partly distinct from it in terms of form. In the sentences below,
the reflexive construction (104), the adnominal intensifier (105), and the exclu-
sive adverbial intensifier (106) are exemplified.

it was already in the classical era that phonological factors caused a common confusion: the contracted
form hauton of the reflexive heauton was often confused with the intensifier auton, once the aspiration
has lost its distinctive value. The reflexivization strategy of Modern Greek emerges in the Byzantine
period: first the form heaut- — only inflected for case — is used; then the current paradigm of forms
inflected for person, number and case established itself through a complex process of reanalysis.

% The lexicographic sources consulted for Albanian are sqB1, sqB2 and sqB3.
7 The base is derived from the verb rrjedh ‘to flow, run’ and the suffix -je which forms action nouns.

% The form vet- is an allomorph of veté-, which occurs in correspondence with bases starting with a
vowel by deletion of the labile vowel -é. The derivative is obtained from the base asgjé ‘null’, followed
by the causative verbal suffix -s(oj), which is then turned into an action noun by the suffix -im.
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(104) (Buchholz and Fiedler 1987: 282; gloss: TDIR)
uné e lavdérova veten
I it praise REFL
‘I praise myself.’

(105) (Buchholz and Fiedler 1987: 283; gloss: TDIR)
ajo veté mé tha
she INT to.me said
‘She herself told me about it.’

(106) (Buchholz and Fiedler 1987: 283; gloss: TDIR)
plaga u mbyll  veté
wound wmip heal int
‘The wound healed by itself.’

Regardless of the different forms of the different free morphemes and lexemes
identified as possible sources of the Albanian ..marker, all of them have a cognate
antecedent recognizable in the root ver-.” At any rate, the intensifiers with the in-
variable form veté display the greatest formal correspondence with the ..marker.

4.2.7 Uralic family

The Uralic languages included in the sample belong to the Finnic (4.2.7.7) and
to the Ugric (4.2.7.2) branches of this family.

4.2.7.1 Finnish and Estonian

Let us start with Balto-Finnic languages: Finnish exemplified in (107).a and
Estonian in (107).b.'® These two genealogically very close languages present —
unlike the Indo-European languages of the Celtic group, and even more so of the

% Orel (1998: 498) traces veté back to Proto-Albanian *swai-ta, derived from *swaja, dating back to
Indo-European *suoios ‘own’ (Old Slavic *svojb, Old Prussian swais), linked in turn to *sye-. Pokorny
(1959: 882) traces veté back to Indo-European *sue-ti-.

100 For Finnish and Estonian, the following lexicographic sources have been consulted: fiB1, eeB1 and
eeB2.
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Baltic languages group — etymologically related . markers.

(107) a. itse-hallinto ‘self-administration [Selbstverwaltung]’;!%! itse-kylviyty-
nyt ‘self-sown [selbstgesit]'? [fiB1]

b. ise:majandamine ‘self-financing’; ' ise-toimiv ‘self-acting’'** [eeB1]
The Finnish . .marker itse- corresponds to the adnominal intensifier (108), to
the adverbial one (109), and to the mark used in the reflexive construction (110).

(108) (TDIR)
presidentti itse tervehti meitd
president.NoM INT.NOM greeted.3sG  US.PRTT
‘The president himself welcomed us.’

(109) (TDIR)
korjasin autoni itse
repaired.1sG car.1sG.POSS INT.NOM
‘I repaired my car myself.’

(110) (TpIrR; with modifications)

hin  puolusti itse-d-dn
he defend.psT.3SG ~ INT-PRTT-POSS.3SG
‘He defended himself.’

Finnish itse, as seen in the constructions in (108) and (109), inflects for case
and agrees with the elements to which it refers, i.e. the elements under focus in
the case of the adnominal and adverbial intensifier. In addition to case markers,
itse also displays possessive affixes, agreeing with the participant with which the

191 The base hallinto ‘administration [Verwaltung]’ derives from hallita ‘to dominate (over) something
[etwas beherrschen, liber etwas herrschen]’, with the suffix -nto/-nté forming action nominals.

12 Derived from kylvdd ‘sow [sden, ausséden, besden]’, followed by the reflexive suffix -utu +a / -yty +
d (Fromm 1982: 134), followed by the suffix of the active perfect participle -nut/-nyt (Fromm 1982:
118).

1% From the verb majandama ‘manage (an activity, a shop)’, and the suffix forming action nouns -mine.

1% From the verb foimima ‘act, operate’, and the suffix forming active present participles -v.
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reflexive is coreferent in the case of the reflexive construction.

Estonian ise has the same range of functions as the Finnish itse, but as ad-
nominal intensifier (111), adverbial exclusive intensifier (112) and as reflex-
ive (113), it shows only case agreement, while it does not display possessive
affixes.

(111) ([eeB1]; our gloss)
meie ise
1PL.EMPH  INT.NOM
‘We ourselves’

(112) ([eeB1]; our gloss)
me ise teeme  seda
1pL  INT.NOM do.1PL  DEM.PRTT.SG
‘We do it ourselves’

(113) ([eeB1]; our gloss)
me peseme ennast
1L wash.1PL  INT.PRTT
‘We wash ourselves’

A last similarity unites Finnish and Estonian, and that is the presence of a sec-
ondary ..marker, the attributive intensifier oma, whose source has meaning and
functions similar to those displayed by eigen, and by cognate attributive intensifi-
ers in other Germanic languages.

It should also be added that Estonian ise has a more complex inflection com-
pared to Finnish itse, as can be gathered from its partitive form ennast in example
(113). The presence of a richer paradigm has consequences in word-formation as
well. In Estonian, the genitive is used as a unit in compounding and derivation
along with the nominative. Compare, for example, the compounds kdsi-kiri ‘man-
uscript’ (= hand.Nom-letter) and kde-kiri ‘handwriting’ (= hand.Gen-letter) (Raun
and Saareste 1965: 36). Concerning derivation, see, for example, kiriku-line
‘church-goer’, where kiriku is the genitive of kirik ‘church’. In 5.2.1 below, we
will see that in Estonian the forms of the paradigm of ise which are different from
that of the genitive occur as , markers.
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4.2.7.2 Hungarian

Hungarian — the only representative of the Ugric group of the Uralic family in
Europe!® — differs from the other Finno-Ugric languages considered here, since
the . .marker 6n- (114) in Hungarian does not have any etymological link with the
ones (ise and itse) found in Estonian and Finnish.

(114) on-védelem ‘self-defence’; on-tomjénezés “self-praise’!® [huB1]

It must be noted that we have identified two formations with maga- that indicate
this as a candidate . marker, i.e. maga-tehetetlen ‘non self-sufficient, totally in-
capacitated’, and maga-mutogatds ‘exhibitionism’. However, this word-formation
pattern does not appear to be productive, as to the best of our knowledge it occurs
only in these two lexemes, while 6n- occurs in a long series of formations.'"’

As such, the closest syntactically free correspondent of on- is the personal pro-
noun 6n/On, a pronoun of formal address.'” On the other hand, if we consider the
functions of adnominal intensifier (115), adverbial intensifier (116) and reflexive

(117), the marker used instead is maga.

(115) (TDIR)
mag-a az igazgato  fogad minket
INT-POSS.3SG.NOM  ART director  welcome us
‘The director himself welcomes us.’

195 Apart from Hungarian, the other extant representatives of the Ugric group of Uralic languages, i.e.

Khanty and Mansi are spoken outside the limits of geographical Europe (see Csepregi 2023: 704 and
Virtanen & Horvath 2023: 665).

106 The action noun védelem derives from the verb véd ‘to defend’, with the suffix -alom/-elem. The noun
tomjénezés derives from tomjénez ‘to incense; to flatter’, a denominal verb issued from tGmjén ‘in-
cense’.

107 The compound maga-tehetetlen literally means ‘(someone who) can (-hef) not (-tlen) do (te-(sz)) on
his own (maga)’ (compare tehetetlen ‘incapable’). The compound maga-mutogatds is an action noun
derived from the verb mutat ‘to exhibit’ through the suffix -gat, which has an iterative-continuous or
habitual value, and therefore literaly means ‘exhibition of oneself”.

18 On the functions of én in diachrony see the brief discussion in 6.1.1 below.
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(116) (TDIR)
a leveleimet mindig  (sajat)  maga-m bontom ki
ART my.letters always (own)  INT-POss.1sG.NOM l.open  PRT
‘I always open my letters myself.’

(117) (TDIR)

a. meg-védte maga-t
prT-he.defended INT-POSS.3SG.ACC

‘He deFENded himself.’

b.  sagjat magad-t védte meg

own  INT-P0SS.3sG.Aacc he.defended PRrT
‘He defended himSELF.’

In examples (116) and (117), maga can be used alone as the adverbial intensifi-
er or to express reflexivity. However, the constructions with maga alone alternate
with constructions in which the attributive intensifier sajdt¢ ‘own’ is also present —
see (116) and the contrast between (117).a and b. In addition, other constructions
are also available, for example, maga can occur along with the third-person mas-
culine pronoun 4, or in a compounded form with the aforementioned pronoun én:
onmaga. Consequently, the picture that emerges in Hungarian is similar to that of
Modern Greek: the source of the . .marker is a pronoun, while the reflexive mark-
er (also corresponding to the intensifier in the case of Hungarian) may contain the
same element but in a bound form.

4.2.8 Turkic family: Turkish

Turkish displays a picture similar to that of Hungarian and Greek. Although
the ..marker oz- is native, the elements that fulfill the function of intensifier or of
reflexive have no formal correspondence with it. However, a lexeme belonging
to the lexical pool of possible sources of intensifiers formally corresponds to it.!%

In Hungarian and Greek, the syntactically free correspondents of ., markers are
part of the inventory of pronominal forms, they therefore appear to be at a more

1% For Turkish, the lexicographic sources consulted have been tkB1, tkB2 and tkB3.
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advanced stage of grammaticalization in relation to intensifiers. In Turkish, how-
ever, the source of the ..marker is (synchronically) at the opposite end of the
intensifiers-reflexive continuum, and less grammaticalized in relation to intensi-
fiers, as 6z can be a noun meaning ‘the self, the essence’, or an adjective meaning
‘pure’.

(118) 6z denetim ‘self-control [Selbstkontrolle]’;''° dz-yénetim ‘self-management
[Selbstverwaltung]’;!!! oz-indukleme ‘self-induction [Selbstinduktion]’!
[tkB3]

Wilkens (2016: 3369) reports on the debate concerning the existence of prefixes
in Turkish, and lists among others 0z- as a problematic element whose status as
prefix or as compounding element is a matter of dispute. He nonetheless advo-
cates for treating the formations with ¢z and other elements like bays ‘first’ (e.g.
bag-parmak ‘thumb’ lit. ‘first-finger’) as cases of compounding because they «are
formed by juxtaposition with a following noun» (Wilkens 2016: 3369). We might
add that 6z can participate in derivatives such as 6z-des ‘identical’, formed with
the suffix -Tas, which derives adjectives designating the characterization denoted
by the base.

4.2.9 Afroasiatic family: Maltese

As anticipated in 3.1.8, although Maltese belongs to the group of Semitic lan-
guages and as such presents an introflexive, “root-and-pattern” morphology, the
ccmarker active in word-formation in Maltese belongs to the concatenative layer
of Italo-Romance origin which is integrated in the lexicon of this language. The
marker in question, awto-, which can be easily identified in the examples in (119),
is akin to the ..markers attested in the Romance languages and in Modern Greek.

(119) awto-difiza ‘self-defence’; awto-regolazzjoni ‘self-regulation’ [mtB1],
[mtB2]

110 From denetim ‘control’, linked to the verb denetlemek ‘to control’.

" From the action name ydnetim ‘leadership, management’, derived from the verb yonetmek ‘to manage,
to lead’.

12 From indiikleme ‘induction’, linked to the verb indiiklemek ‘to induce’.
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The constituents on the right side of the formations in (119) also belong to the
Italo-Romance stratum of Maltese. One could therefore ask why awro- is consid-
ered here as a productive word-formation pattern. There were two facts that lead
to the conclusion that awto-, despite its stratal limitations, is indeed productive.
First of all, although Maltese awfo- is generally less productive than the related
processes we can find in Romance languages, it is nonetheless evident that it
does not occur exclusively in formations modeled on Italian. It can be argued that
English is actually the model for the examples in (120): the choice of the form of
the verbal base is calqued on English, while other morphological elements, i.e.
the ..marker and the suffixes forming action nouns, are clearly derived from the
Italo-Romance layer. Concerning the latter, a suffix like -(j)ar — which is actually
derived from the ending of the Italian infinitive -are — is now a productive suffix
which forms deverbal action nouns, and it is fully integrated into the morpholog-
ical system of Maltese (120).b.

(120) (source: EUR-Lex)'?
a. awtoevalwazzjoni self-evaluation

b. awto-assess:jar self-assess-ment

The fact that a formation with self- in English is (as is evident from the exam-
ple) transferred into Maltese using another element, i.e. awto-, shows on the one
hand the ability of speakers to interpret and deconstruct the English model, but on
the other, it shows that they are also able to interpret Italian models that display
the prefix auto-, and then to productively use the . marker.

The second reason why we tend to consider Maltese awto- as a productive pat-
tern is related to the fact that it is used, at least in a limited number of forma-
tions, with bases belonging to the Semitic stratum: see, for example, awfo-tmexx-
ija ‘self-governance’, (materjali ta’) awto-tiswija ‘self-repairing (materials), lett.

3 The EUR-Lex is a multilingual portal that provides access to the laws and general legislation of the

European Union. As such, it contains parallel texts translated into all the official languages of the States
of the Union. The limit of this resource lies precisely in the fact that these are translations, which often
draw heavily on the texts in the official languages of the EU (French and English). As for Maltese, the
quality of the data collected through the EUR-Lex has been checked on sites of the .mt domain. The
EUR-Lex (in this case the Maltese version) can be consulted at the website https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
homepage.html?locale=mt (last accessed 2/7/2021).
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(materials of) self-repair’ (EUR-Lex).!

As for Romance languages, since awto- is a borrowed element in Maltese, there
is no comparability with any syntactically free unit, either belonging or not be-
longing to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum.

4.2.10 Kartvelian family: Georgian

In Georgian, we have different markers identifiable from the examples in
(122).

(121) a. tvirmkvleloba ‘suicide [Selbstmord]’ [geB1]'"®
b. tavissmartleba ‘self-justification’ [geB2]''¢
c. tav-dadeba ‘self-sacrifice [Selbstaufopferung]’ [geB1];!"”

The possible syntactically free sources of these markers can be identified both
in the domain of intensifiers and reflexives. We can see in (122) and (123) that
the adnominal intensifier and the adverbial exclusive intensifier can assume one
of the following forms: tviton, tvit or tavad. In (124), we have an example of the
reflexive construction with (poss) tavi ‘Pro-self”.

(122) (Hewitt 1995: 85; gloss: TDIR)
me bec’ed-i miveci t(v)iton/tvit/tavad dedopal-s
LLERG  ring.NOM gave.it.to.her  INT queen.DAT
‘I gave the ring to the queen herself.’

(123) (Hewitt 1995: 84; gloss: TDIR)
tviton/tvit/tavad c’avida
INT s/he.went
‘S/he went him/herself.’

14 In addition to the examples cited, we can add awto-taghlim ‘self-teaching study’, judged by a native
speaker of Maltese as a possible, but not attested word (Sandro Caruana, p.c.).
15 From the verb mok’lavs ‘will kill sb/sth; will make sb very depressed’ [geB2].

116 See martldeba ‘is justified, vindicated (by evidence, etc)’, and martleba ‘justifying, vindicating; fulfill-
ment’ [geB2].

7 From dadeba ‘putting down’, an action noun derived from debs ‘places, puts something down’ [geB2].
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(124) (Hewitt 1995: 563; gloss: TDIR)

(Sen-s) tav-s mo-i-k’l-av?
(your-AGRr) head-pat PREV-sv-kill-FuT
‘Will you kill yourself?’

Following Harris (1981),

«Reflexivization is expressed in Georgian with the pronominal element tav-.
This root also functions as an independent noun meaning ‘head’ or ‘source’;
it will be glossed here as ‘self” when it functions as a reflexive. The forms
tavis- (singular) and taviant- (plural) serve as possessive reflexives. The first
person singular reflexive is cemi tavi ‘my self’, the second Seni tavi “your
self”, and the third person reflexive is tavisi tavi ‘self’s self’, that is, ‘himself,
herself, itself”, without distinction of gender». (Harris 1981: 23)

The same noun favi ‘head’ is involved in the formation of intensifiers, as Hewitt
(1995: 84) notes. The forms #v-it and tav-ad are syncopated forms of the instru-
mental and of the so-called adverbial form of tavi, respectively — compare gutan-i
‘plough[sG]-NoM’ with gutn-it(a) ‘plough[sG]-INsTR’ and gutn-ad(a) ‘plough][s-
G]-apv’ (Hewitt 1995: 35).

We can suppose that the more grammaticalized functions of the intensifier and
the reflexive can still be recognized in synchrony as related to the noun favi. On
the other hand, in compounds such as tav-daburuli ‘with head covered/veiled’ and
tavis-at'k’'iveba ‘headache’ [geB2], the base used corresponds, respectively, to the
root tavi ‘head’ and to its genitive form, a word-form which is not syncopated.
In formations with #vit-, which appears to be the most productive . marker in
Georgian with over 200 . formations in geB2, there is no competition between
the interpretation ‘head’ and that of . .marker, while the link to the intensifier is
stronger since the ..marker and the intensifier are phonologically identical.

4.2.11 Isolated languages: Basque

Basque displays a situation similar to that of Georgian, with a ..marker that can
be connected both to the lexeme for ‘head’, and to the marks used for the intensi-
fier and the reflexive. The . marker of Basque is buru-, as can be observed in the
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examples in (125).118

(125) buru-salapen ‘self-accusation [autoacusacion]’;'"? buru-hornikuntzka
‘self-sufficiency [autoabastacimiento]’!* [euB1]; buru-hilketa ‘suicide
[Selbstmord]’ '*' [euB2]

Unlike in Georgian, the syntactically free element most similar to the .. marker
is the noun buru ‘head’, which is also directly involved in the reflexive, as can be
seen from the example (126). The marker bere, which instead acts as adnominal
intensifier (127), is indeed etymologically connected to buru ‘head’, but it has a
rather wide range of functions, including that of the third person emphatic pro-
noun (similar to Modern Greek aftd).

(126) (Saltarelli 1988: 104; gloss: TDIR)
aita-k bere buru-a hil  du
father-ErG.sG his  head-aABs.sG kill  3sG.ERG.3SG.ABS.PRS.AUX2
‘Father has killed himself.’

(127) (TDIR)
aita santua-k bera-k  gurekin hitzegino du
father  holy-ERG.SG  INT-ERG ~ we.soc  talk.FUT ~ 3SG.ERG.AUX2.PRS
‘The Pope himself will talk to us.’

The adverbial exclusive intensifier is instead obtained by means of another construc-
tion that uses intensive personal pronouns (128). Pronouns, either ordinary or intensive,
are available in Basque only for first and second person, and instead of third person
pronouns, demonstratives are used (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 151). Howev-
er, Western varieties of Basque have also acquired third person pronouns, which are
derived from the third person intensive pronouns bera (sG) and berak (pL). In some

118 n addition to formations with buru-, the marker auto- also occurs in Basque. However, the formations

containing the marker auto- appear to be simply phonologically integrated loanwords from Spanish:
autoerretratu < Spanish autorretrato [euB1].

19 The base is salapen ‘complaint, accusation’, derived from the verb salatu ‘denounce, betray’.
120 The base hornikuntzka ‘supply, endowment’ derives from the verb horni(tu) ‘deliver, provide, supply’.
121 The base hilketa ‘killing, murder’ derives from the verb Ail ‘die; kill’.
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Eastern varieties, intensive pronouns, including the third person bera(k), have acquired
the meaning ‘by X-self, alone’ (129) (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 153).

(128) (Saltarelli 1988: 134; gloss: TpIR with modifications)
ni-k neu-k ikus-i nuen
1SG-ERG.SG 1SG.INT-ERG S€e-PFCT  1SG.ERG.3SG.ABS.AUX2.PST
‘I saw it myself.’

(129) (Hualde and Ortiz de Urbina 2003: 153; our gloss)
Pello bera bizi da
Pete 3sG.NTS  live 3SG.AUX1.NPST
‘Pete lives alone’

4.3 Typology of  markers in relation to lexical sources

From the overview of European languages presented so far, some general trends
can be observed that allow us to establish a typology of the word-formation pat-
terns involving . markers. These trends concern:

- the possibility of tracing the ..markers used in the various languages back
to specific syntactically free correspondents (lexical or grammatical);

- the inclusion of these correspondents into major syntactic categories or in
the intensifiers-reflexive continuum,;

- the similarity between the meaning of the , markers with the contribution
of the syntactically free correspondents in relevant constructions.

As shown above, most ., markers used in European languages can be traced
back to syntactically free elements. When this occurs, we can, as a first approxi-
mation, define the relevant formations with . markers as some kind of compound.
We can build Table 12 by providing a first rough subdivision of the word-forma-
tion patterns observed in the languages of Europe. Table 12 lists only the primary
ocmarkers — that is, the patterns that are applied to the largest set of different
formations — and reports of the existence of a corresponding syntactically free
element (“+” if present, “—" if absent).
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In the table, for Romance languages and for Breton, we also chose to show a
potential correspondence — although it is only formal — with a syntactically free ele-
ment by using a plus within brackets “(+)”, so that their case could be distinguished
from that of Maltese where no correspondence, not even formal, is recognizable.

TABLE 12. , Markers in European languages. Availability of a syntactically free correspondent

Language ccmarkers
Italian auto- (+)
French auto- (+)
Portuguese auto- (&)
Rumanian auto- (+)
Spanish auto- (+)
German selbst- +
English self- +
Dutch zelf- +
Danish selv- +
Icelandic sjalf- +
Swedish sjalf- +
Croatian sam-(0)- +
Serbian sam-(0)- +
Czech sebe- +
sam-(0)- +
Polish sam-(0)- +
Russian sam-(0)- +
Irish Gaelic féin- +
Scottish Gaelic féin- +
Welsh hunan- +
Breton em- G
Lithuanian savi- +
Latvian pas- +
Modern Greek afto- +
Albanian vet(é)- +
Finnish itse- +
Estonian ise-, ecc. +
Hungarian on- +
Turkish 0z- +
Maltese awto- -
tvit- +
Georgian tavis- +
tav- +
Basque buru- +
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Table 13 lists the various points of the intensifier-reflexive continuum, supple-
menting them with points outside the continuum, which are nevertheless relevant
for the . .markers observed earlier in the languages of Europe. The relevant parts
of the continuum are provided with a number from 1 (lexemes from major syntac-
tic categories) to 6 (personal pronouns), where the extremes are actually external
to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum (also 2, lexical sources of intensifiers),
while the central part belongs to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum proper: 3,
intensifiers; 4, stressed/heavy reflexives; 5, unstressed/light reflexives.

The lexical sources from which the grammaticalization cline proceeds are con-
sidered outside the continuum in order to underline the fact that they belong to
major syntactic categories and, therefore, to stress their low degree of grammati-
calization. From this point of view, various types of intensifiers can have different
degrees of grammaticalization, depending on whether they are variable (with char-
acteristics similar to adjectives or pronouns) or invariable. However, since they
provide a rather grammatical contribution in the sentences in which they occur,
it has been considered to separate them from the lexical sources from which they
emerge. At the other end of the continuum, we have personal pronouns. They are
also connected with the intensifier-reflexive continuum as they constitute a possi-
ble evolution from intensifiers. However, given that their functions diverge from
the ones that characterize the central part of the continuum, and most of all from
the functions of ..markers, they have also been considered outside the continuum.

TABLE 13. The intensifiers-reflexive continuum and other domains relevant for . markers

outside the continuum lexemes from major syntactic categories 1

lexical sources of intensifiers 2
(BODY, HEAD, PERSON, €ccC.)

intensifiers-reflexive continuum | intensifiers 3
stressed/heavy reflexives 4
unstressed/light reflexives 5
outside the continuum personal pronouns 6

By combining the classification of Table 12 with the numbered subparts of
the intensifiers-reflexive continuum as defined in Table 13, we can obtain the
more insightful classification of Table 14. When the syntactically free element
which corresponds to a . .marker belongs to one of major syntactic categories,
the . marker in that language is formally closer to prototypical compounding.
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Conversely, when it corresponds to an element on the intensifier-reflexive contin-
uum, then the .marker in that language can be considered semantically closer to
prototypical compounding.

For each . marker, Table 14 shows the type of extension on the continuum de-
fined above, and lists any additional functions not explicitly specified in the con-
tinuum. In this table, the symbol “(+)” indicates that the formal correspondence
between the . marker and the syntactically free elements characterized by these
functions is partial and lower, in relation to those corresponding to the functions
indicated by “+”. The symbol “[+]” indicates that there is formal correspondence
with a syntactically free element, and that there is only a partial or completely ab-
sent semantic correspondence. From the point of view of diachronic development
and grammaticalization, however, syntactically free elements, such as Romance
AauTo ‘car’, have an inverse directionality to the usual one, as they are lexemes
which develop from an element with a grammatical function (even if it is arguable
to consider this a case of degrammaticalization). For Breton, the situation is more
complex since it can be disputed that em in the reflexive construction en em is
actually a syntactically free element, given its fixed position before the verb and
its origin as a verbal prefix (see above in 4.2.4).

TABLE 14. , Markers in European languages and the intensifiers-reflexive continuum

Language cAnarkers 1 2 3 4 5 6
Italian auto- [+] - — - - -
French auto- [+] - — - - -
Portuguese auto- [+] - — - - -
Rumanian auto- [+] - — - - -
Spanish auto- [+] - - - - -
German selbst- - [+] + - - -
English self- S I o A . O IO G I -
Dutch zelf- - [+] + ) - -
Danish selv- - [+] + - - -
Icelandic sjalf- - [+] + - - -
Swedish sjalf- - [+] + - - -
Croatian sam-(0)- - - + - -
Serbian sam-(0)- - - + - - -
Czech sebe- - - - + - -

sam-(0)- - - + - - -
Polish sam-(0)- - - + - - -
Russian sam-(0)- - - + - - -
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Language cAnarkers 1 2 3 4 5 6
Irish Gaelic féin- _ _ ¥ + _ B
Scottish Gaelic féin- - — + + _ _
Welsh hunan- - — + + — _
Breton em- — _ _ _ _ _
Lithuanian savi- — - - + _ _
Latvian pa§- _ _ + _ _ _
Modern Greek afto- - — _ (+) _ [+]
Albanian vet(é)- - [+] + + _ _
Finnish itse- — - + + _
Estonian ise-, ecc. - — + + _ _
Hungarian on- _ _ _ ) _ +
Turkish oz- _ [+] _ _ _ _
Maltese awto- - - _ — _ _
tvit- — — + — _ _
Georgian tavis- - [+] - ) — _
tav- — [+] — +) _ _
Basque buru- - [+] ) + _ )

Considering the data in Table 14, we can observe some synchronic trends of
markers. The first concerns the fact that none of the European languages considered
has a . marker whose source is a light reflexive. The absence of this possibility in the
data can be explained by the fact that this type of markers — which are not stressed
or even affixal — tend to have a much more rigid distribution in relation to the verbal
phrase than, for example, intensifiers or tonic reflexives themselves. In this regard, at
least in two European languages where intensifiers and reflexives differ — Czech and
Lithuanian — it is precisely the tonic/heavy reflexive marker that is used as . .marker.
Most of the languages in the sample, however, select the intensifier (17 languag-
es, 19 considering cases of partial correspondence); of these, 7 languages (plus two
with partial correspondence) display the identity of intensifier and reflexive. Using
syntactically free elements belonging to this central area of the intensifiers-reflexive
continuum as . marker constitutes a case of remarkable correspondence between the
function of a syntactically free element and that of the relevant .marker. This func-
tional correspondence is taken as a semantic criterion defining . .markers that display
a higher degree of prototypicality as units of compounding.

For 10 languages of the sample there is a formal correspondence between the
ocmarker and a syntactically free element that belongs either to a major syntac-
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tic category — usually that of nouns — or to the lexical pool of possible sources
of the intensifiers-reflexive continuum (see paragraph 4.1 above). For some of
these languages — English, Basque — the formal correspondence with these ele-
ments external to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum is greater than that between
the ..markers and the intensifiers/reflexives. Concerning the case of English and
Basque and the content of Table 14 in general, some clarifications are needed. On
the one hand, Table 14 must be interpreted from a synchronic perspective. In this
sense, even the fact that an element belongs to the various classes defined in Table
13 mirrors the synchronically observable situation in the various languages. How-
ever, if we take a diachronic perspective, and if we carefully consider the relative
position of the individual elements considered in Table 14 on the diachronic axis,
the cases of Basque and English (and more generally of Germanic languages)
cannot be assimilated. Basque buru ‘head’ is actually the source of the intensifier
bere, and this nominal use is diachronically prior to that of the intensifier. On the
contrary, the English noun (the) self is the result of a substantivization process of
an element already used as the intensifier, and the same holds true for German
(das) Selbst (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.6) and for other Germanic languages. The
development of the noun is thus subsequent to the use of the same lexeme as
intensifier, and therefore, in this case a plus in square brackets ‘[+]’ is used in
correspondence to the relevant use as noun — position 2 of Table 13 — as in the
case of Romance markers — for which auto ‘car’ is considered to hold position 1 of
Table 13. These cases are nonetheless considered in the table because of the pos-
sible synchronic relevance for the formation of compounds with self and the cog-
nate elements of other Germanic languages. As has already been observed several
times (in Chapter 2 and above in 4.2.2), this formal correspondence is by itself
no overall guarantee of a higher degree of prototypicality of a ..marker as a unit
of compounding, since the lexical traits of the nouns considered do not emerge in
their use in compounds in which they convey contrastive coreference.'?> Howev-
er, this correspondence does point towards a higher degree of prototypicality of
a . marker as a unit of compounding from a formal point of view. This is even
more evident in the case of Romance languages, where we observe the formal
correspondence of . markers with a syntactically free element, which is nonethe-

122 1t should be noted that in Basque, buru can also occur in compounds with its lexical meaning ‘head” —
buru-estalki ‘hood, cuff, lit. lid / blanket-head’ [euB1].
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less due to the accidental synchronic homonymy of Auto- as a . .marker and Auto
as a noun meaning ‘car’. However, it should be noted that in the cases in which a
correspondence between a . marker and a body-part lexeme occurs, usually a cor-
respondence with the intensifier(-reflexive) is also present.'?® This shows how the
purely formal and the semantic motivation of . markers are steadily competing: if
an element belongs to a major syntactic category, the corresponding . .marker will
constitute a more prototypical compound unit from the formal point of view, but
it will be less prototypical from the semantic point of view, and vice versa. This
competition derives from the fact that the contribution of . markers is eminently
grammatical: this is also demonstrated by the fact that, even if a marker belongs
to a major syntactic category, it must have already developed at least one of the
functions included in the intensifiers-reflexive continuum.

At the other end of the continuum, where intensifiers evolve into pronouns,
we find Hungarian and Modern Greek. Also in this case, however, an at least
partial correspondence with heavy reflexive markers (still) exists. For Romance
languages, although there is a formal correspondence with syntactically free ele-
ments, this cannot be taken into consideration because it is not accompanied by
any semantic relationship between the syntactically free element and the . .mark-
er. Furthermore, it does not correspond to any kind of grammaticalization path di-
rected toward the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. Finally, concerning Maltese,
awto- completely lacks formal correspondents. The case of Romance languages,
Breton and Maltese constitutes probably the furthest point from prototypical com-
pounding: the . markers found in these languages can be considered as part of
derivation, and should be most probably regarded of as prefixes.

12 The case of Turkish is an exception to this tendency, since the ..marker ¢z- corresponds to a noun, gz,

while the intensifier and reflexive markers are built using the element kendi (with the exception of a
use of ¢z as attributive intensifier). See also Chapter 6, section 6.1.1.
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4.4 Conclusion: Constructional schemas for contrastive
coreference markers

Starting from the discussion of the sources of . markers in European languag-
es, we have come to the survey included in Table 14. We can now interpret the
table from the point of view of Construction Morphology, and identify a series of
networks of lexical relations representing different patterns of motivation of the
ccmarkers identified.

The first type of ., marker that we identify is constituted by all languages for
which the source of the marker can be traced back to a noun that is also syn-
chronically linked to elements lying on the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. The
hierarchy for this type of . markers is drawn in Figure 13.

< [source]yx <> [SEM]; > <[[xIxlylvilyi <= [[SEM] R [SEM];];>

—

< [source]n[ylyily <= [[SEM]i R [SEM];];>

< [ccmarKker[[V]y; X]x]ni<—> [EVENT of PRED; performed autonomously];>
~ <[ccmarker[y]y;]lvi <> [PRED; by oneself],>

F1GURE 13. Compound , markers [

To this first type belong the . markers of all Germanic languages and of Al-
banian, Georgian favis- and tav-, and Basque.'™ This first type of . markers is
the closest to prototypical compounding, even if, as discussed above for German
selbst- in Chapter 2, section 2.3.4, it also displays features that correspond to
the disputed class of affixoids, i.e. a borderline case between compounding and
derivation. We will call this type “Compound . markers I”’. We can also ascribe
to this type the . marker of Turkish, with the slight difference that, unlike the
ccmarkers belonging to this type, Turkish ¢z cannot be linked to any function
related to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. However, given that dz in its syn-
tactically free use belongs to the major word classes of nouns and adjectives, it is

124 Tt must be noted that the Georgian markers favis- and tav- correspond to the markers used in the reflex-
ive construction rather than to the intensifier(s).
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closer to prototypical compounding from a formal point of view. However, from
the semantic point of view, the ..marker of Turkish would be a good example of
affixoid, because of the lack of any link with the intensifiers-reflexive continuum
motivating the interpretation of the schema.

The second type of . markers is a step further toward derivation. In this case,
as represented in Figure 14, we have a very similar situation as with “Compound
«-markers I”, the difference being that it is not possible to find a syntactically free
element which can be considered as a possible source of the . .marker and is also
a lexical source of intensifiers. In this case, the source of . markers is an element
that belongs to a closed class and is a syntactically free grammatical marker.

a. unattested schema for compounds with the source of a ccmarker

< [source]; <> [SELF],> <[[xIx[ylvilyi <> [[SEM]« R [SEM];];i>

—

< [source]x[ylvilvi <> [[SEM] R [SEM];];>

b. schema for compounds with cmarker whose source is on the
intensifiers-reflexive continuum

< [source]z, <> [SELF], <[[XIxlylvilvi <> [[SEM]i R [SEM];];>

\/

< [ccmarker]z[[W]v; Y] <= [EVENT of PRED; performed autonomously]; >
~ < [source[y]y;]vi «> [PRED, by oneself],>

FIGURE 14. Compound _ markers ITa

This is the case of Slavic languages (only sam(o)- markers), Celtic languages
(except Breton), Latvian, the Uralic languages of the Finnic group and Georgian
tvit-.

We can call these markers “Compound . markers Ila”. The letter “a” indicates
that the markers of the following group, i.e. “Compound . .markers IIb”, only con-
stitute a subtype of the previous group. In fact, the distinction between Ila and I1b
lies in the fact that, while Type Ila finds part of its motivation in a paradigmatic
relation with the syntactic construction of intensifiers, Type IIb is linked to the
reflexive construction instead.
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a. unattested schema for compounds with the source of a ccmarker

< [source]z <— [SEM], > < [[xIx[ylvilyi <= [[SEM] R [SEM];];>

— =

°<[source]zlylvilyi <= [[SEM]k R [SEM];]i>

b. schema for compounds with -cmarker whose source is on the
intensifiers-reflexive continuum

< [Source]Zh > [SEM]h > < [[X]Xk[y]Yj]Yi > [[SEM]k R [SEM]|]1>

\/

< [ccmarker]z[[w]vi Y]xd]ni <> [EVENT of PRED; performed on the AGENT itself]; >
~ <[source[ylvili <> [PRED; performed on the AGENT itself],>

FIGURE 15. Compound  markers ITb

However, not all languages of the sample distinguish between the two func-
tions — see e.g. Celtic and Uralic languages of Type Ila, but also English, Dutch,
Georgian and Basque as far as Type I is concerned. Consequently, the . markers
of Celtic (Breton excluded) and Finnic languages belong to both Type Ila and
Type Ilb, while sam(0)- ..markers of Slavic languages and Latvian pas- belong
only to Type Ila. Czech sebe- and similar Slavic markers, along with Lithuanian
savi- belong only to Type IIb.

a. schema for compounds with ocmarker whose source is outside
the intensifiers-reflexive continuum

<[source];, <> [SEM], > <[[XIxlylyilvi <= [[SEM] % [SEM];]>

\/

< [Ccmarker]Zh[[W]vj y]Nk]Ni <> [EVENT of Pl{]:jD_l performed autonomously],' >

b. adverbial intesifier

< [ADV.INT [y]vi]ly; <= [PRED; by oneself];>

FIGURE 16. Compound . markers I1I
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The third type, represented in Figure 16, is constituted by those markers which
lack a syntactically free correspondent among the lexical sources of intensifiers,
as well as a strong formal correspondence with any of the markers on the inten-
sifiers-reflexive continuum. This is the case of Modern Greek and Hungarian.
This type of markers in these languages have a partial correspondence with the
reflexive, but display a stronger formal correspondence with a pronoun, i.e. a
function that constitutes a possible output of intensifiers in their grammaticali-
zation cline, but which lies outside the intensifiers-reflexive continuum.

Given the weak motivation network of Type III . markers, one could argue
that they are almost affixal in nature. On the one hand, ..markers of all types
have a rather grammatical meaning and, even when referable to the domain of
compounding, they display features that make them close at least to borderline
cases such as that of affixoids. However, on the other hand, Type III ., markers
almost fail in linking to at least one of the functions present on the continuum of
intensifiers and reflexives, if we exclude the partial formal link with reflexive
markers. This makes them the type of compound . markers closest to derivation.
This is very interesting in the case of Hungarian, given that in this language, apart
from the marker of superlative and the large class of separable preverbs, no other
prefix can be identified.

The last type that we identify is that of “Derivational ..markers IV”, represent-
ed by Romance languages, Breton and Maltese . markers.

a. ccmarker b. adverbial intensifier

< [x[ylvilyi <> [SEM [SEM];];>

< [ccmarker[ylylyi <> [SEM [SEM]j]i> < [aDv.INT [y]vi]lvj <—> [PRED; by oneself];>

FIGURE 17. Derivational  markers IV

In this context, the Breton . marker is probably closer to derivation, given the
affinity of Romance auto- with neoclassical combining forms, i.e. a type of com-
pounding, though non-prototypical.

The last note concerns the complete absence of , markers whose source is a
light reflexive marker. This is not unexpected, given the fact that these markers
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often function more as valency changing devices (anticausative, passive, middle
markers) than as reflexive markers establishing the coreference of clearly profiled
participants of a transitive predicate.

In the next chapter, we will investigate the compatibility of . markers with dif-
ferent sets of base words in search for patterns of polysemy and of language-spe-
cific constraints.
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COMPATIBILITY AND FUNCTIONS
OF CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE
MARKERS






In this chapter, we will consider the bases with which .markers combine in
various languages. In the previous chapter, we have examined . markers from the
point of view of their correspondence with syntactically free elements in order to
give as clear a picture as possible of the types of word-formation patterns they
are involved in. We have concluded that these markers are placed on a continuum
between compounding and derivation, but we have not been able to reduce them
to one or the other unless we overlook at least some of their features, either on
the formal or on the semantic level. In this sense, Construction Morphology has
helped us to account for the nature of . markers by providing constructional sche-
mas and inheritance links that can motivate their formal features. In this chapter,
we will turn our attention from . markers to the bases of relevant word-formation
patterns by examining the compatibility of ..markers with different classes of
words that constitute the bases of the resulting formations. We will try to induce
some generalizations relating to these formations, based on the observation of this
compatibility, by verifying whether the reciprocal position of various markers
on the compounding-derivation continuum constitutes a predictive criterion with
respect to the observed behaviours. We will also evaluate other features that may
constitute predictive criteria.

5.1 Conceptual space of parts of speech

This section illustrates the conceptual space of parts-of-speech (henceforth
POS), proposed by Croft (1991, 2000, 2001), and argues in favor of its use in
the study of word-formation to complement the use of syntactic categories with a
more fine-grained and cross-linguistically valid classification of word-formation
units. We will provide the reader with examples of how word-formation rules
and cases of compounding have restrictions deriving from the semantic class to
which different bases belong rather than from their syntactic category. On the
other hand, we will show how in compounding elements otherwise belonging to
a syntactic category can convey meanings typical of elements belonging to other
categories.

As mentioned earlier in Chapter 2, in word-formation rules forming new words
(or lexemes) are characterized by a domain that is the pool of bases to which a
specific rule applies. Constructional schemas, even if constituting a different the-
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oretical object, display similar combinatorial limitations that involve the defini-
tion of sets of words that enter a specific schema. When we proposed a definition
of compound in Chapter 2, we noted that there are some classes of bases that cor-
respond to the syntactic categories to which relevant words/lexemes correspond.
Major syntactic categories, also intended as classes of open elements — that is, not
definable by their extension — are the categories of nouns, adjectives and verbs. In
addition to these categories, the class of prepositions can also productively enter
word-formation schemas, both in compounding (Italian /ungofiume) and in deri-
vation (see German vorig ‘past; anterior’ da vor ‘before”), however, it will not be
further treated in this section.

The definition of these syntactic categories is not primarily a product of mor-
phological theory in word-formation, rather, it is inherited from syntactic theory.
It is essentially based on morphosyntactic criteria, i.e. on the morphosyntactic ex-
ponents that the elements of each category display, and on distributional criteria,
i.e. on the possibility to occur in certain syntactic constructions. However, on the
one hand, the morphosyntactic criteria are not satisfactory in defining, for exam-
ple, the class of nouns, whose elements can be uninflected even in an inflectional
language, while they are simply inapplicable to isolating languages. On the other
hand, distributional analysis can lead to a proliferation of POSs, and the more
detailed the criteria on which it is based are, the less they are able to provide cate-
gories with clear boundaries. Furthermore, none of these groups of criteria, which
are limited to a formal level, help to define cross-linguistically valid features on
which to base an effective theory of POSs.

Croft’s proposal for a theory of POSs from the cross-linguistic perspective is
based on the idea that this theory must be based on typological principles that
are motivated independently from language-specific considerations. On the one
hand, the model recognizes a series of functional-pragmatic functions: REFERENCE,
MODIFICATION and PREDICATION. The conceptualization provided by these functions
is defined as follows:

(130) Croft (1991: 108)
REFERENCE creates an autonomous entity, and makes it into a kind or an

individual of the kind (with its attendant stereotype and connotations);
MODIFICATION makes the entity into a stable but one-dimensional description
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(property) of some other entity;
PREDICATION  sequentially scans an entity, making it into a transitory (and
changing?) state of affairs, involving at least one participant.

The traditional tripartite subdivision of parts of speech into the classes of nouns,
adjectives and verbs is based on this distinction. Through the three pragmatic
functions, it is possible to identify the main parts of speech, while overlooking
more minute categories that are compatible with specific distributional criteria.
Furthermore, through this functional criterion, it is possible to obtain the triparti-
tion without defining specific criteria for individual languages.

On the other hand, Croft’s proposal involves a purely semantic dimension that
corresponds to the semantic classes of words of OBJECTS, PROPERTIES and ACTIONS.
These classes of elements are defined by a set of semantic properties, which charac-
terize prototypical members of the major syntactic categories. Semantic properties
that characterize the three semantic classes of words are summarized in Table 15.

TABLE 15. Properties of semantic classes of words (Croft 1991)

Objects Properties Actions
Valency 0 1 >1
Stativity state state process
Persistence persistent persistent transitory
Gradability nongradable gradable nongradable

The semantic properties in Table 15 emerge by taking into account the cross-lin-
guistic effects of markedness: it has been observed that the elements belonging to
the syntactic categories or nouns, adjectives and verbs, which are characterized by
the semantic properties of OBJECTS, PROPERTIES and ACTIONS respectively, cross-lin-
guistically display a number of morphemes which is not greater than the elements
of the same classes that do not share those semantic properties.

The intersection of the functional-pragmatic functions listed in (130), and of the
semantic classes of words characterized by the properties shown in Table 15, pre-
dicts the nine classes shown in Table 16. In Table 16, we observe three unmarked
combinations of unmarked nouns, unmarked adjectives and unmarked verbs, and
a series of other possible marked combinations that structure the conceptual space
of parts of speech.
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TABLE 16. Classes of parts of speech (Croft 1991)

REFERENCE MODIFICATION PREDICATION
genitive, adjectivalizations, | predicate nominals,
OBJECTS UNMARKED NOUNS
PPs on nouns copulas
L redicate
PROPERTIES | deadjectival nouns UNMARKED ADJECTIVES P

adjectives, copulas

action nominals, comple- .. .
ACTIONS P participles, relative clauses | UNMARKED VERBS
ments, infinitives, gerunds

The choice of an approach of this type is due to the consideration that the perspec-
tive generally held in word-formation has some operational and theoretical limita-
tions. In the first place, it is not possible to apply syntactic tests to attribute a lexeme
or a unit of compounding — used as a modifier — to a certain syntactic category. Just
as in 4.2.7.1 it was not possible to decide whether a . marker such as Finnish itse-
corresponds to the intensifier or the reflexive, it is similarly not possible to decide
the syntactic category of compound modifiers that correspond to lexemes which
can be linked to more than one syntactic category. Let us consider, for example,
a compound like the German glaubwiirdig: what is the syntactic category of the
element glaub-? This element can easily be connected to the noun Glaube “faith’, or
to the verb glauben ‘to believe’, thus allowing two paraphrases: ‘worthy of faith’ or
‘worthy of being believed’. It can be objected that Glaube and glauben are related
lexemes, and that it is indeed acceptable to consider the noun as a derivative by
conversion from the verb, since it has the semantics of an action nominal — ‘faith’
= ‘the fact of believing’. But this is precisely what limits a definition of the units of
compounding by syntactic criteria: what is crucial in the case of glaubwiirdig is not
the syntactic category of the element glaub- — which is in fact undecidable'® — but
the semantic content of both Glaube and glauben, i.e. the fact that both lexemes,
regardless of the syntactic category to which they belong, express an action.

For modifiers, the difficulty of applying tests to establish the syntactic category
to which they belong is clear, although in a language such as Italian — which has
left-headed compounds and compounding elements provided with inflectional
exponents — it is often possible to observe some morphosyntactic features that

125 The undecidability can be partially avoided by relying on indirect procedures: seh-wiirdig, where seh-

can only be a verbal basis. This parallel is only partially decisive, because there are opposite cases, in
which a modifier has action semantics, but it clearly corresponds to a noun: kritik-wiirdig is obtained
by the noun Kritik, while *kritisier-wiirdig is unattested.
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depend on the syntactic category of those lexemes: for example, in raccolta rifiuti
‘waste collection’, the plural of the noun rifiuto occurs.

The advantage of a perspective in which semantic properties of lexemes are
privileged over their membership in syntactic categories is less evident if one
considers the elements that function as the head of compounds. As far as heads are
concerned, it is always possible to apply syntactic tests on the entire compound,
just as they can be applied to the corresponding lexemes in their free syntactic
use, provided that the compound is endocentric, because endocentric compounds
inherit the morphosyntactic traits of their heads.

As for the possible restrictions on the use of a certain element or class of elements
in a compound, they can be understood as linked to the semantic class of the rele-
vant elements. If we reinterpret the classes of compounds proposed in Bisetto and
Scalise (2005) and Scalise and Bisetto (2009) — and the examples provided there
— from the point of view of the conceptual space of POSs, it is possible to identify
constraints or general tendencies in the formation of attributive, coordinative or sub-
ordinative compounds that do not depend on the syntactic categories of the bases,
but are rather due to their membership within a specific semantic class. For exam-
ple, if attributive compounds are considered from this perspective, they display the
kind of constraints that is linked both to the fact that the modifier is an adjective (and
most often indicates a PROPERTY) — e.g. blackbird — and to the fact that its head is a
lexeme that is characterized by the trait [+ concrete] — making it an oBJecT in Croft’s
terms — to which it is therefore possible to attribute the property of being black. As
for subordinate compounds (in particular the “verbal nexus” subtype), the head,
generally a deverbal basis — and most often an AcTioN in Croft’s terms — will have an
osJECT as modifier — think of can opener.'* If we focus on adjectival coordinative
compounds, the constraint that the coordinates express a PROPERTY — giallo-verde
‘green-yellow’ — holds in the case of the coordination of relational adjectives as
well. The coordination of relational adjectives — i.e. oBJECTs that have the proposi-
tional function of MODIFIERS — appears acceptable only in cases where the relational
adjectives have already developed an interpretation as adjectives indicating a PROP-
ErTY (*l'auto presidenzial-senatoriale ‘the car of the president-senator’, un atteggia-
mento presidenzial-senatoriale ‘a presidential-senatorial attitude”).

126 These are obviously trends that characterize the most typical compounds of the various classes: the head
of a subordinate compound is not necessarily a deverbal element expressing an ACTION; see glaub-wiirdig
above, which also shows how the fact that the modifier is an OBJECT is not a restrictive constraint.
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Obviously, in order to obtain more valid generalizations, the granularity of the se-
mantic analysis of compounds should be further increased beyond the simple adop-
tion of this perspective on the POSs that combines pragmatic and semantic criteria.
Furthermore, it should be noted that the conceptual space of POSs has been con-
ceived mainly for the cross-linguistic study of syntactic constructions, rather than
of word-formation phenomena and the data that we have considered in the previous
chapter and will deal with in this chapter — which are mostly taken from lexicographic
sources — generally lack information on their uses in different syntactic and pragmatic
contexts. For this reason, the dimension of the pragmatic function will inevitably be
reduced to what we are able to obtain from dictionaries, which means that it will in the
end correspond to the syntactic category as understood in traditional senses. Adopting
the two-dimensional conception of parts of speech will at any rate be a useful starting
point for obtaining a clearer and more reliable picture of the relationships between
elements involved in word-formation. The data that will be presented in the next par-
agraphs will further clarify the usefulness of this perspective, especially in the case of
a phenomenon such as that of the bases modified by a .marker, which, as we have
already shown above, thrives at the boundary of derivation and compounding.

5.2 Interaction of contrastive coreference markers and bases

As argued in the previous paragraph, in order to produce appropriate generaliza-
tions with respect to the restrictions or, more generally, to the tendencies concerning
base selection in complex formations built with a . marker, the level of their propo-
sitional function — i.e. the membership of a base within a specific syntactic category
— and that of the semantic class to which these bases belong must be kept distinct.

In the next paragraphs, we will first consider the case of bases belonging on the
one hand to the different major syntactic categories of nouns (REFERENTIAL func-
tion), adjectives (MODIFICATION) and verbs (PREDICATION), and on the other hand, to
the semantic class of actions. We will then observe the compatibility of . mark-
ers with bases belonging to the semantic classes of PROPERTIES and OBJECTS.

It should be noted that in this paragraph we will not consider formations with
AuTO- (and related phonological/orthographic outcomes, such as Turkish oto- and
Russian avto-) in all those languages (including German) where this element is
only part of neoclassical formations, and does not productively link to new bases
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of the native lexical stock. A similar criterion will also be applied for the exclu-
sion of all the neoclassical formations of Romance languages from this survey.

5.2.1 Syntactic categories of the base words

In Chapter 2, we have observed that in Italian and German the bases of the
formations with auto- and selbst- mostly belong to the semantic class of ACTIONS.
Furthermore, it was noted that deverbal action nominals were the most heavily
represented pool of bases in the types of both languages. The two languages, how-
ever, differed concerning the other syntactic categories of adjectives and verbs.
Angster (2012) shows the presence of a large number of deverbal adjective for-
mations of various types — eventive adjectives, deverbal relationship adjectives,
result adjectives — in both languages, but only Italian displays a substantial num-
ber of verbs in predicative function prefixed with auto-.

In European languages we observe a similar trend. All the languages considered
show the presence of deverbal action nouns and deverbal adjectives as the basis
of formations with .markers. Only for some languages, however, we attest the
possibility to have verbs in predicative function displaying a . marker.

As already mentioned, in all languages of the sample, the . markers that com-
bine to bases expressing an ACTION combine at least to bases that have referential
function, i.e. those belonging to the syntactic category of nouns. This happens for
both languages that, such as Italian and German, display a substantial number of
patterns and formations involving ..markers, and languages that instead display a
limited number of formations, such as Turkish and Maltese.

In Figure 18, we show how Turkish and Maltese in fact display formations
attributable exclusively to the area of the conceptual space of POSs at the cross-
ing of REFERENCE x ACTION: e.g. Turkish éz-indukleme ‘self-induction’, Maltese
awto-kontraddizzjoni ‘self-contradiction’. Most of the languages of the sample,
however, have ..markers that can combine to bases at the crossing of REFERENCE x
MODIFICATION. Figure 18 shows German selbst- (selbst-klebend ‘self-gluing’, selb-
st-ernannt ‘self-named’), Finnish itse- (itse-kylvédytynyt ‘sown/planted by itself’,
itse-valaiseva ‘that lights up by itself”),’?” and Hungarian én- (6n-miikodd “that

127 «itsevalaiseva ‘selbstleuchtend’» [fiB1]. From the verb valaist ‘leuchten; beleuchten’, plus the present
participial suffix -va, -vd.
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works by itself’,'? 6n-szabdlyozo ‘self-regulating’).'?

Finally, it should be noted that the . markers of some languages of the sample
— in particular of Romance languages, Modern Greek, Albanian — also connect
to bases consisting of verbs in predicative use. We will return to this case below.

__________ REFERENCE ~ MODIFICATION PREDICATION
e i .
H ! |
ACTION i'; REFERENCE {  MODIFICATION !  'PREDICATION
I | ACTION ACTION | ACTION |
L ___._ o !
et tertiertt el el 4 |
1 1
0z- selbst- AUTO-
awto- itse- afto-
on- vet(é)-
sely-

FIGURE 18. Semantic map (1): Compatibility of . markers with bases in the class of AcTIONS

A first approximation of this tendency is put forward in (131).

(131) Tendency I
If a language has a . marker, then this marker will occur at least with
bases characterized by the features REFERENCE x ACTION.

This tendency does not have a high degree of generality, because it excludes
those markers that apply exclusively to bases outside the semantic class of Ac-
TIONS (see 5.2.3 below). Some markers of Slavic languages exemplify this case,
such as Polish wlasn-(0-), Croatian svoje- and viasn-(o-), the Czech markers sve-
and viastn-(o-) and the Russian markers svoe- and sobstvenn-(o-), occuring with
bases placed in the class of oBJECTs or with states, which are actually a class that
can be subsumed under PROPERTIES rather than under actions. Because of these
cases, in order to propose a more general tendency, (132) can be formulated so
that it accounts for at least languages with a single . marker:

128 From the verb miikodik ‘to function’, with the suffix -& that forms adjectives from verbs that can func-
tion as agent/instrument nouns as well.

122 From the verb szabdlyoz ‘to regulate’, with the suffix -6 (see note 4).
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(132) Generalization L.a
If a language has only one . marker, then this marker will occur at least
with bases characterized by the features REFERENCE x ACTION.

The applicability of the generalization in (132) can then be widened to the lan-
guages in the sample that display more than one . marker if formulated as in (133).

(133) Generalization L.b
If a language has more than one . marker, the most productive one will
occur with bases characterized by the features REFERENCE x ACTION.

The corollary in (134) can be then inferred from the second version of Gener-
alization I:

(134) Corollary to Generalization L.b
If a language has more than one . .marker, then, if one of them occurs
exclusively with bases outside the semantic class of AcTions, it will not
be the most productive . marker.

We will consider other implications of the corollary when discussing the more
general tendencies related to the semantic classes of words. However, it is impor-
tant to take this tendency into account already at this point to show how the possi-
bility of having different ..markers can correspond to differences in productivity
and combinatorial possibilities.

In general, we have not observed any functional specialization between dif-
ferent markers in relation to bases expressing actions. In particular, if there are
several . markers that can connect to bases of this type, in most of the languages
of the sample we do not observe functional specialization corresponding to the
functions of auto- and selbst- proposed in the literature and exposed in Chapter 1,
section 1.2. This leads to the tendency described in (135).

(135) Tendency II
If a language has more than one . marker, then the different markers do
not display any functional specialization across subgroups of bases belonging
to the class of AcTIONS.
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This tendency obviously excludes all languages with a single . marker (Ro-
mance languages, Breton, Latvian, Greek, Albanian, Hungarian, Maltese, Turk-
ish, Basque),'*® but it involves most Germanic and Slavic languages. Exceptions
to this tendency are English and Icelandic, among Germanic languages, Czech
among Slavic languages, and Estonian among Finno-Ugric languages.

Competing . .markers in different languages display different types of func-
tional specialization. In some languages, functional specialization appears to be
linked at least at first sight to the syntactic category to which bases belong. For
example, in Icelandic the form sjalfs- (homonym of the genitive form of the in-
tensifier) occurs preferably with nouns — about 90 nouns against 3 adjectives —
while the form sja/f~- (homonym of the nominative) occurs with a clear, but less
overwhelming prevalence with adjectives, compared to nouns — about 51 against
29.83! This state of affairs is represented below in Figure 19.

REFERENCE MODIFICATION PREDICATION
S }
ACTION i | REFERENCE MODIFICATION I PREDICATION

i ACTION ACTION 1 ACTION
HE | |

1 1
v ——— TR T T T T T *

1
sjalfs- sjalfs-

FIGURE 19. Semantic Map (2): functional specialization of Icelandic  marker sjalf{(s)-

However, if we consider that in connection with adjectives an agent-oriented inter-
pretation (the adverbial function in Konig 2011) is particularly common — for example
sjalf-losandi ‘self-detaching’ — this specialization, which is at first sight linked to the
syntactic category of the base, might depend on the interpretation on the functional level.

The case of Estonian is also connected to a distinction linked to the syntactic cate-
gory. In Estonian, the main . marker is always homonym of the reflexive intensifier

130 1t should be reminded that in this work we do not consider the possible functional specialization be-
tween . markers and syntactic constructions — see, for example, the existence of sicuro di sé, but not
of *autosicuro in Italian.

131 The quantitative data on Icelandic are taken from Jonsson (2005), a dictionary that lists sets of words

characterized by the same morphological formant.
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ise, but not always to its nominative form (ise-oppimine ‘self-education’, ise-siittimine
‘spontaneous combustion’). Concerning one of the competing forms of the . .marker —
i.e. the genitive of ise, enese (enese siitidistus ‘self-accusation’, enese'morv ‘suicide’) —
its presence can be explained simply by observing that in Estonian the genitive form of
nouns is frequently selected as the basic form for compounds and even for derivatives
(Kerge 2016). Another form — ennast, homonym of the partitive of ise — shows instead
a tendency towards the selection of adjectival bases: see, for example, ennast-hellitav
‘self-indulgent’ vs. enese-hellitus ‘self-indulgence’; enese-hdvitav ‘suicidal (adj.)’ vs.
enese-hdvitamine ‘self-destruction’). This tendency is far from absolute — there are ad-
jectives in which enese- occurs and nouns with ennast- — but it shows how Estonian
exploits different forms of the intensifier-reflexive ise paradigm, which one might be
tempted to interpret in a syntactic way. For example, the use of the partitive with adjec-
tive bases that are frequently eventive could correspond to the function of the partitive
in Estonian of conveying the imperfectivity of an action with the use of a partitive
object.!*? Other examples of semi-syntactic uses of the intensifier ise in compounds are
enesesse-sulgumine ‘introversion’, where we have the illative form of ise; or eneste'va-
heline with the plural genitive and a meaning corresponding to that of oma-vaheline
‘with one’s own means’ — with oma, the attributive intensifier. This variety of different
forms and the tendency to use them almost syntactically makes the Estonian forma-
tions with . markers closer to syntax and far from prototypical compounding. Howev-
er, even in a case such that of a semi-syntactic behaviour in the selection of the different
forms of the paradigm of ise in Estonian, we do not recognize any striking evidence of
a correlation between the use of different . .markers with the different uses of intensifi-
ers. Rather, as we have seen, the use of different forms depends on the different forms
governed by the bases with which the . marker combines.

If Estonian and Icelandic have different . markers that correspond to different forms
of the paradigm of their respective intensifiers (or reflexive pronouns), English and
Czech have instead two etymologically distinct .markers which operate within the
domain of Actions. Unlike in other European languages, in English the neoclassical
combining form auto- has a limited productivity in a field, such as the technical-sci-

132 1In all languages of the Finnic branch of Uralic, the object of an action resorts to the partitive case when at
least one of the following conditions is not met: 1. the sentence is affirmative, 2. the action is completed,
therefore it is resultative, 3. the action expressed by the predicate includes the object in its entirety, or in-
cludes a defined part of it. On the other hand, when all three of the above conditions are satisfied, the object
is expressed in the genitive case in the singular and in the nominative in the plural (Laanest 1982: 296).
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entific one, where this language also plays a prominent role as a source of borrowings
for other languages. In fact in English we can find some formations — in addition to
the pool of neoclassical formations featuring auto- shared by all European languages
— such as the IT terms auto-config(ure), auto-play, auto-exec(ute). These formations
generally indicate functions that are automatically performed by certain technologi-
cal objects such as cameras, computers, electronic media readers, etc. From a formal
point of view, these formations have action nominals or verbal bases as their basis,
but their value as automatic functions of objects has lead to these terms being often
understood as nouns of (abstract) instruments. In these formations, the function of
auto- appears limited to the exclusive adverbial function proposed by Konig (2011),
which can be defined, as already said, as subject-oriented. A possible explanation of
this functional constraint can be linked to an understanding of the element aufo- in
these formations as a shortening of automatic(ally), an adjective (or adverb) that per-
forms the function of excluding participants alternative to the subject of an action in a
way that corresponds to the function of the adverbial intensifier by X-self.

Turning our attention to Czech, we find two native markers that can be traced
back to two different sources: for sam-(o-) the intensifier, for sebe- the stressed
reflexive. In this case as well there is some competition between the two markers
which — in the Czech-German dictionary consulted (czB2) — show a comparable
number of different formations (about 50 headwords with sam-(o-), about 40 with
sebe-). Running through the list of formations with sebe-, it is possible to encoun-
ter various formations characterized by co-reference between arguments — sebe-ov-
ladani ‘self-mastery, [Selbstbeherrschung]’, sebe zniceni ‘self-annihilation, [Selb-
stvernichtung]” — while it is difficult to identify good examples of a subject-oriented
interpretation. Among the formations with sam-(0-), on the other hand, we have
found both examples of co-reference (samo-sprdavnost ‘self-administration, [Selb-
stverwaltung]’), and abundant examples of subject-oriented interpretation with
nouns (samo-regulace ‘self-regulation, [Selbstregulation]’) and eventive adjectives
(samoropalovact (krém) ‘self-tanning cream, [Selbstbraunerkreme]’).

The case of Czech provides an example of a language in which the functions pro-
posed in Kénig (2011) have a formal counterpart. However, it should be noted that these
examples do not change anything with respect to the possibility of many formations to
overturn object-oriented interpretation into subject-oriented. For example, in the case
of sebe-obrana ‘self-defense, [Selbstverteidigung]” — which can have an object-orient-
ed interpretation of the verb brdnit ‘to defend’: ‘I defend myself [not someone else]’
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— it should be verified whether in the case of a subject-oriented interpretation (‘I myself
defend myself [and no one else defends me]’), it is necessary to use the element sam-
(0-) instead of sebe-. Rather, it is probable that sebe-, which, it should be remembered,
corresponds to the stressed reflexive pronoun, selects formations where an evident re-
lationship of co-reference can be established between arguments or participants in the
action. On the contrary, sam-(o-) — consistently with its source, the intensifier sam —
would be closer to the other pole of contrastive coreference which is represented by the
exclusion of alternative agents and external contributions to the action.

We have so far considered examples of languages in which different . markers
compete in the area of the conceptual space of POSs characterized by the fea-
ture acTioN. Two cases — those of Icelandic and Estonian — show the occurrence
of different forms of the same syntactically free element used in compounding,
while two other cases — those of English and Czech —show instead etymologically
different markers. The type of functional differentiation observed seems to con-
trast either eventive adjectives to action nominals (s. Icelandic and Estonian) or
the pole of the co-referential function (i.e. the use of the adnominal intensifier in
areflexive construction), as opposed to that of the contrast and exclusion of alter-
native participants (i.e. the use of the adverbial intensifier; s. English and Czech).
These tendencies can be summarized in (136) as follows:

(136) Tendency IIl.a
If a language has more than one ..marker used with bases lying in the
domain of AcTIONS, then the marker which corresponds to the syntactically
free element closer to the uses of intensifiers:
a. will occur with deverbal eventive adjectives,
b. will at least have the contrastive function of the exclusion of al-
ternative participants.

This tendency is mirrored by the one in (137):

(137) Tendency II1.b
If a language has more than one . marker used with bases lying in the
domain of acTions, then the marker which corresponds to the syntactically
free element closer to the uses of reflexives will at least have the function
of defining the co-reference between arguments/participants of the action.
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5.2.2 Prototypical verbs (PREDICATION X ACTION)

From the discussion of Figure 18, it has been noted that in some languages
ccmarkers are not compatible with bases belonging to the PREDICATION x ACTION
area, while the ..markers of other languages connect to bases belonging to this
part of the conceptual space of POSs. What should be also noted is that, at any
rate, all . .markers which extend over the PREDICATION x ACTION area also have
bases in the MODIFICATION x ACTION area, while . markers which do not extend
over the latter (in particular lacking eventive deverbal adjectives) do not reach
the PREDICATION x AcTION area. This leads to the formulation of the generalization
in (138).

(138) Generalization 11
In formations with a . marker, the presence of verbs in predicative func-
tion implies the presence of deverbal (eventive) adjectives.

In (139), we can propose a tendency that links how close a . marker is to deri-
vation and its use with verbs in predicative function.

(139) Tendency IV
The closer a . marker to derivation, the more probable the use of this
ccmarker extends to the use with verbs in predicative function.

This tendency is rather weak for two reasons. On the one hand, we have lan-
guages in which a , marker is close to compounding — such as the outcomes of
Germanic *selba especially in Swedish and Danish — but may occur in verbal
formations in predicative use. On the other hand, there are several markers which
are close to derivation — such as the Hungarian én-, whose source has developed
functions that go beyond the intensifiers-reflexive continuum — and exclude these
uses. In order to achieve greater generality, we can tentatively modify the formu-
lation in (139) as the generalization in (140) below:

(140) Generalization I11

If a . marker can be considered a prefix, then it will be used with verbs
in predicative function.
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In fact, this generalization is also problematic, because if it is possible to propose a
relative arrangement of elements of different languages along a continuum between
compounding and derivation, it is less obvious to define where compounding is cer-
tainly out of discussion and a marker can be surely attributed to derivation. Moreo-
ver, placing such a boundary naturally goes against the very concept of continuum.

To clarify the reasons that have brought us to this generalization, we can take into
account the examples that support it. The . markers that have so far been considered
closest to derivation are Auto- in Romance languages and em- in Breton. In the case
of Auto-, what is crucial is the complete semantic unrelatedness between the . marker
and its syntactically free counterpart (auto ‘car’). The absence of a semantic relation-
ship between them, which also points toward a grammatical function of Auto-, makes
the process closer to derivation. As for Breton, on the other hand, there is a process
characterized by features of prototypical prefixation. This element is in fact rigidly
in left position in the formations where it occurs, it is etymologically connected to a
preposition, it is monosyllabic, and it generates phonological changes in the base that
obscure the morphological boundary (i.e. it is a cohering prefix). What is problematic
is to provide criteria for excluding elements such as affo- in Greek or on- in Hungarian
from being as close as AuTO- or em- to prototypical prefixation. It should be noted,
however, that affo- productively occurs with verbs in predicative function.

The morpheme afto- is close to compounding because of its formal identity with
the personal/demonstrative pronoun af?d, and on- presents formal identity with the
pronoun of formal address On. On the other hand, the unrelatedness (in synchrony)
of the functions of these syntactically free elements with the continuum of intensi-
fiers and reflexives makes them closer to derivation. By carefully observing what
actually distinguishes the cases of Greek and Hungarian from that of Romance lan-
guages on the one hand and of Breton on the other, we can indeed find a difference
that can perhaps be crucial. The syntactically free elements corresponding to the
ccmarkers in Greek and Hungarian do not appear as such in reflexive constructions,
and do not constitute intensifiers by themselves. However, the reflexive form of
Greek fon eafto tou is recognizably formed by an outcome of Ancient Greek autds,
while Hungarian on- can appear in a strengthened form of the reflexive construction
(Irorszdg gazdasdga (6n) magat pusztitia el ‘the economy of Ireland falls apart/
(destroys itself)’). On the contrary, in Romance languages and Breton even this
partial identity is excluded, strengthening the conclusion that the . markers of these
languages are derivational units. Finally, as far as Hungarian is concerned, we have
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seen in Chapter 3, section 3.2.3, how the class of prefixes in this language is restrict-
ed to verbal preverbs, so, differently from Romance languages and Breton ..mark-

ers, on- would be isolated in a supposed class of Hungarian prefixes.!**

5.2.3 Semantic classes of the base words

In this section, we will turn our attention to the areas of the conceptual space of
POSs of ProPERTIES and oBJECTS. We will show how the functional specialization and
the availability of ..markers in different languages is affected by bases belonging
to these semantic classes. In particular, we will show how in relation to the class of
objects, many secondary markers can be identified for the languages of the sample.
These secondary markers often coincide with (reflexive) possessives or attributive
intensifiers. It will also be observed that under these two conditions — bases be-
longing to REFERENCE x ACTION; .markers corresponding to (reflexive) possessives
or attributive intensifiers — .markers have an attributive/possessive interpretation.

As noted multiple times, not all the languages in the sample have more than
one ..marker. Languages with a wider inventory of . markers — for example,
Slavic languages and especially Czech — contrast with languages characterized
by a single ..marker, such as Maltese and Romance languages. The peculiarity
of the languages just mentioned lies in the fact that, in addition to having a sin-
gle . marker, these markers share their etymological source with the . marker of
Modern Greek, which in turn goes back to the . marker attested in Ancient Greek.
If we compare the compatibility of these three . markers with different bases, we
obtain the semantic map in Figure 20.

It can be noted that Modern Greek afio- is the . .marker with the widest com-
patibility in the conceptual space of POSs, being compatible with bases belonging
to the class of AcTIONS (afto-dhiapséudhomai ‘to contradict oneself” PREDICATION x
ACTION), to the class of PROPERTIES (afto-dhinamos ‘self-sufficient’ MODIFICATION x
PROPERTY) and of OBJECTS (affo photos ‘that shines with its own light’, lit. ‘self-light’
MODIFICATION x OBJECTS). The marker aAuto- of Romance languages, on the other
hand, is compatible with acTions and to a lesser extent to PROPERTIES (Spanish au-
to-confianza ‘self-confidence’, French auto-suffisance ‘self-sufficiency’, both REF-
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See also Kiefer (2016: 3309): «Derivation is performed exclusively by suffixation. The language does
not distinguish between particle and prefixed verbs, all complex verbs are particle verbs. The prefix
leg- marks the superlative, but comparison does not belong to word-formation.»
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FIGURE 20. Semantic Map (3): . Markers developed from Ancient Greek auto- and their
compatibility with POSs

ERENCE x PROPERTY / STATE). The case of Maltese has already been discussed above.

For other European languages, this type of phenomenon, i.e. the different com-
patibility of markers of different languages sharing the same etymological origin,
is not as clearly visible as in the case of the various outcomes of Ancient Greek
auto-."* The markers cognate to Germanic *selba or the . markers of the Slavic
languages of the sam-(0-) type appear to have a compatibility with different areas
of the conceptual space of POSs similar to that of Auto- in Romance languages,
with the exception of the differences in compatibility in the area of PREDICATION x
AcTioN. Conversely, an extreme case is that of the group of Baltic languages in the
Indo-European language family. In both Latvian and Lithuanian only one . .mark-
er is available, but the syntactically free elements which the two languages draw
on are different. This is actually striking if we consider that the two languages use
cognate markers (see Chapter 4, section 4.2.5) for similar functions in syntax. We
can summarize these observations in the generalization in (141).

134 A possible explanation of the reasons for this difference is put forward in 6.2.4 below.
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(141) Generalization IV
Etymologically related ..markers in different languages do not necessarily
display the same compatibility with bases in the conceptual space of POSs.

Returning to Figure 20, the compatibility with the semantic classes of words
that characterizes Modern Greek affo-, as represented by the map, is analogous to
the compatibility observed for Albanian vet(é)- and for Hungarian én- (with the
exception of the area of PREDICATION x ACTION in the latter). Also, those are the
only .. markers available in these languages: this is especially true for Albanian,
which does not appear to have paradigmatic alternatives for expressing contras-
tive coreference, while in Modern Greek and Hungarian the . .markers affo- and
on- are flanked by idhio- and sajdt-, respectively.'*

It has already been mentioned though that other languages in our sample have
more than one ..marker. We have dealt with some cases of competition between
different markers in 3.2.1 above, in particular for the area of acTions. We will now
broaden our scrutiny to include other semantic classes and other markers.

Germanic languages, Slavic languages and Balto-Finnic languages of the Uralic
family (Finnish and Estonian) show the existence of a “main” series of  mark-
ers that extend over the area of AcTions (the various outcomes of *selba; sam-(0-),
Czech sebe- and Russian sebja-; Finnish itse- and the various forms of Estonian ise-
), and of another “secondary” series that extends over the area of oBjEcTs (German
eigen and cognate elements; the various markers corresponding to the reflexive pos-
sessive and attributive intensifiers in Slavic languages; Finnish and Estonian oma-).

Figure 21 shows the extension of these series of markers to the conceptual
space of POSs. The area of compatibility of most . markers is defined by the gray
area,'’® while the second series of markers is defined by different types of broken
lines defining areas of different size.

The distinction between main and secondary .markers depends on an evalua-
tion of their productivity: the series of formations with main markers — whose

135 The latter marker corresponds to the attributive/possessive intensifier — but to our knowledge, there is
competition only in one formation: sajar-kezii(leg) vs. on-kezii(leg) ‘by one’s own hand’ — while the
former corresponds to the current adnominal intensifier (PRO/NP ARt idhi-, e.g. egh o idhios ‘myself’
TDIR) and differs instead from the attributive intensifier (dhiké ‘own’ TDIR).

16 The area included in the dotted line shows the compatibility of some . markers with bases in PrREDICA-
TION X ACTION.
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productivity is largely ensured by bases belonging to the class of AcTions — are
more numerous than the series formed with secondary .markers. The latter com-
bine with bases belonging to the class of oBIECTS, but also with bases belonging to
the class of proPERTIES/STATES. The widest compatibility for secondary . markers
is attested in the case of Germanic and Finnish and Estonian languages: in these
languages, some formations with secondary . markers display bases belonging to
the area REFERENCE x ACTION.

eigen-, oma-, .. svoj-, wlasn-(0-), ...
1
.. . :
I T P T PP PRI I
1 [}
1
! REFERENCE MODIFICATION ~ § | PREDICATION
OBJECT . OBIECT OBJECT . OBJECT
1 1
1 ]
1 1
1 1
! REFERENCE MODIFICATION ~ § ,  PREDICATION
PROPERTY | PROPERTY PROPERTY | PROPERTY
}
L e e e e  m el !
REFERENCE MODIFICATION PREDICATION
ACTION ACTION ACTION ACTION
REFERENCE MODIFICATION PREDICATION

FIGURE 21. Semantic Map (4): Functional specialization of _,markers

All formations with a secondary . marker in Slavic languages and most of those
in Germanic and Finnic languages have an attributive-possessive interpretation if
the respective bases belong to the classes of OBJECTS and PROPERTIES/STATES. Forma-
tions such as Danish egen-produktion ‘own production’, or Estonian oma-toodang
‘own production’, which display a REFERENCE x ACTION base, can still be interpreted
as having an attributive-possessive interpretation, probably linked to the shift of
the action nominal from a process to a result interpretation (production ‘process
of producing’ — ‘result of producing/product(s)’). German Eigen-transplantation
‘autotransplant’ or Finnish oma-tekoinen ‘self-made’ appear instead closer to the
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interpretation conveyed by the primary . markers selbst- and itse-. This does not,
however, exclude that German and Finnish secondary markers can have an attrib-
utive-possessive interpretation also with REFERENCE x ACTION bases — compare Ei-
gen-bedarf ‘own use’ or oma-tuotanto ‘own production, [Eigenproduktion]’.

Consequently, the functional specialization that characterizes many secondary
oomarkers is that of having an attributive/possessive interpretation by which we
contrast the actual owner of an object and exclude alternative owners. The com-
petition between main and secondary . .markers has the effect of constraining the
compatibility of main . markers to bases belonging to the class of actions, and
excluding their use with oBjects and thus from the attributive/possessive interpre-
tation. We can define this interpretation as contrastive possession which expresses
that the oBJECT constituting the referent of the base of the formation is in relation
with a possessor, with whom a personal and peculiar possession is established.

On the basis of the different compatibility of the two series of brands with the
POS, the tendency in (142) can be proposed.

(142) Tendency V
If a language has more than one . marker, a functional specialization will
be observed, shifting from the class of AcTioNs to the class of oBJECTS.

This tendency may result in a more predictive generalization, such as the one
proposed in (143).

(143) Generalizations V
If a language has more than one . marker and one of them extends to the
class of oBIECTS, then:
a. this marker will not be the main . marker,
b. the main . marker will not be compatible with bases belonging to
the class of oBJECTS, and in any case it will not have an attributive/
possessive interpretation.

The case of the relationship between on- and sajdt- seen above constitutes a
counterexample to the generalization which, however, does not undermine the
general tendency towards the functional specialization of different markers either
on the class of OBJECTS or on that of ACTIONS.

188



In the case of markers such as German eigen- or Finnish and Estonian oma-,
one can still speak of . markers extended over a wider territory than that of the
main . markers, and with an interpretation of contrastive possession. However, in
the case of markers such as those of Slavic languages, in which the relationship
between the function of contrastive possession and certain markers is biunivocal,
we can propose the label of ., markers, that is, markers of contrastive possession.

5.3 Conclusion: Constructional schemas and functional
specialization of contrastive coreference markers

In Chapter 4, we have identified four different types of . .markers at the border-
line between derivation and compounding. In the survey of the compatibility of
«-markers with different kinds of bases, we have observed that some . markers
are compatible with bases that lie outside the domain of AcTions, which constitutes
the semantic class with which markers are most productive. This was not un-
expected since we were aware of the fact that in German and other languages we
have a competition between different markers. However, what we have shown in
this chapter is that some . .markers have a wider compatibility with other semantic
classes of words. That is, in some languages some markers are polysemous, and
can be regarded as ., markers and , markers at the same time.

This case can be considered as a further type of compound . marker, represent-
ed in Figure 22 by using the representation of lexical hierarchies used in Con-
struction Morphology.

< [source];, <> [SEM], > <[[X]xlylvilyi <= [[SEM]; R [SEM];];>

— T

< [source]z[ylyi]vi <> [SEM],>

S~

< [cpmarker]Zh[y]Nj]Ni > [OWH {OBJECT‘RESULT}J]|>

< [ccmarker]zi[[W]vj y]nk]ni <> [EVENT of PRED; performed autonomously]; >

F1GURE 22. Compound ,markers I
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Modern Greek affo- and Hungarian én- are examples of this schema. In Chap-
ter 4, we attributed them to the type “Compound . marker III”, but it is not to
be excluded that other types of compound markers can convey the function of
contrastive possession as well. At any rate, the case in which a marker has the
function of both a ..marker and a ., marker can be considered as a first type of
compound ,marker. As for Lithuanian sav-(a-), which differs from the . marker
sav-(i-) because of the different linking vowel, it is rather a case of competition of
a . marker with a  marker.

In this more usual case, . markers can be represented as in Figure 23. In the

> CP
data, we have seen that many ,markers have their source in attributive intensifi-

ers, which can be categorized as adjectives.

<[[XIxlylilvi <= [[SEM]; R [SEM];];>

<[source]y, <> [SEM],> <[[Xladlylyilvi <> [[SEM]c R [SEM];];>

< [cpmarker]s[ylylni < [own {OBJECT|STATERESULT}]:>

F1GURE 23. Compound  markers II

In this case, it is not necessary to refer to the syntactic construction of the at-
tributive intensifier through a paradigmatic relation, because that function is per-
formed by an adjective meaning ‘own’, and so its contribution to the compound
is rather compositional.

The synchronic survey of . markers carried out in this and the previous chapter
has exposed some limits as far as the compositionality, or more in general, the
motivation of . formations is concerned. If the cases of derivational . markers
do not posit a major problem, since derivational schemas are by definition con-
ventionalized form-meaning pairings, the case of compound . .markers closer to
derivation, i.e. less motivated and weakly compositional, constitutes a challenge.
In Chapter 6, we will attempt to account for such gaps in motivation networks by
resorting to diachronic or contact explanations.
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In the previous chapters, we have outlined a synchronic picture of  mark-
ers in the languages of Europe. From the analysis of the data and the trends
observed, we have concluded that most of the current European languages ex-
press contrastive coreference in word-formation through the markers obtained
by drawing mainly on the pool of syntactically free elements that belong to
the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. With regard to the compatibility of these
markers with specific word classes, we have observed that for the most part, the
ccmarkers having intensifiers as their source are compatible with bases belong-
ing to the class of AcTions, and to a lesser extent to that of PROPERTIES. A second
area of compatibility of . .markers concerns oBjECTS. In some European lan-
guages, formations compatible with the class of oBJEcTs have a specific marker
that is usually derived from either the (reflexive) possessive or the attributive
intensifier. In these cases, this specific marker also corresponds to an interpre-
tation different from that of contrastive coreference, which we have defined
as contrastive possession (CP): in these cases, the markers specialized in this
interpretation can be defined as ., markers.

The trends observed in the previous chapters and summarized above character-
ize many, but not all European languages of today. Some deviations from these
trends concern the source, but most of all the type of procedure that characterizes
a . marker. Other deviations from the general trends, however, concern the com-
patibility between markers and word classes.

In the first part of this chapter, we will consider some deviations from the ma-
jor trends observed in Chapters 4 and 5 and will propose explanations for these
deviations, which have been derived from considerations concerning diachronic
developments or language contact among European languages (6.1).

One of the most remarkable deviations from the trends observed for European
languages concerns AuTo- in Romance languages. The set of etymologically re-
lated markers in these languages belongs to the domain of derivation — therefore,
they are contrasted with the tendency of European languages by which . mark-
ers constitute units of compounding. Their development in Romance languag-
es, however, is intertwined with that of other European . markers that belong to
compounding. The overview of this development will give us the opportunity, in
the second part of the chapter (6.2), to observe how linguistic contact phenom-
ena have repeatedly characterized the diffusion, productivity and restrictions of
ccmarkers in the languages of Europe. In the final section (6.3), we will again
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resort to Construction Morphology to model the developments observed by using
its formalism.

The overview presented in this chapter cannot and does not aim to be exhaus-
tive. Rather, it is intended as a repertoire of suggestions for further research in
the field of the diachrony and contact of . markers in European languages. In
addition, the aim of this chapter is to show how contact phenomena concerning
the lexicon can be limited to a simple loan or calque of individual foreign forma-
tions, but can also induce the development of productive and de facto nativized
procedures in a language.

6.1 Exceptions to the tendencies

In this paragraph, we will take back into consideration the cases of those . mark-
ers which constitute exceptions to the tendencies observed in Chapters 4 and 5,
and we will suggest diachronic explanations of these deviations. The exceptions
observed can be grouped into two types: a first type concerns markers whose cor-
responding syntactically free element does not belong to the intensifiers-reflexive
continuum (6.1.1). A second type concerns markers which lack a corresponding
syntactically free element (6.1.2).

6.1.1 Sources outside the intensifiers-reflexive continuum

In Chapter 4, we have observed that most of the .markers in present-day Eu-
ropean languages have as their source syntactically free elements that perform
one or more of the functions constituting the intensifiers-reflexive continuum.
It has already been noted above, however, that some of the . markers identified
in Chapter 4 correspond to elements that to varying degrees do not belong to the
intensifiers-reflexive continuum. The . markers in question are Hungarian 6n-,
Turkish 0z- and Modern Greek afto-.

As for the Hungarian ..marker, a clarification must be made. In Hungarian, as
already seen in Chapter 4, section 4.2.7.2 above, én can occur in the reflexive
construction to strengthen maga, and is rigidly placed before it. Moreover, it
cannot function as the intensifier on its own, or as the reflexive without maga,
which is instead the main intensifier in Hungarian today. On the other hand, as
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a syntactically free element, 6n is a personal pronoun with social deictic func-
tions. In this function, én again competes with maga, which is also a pronoun
of formal address, although on is the more formal or polite of the two (Kenesei
et al. 1998: 266-267). What is relevant in this chapter is to note the discrepan-
cy between the function of éx in its use as a syntactically free element and as
a . marker. Given also the scarce formal independence and the absence of a
semantically specific contribution of 6n within the reflexive construction, if it
may seem arbitrary not to relate this function to that of the ..marker, it seems
to us equally arbitrary to do the opposite and make the two functions depend on
one another. In terms of diachronic development, the occurrence of 67 in these
three constructions — in two of which it occurs as a bound element combined
with maga — can be explained by the fact that 6n originally had the function of
intensifier, reflexive and emphatic possessive, combining the current functions
of maga and sajadt. This is the situation found in the attestations of on from the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries (BENkO: 27). Starting from these functions, in
Hungarian we are witnessing on the one hand the development of a new marker
of intensification and reflexivity (maga), while the old marker 6»n continues to
occur bound in one competing construction (6nmaga). On the other hand, on
evolves from the intensifier to a pronoun, up to the current function of a pro-
noun of formal address.

As far as the . marker dn- is concerned, its attestation dates back to the 18th
century in formations comparable to German compounds with selbst- — for ex-
ample, on-allo (= selb(st)stdndig) is attested starting from 1830. This is the time
in which Hungarian culture experienced a nationalistic ferment and the lexicon —
previously enriched mainly through loans from German, due to the ever growing
cultural influence from Austria — started to grow thank to the coinage of calques,
especially as regards the philosophical-scientific lexicon (Benkd 1972: 184-185).
It is not possible to establish whether the use of this marker derives from a group
of formations already available in Hungarian as a model at the time when the
calques from German were coined. Also, it should be ascertained since when on
was no longer available for functions related to the intensifiers-reflexive con-
tinuum. A more accurate analysis of intensifiers in the time of attestation of the
first formations with . markers could shed light on the reasons at the core of the
current situation, which synchronically contrasts with the tendencies observable
for most European languages.
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A situation quite similar to that of Hungarian occurs in Modern Greek. In this
language, the syntactically free element corresponding to the ..marker no longer
displays functions linked to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. Like Hungarian
on, Modern Greek afto has a place within the pronominal system as the emphatic
pronoun aftd, which occurs as a . marker in form of a bound morpheme, and also
in the reflexive construction as part of the pronoun eafto (see below in 6.2.1 for
the origin of this form). Similarly to Hungarian, within the reflexive construction
it is not possible to distinguish the specific contribution of afté, which, moreover,
from a formal point of view, can never be separated from eafto, an element that
constitutes a syntactically indivisible unity within a rigid syntactic construction
(see section 4.2.6.1 and example (102) above).

For Modern Greek, the use of afio as a source of the . marker can be explained
by the substantial continuity between the lexicon of Ancient Greek and that of
Modern Greek, especially as far as the written language and its impact on the
spoken variety and on the philosophical and scientific lexicon are concerned.®” A
more in-depth survey of the origins, development and conditions of maintenance
of formations with affo- along the history of Greek will be pursued in the second
part of the chapter (4.2).

The situation of Greek and Hungarian can therefore be summarized in the dia-
gram in Figure 24. The diagram a. represents the diachronic evolution of Greek
markers, while diagram b. represents that of Hungarian ones. The elements on the
right of each diagram — which represent the current functions, performed by syn-
tactically free elements or bound ones — are diachronically linked to the element
on the left, which represents the historical antecedent belonging to the intensifi-
ers-reflexive continuum. The grey arrows from left to right indicate a relationship
of diachronic development. Beyond this diachronic relationship, we believe that
there are no synchronic relationships between the various forms from the seman-

tic point of view.!3

37 «[A]nother major difference between A[ncient]G[reek] and M[odern]G[reek] word-formation is
caused by the influence of the diglossic history of the language. All historical phases of Greek, from
the Koine onwards, display a distinction between learned/high and vernacular/low which widens with
the passage of time, involving more and more phonetic and morphological differentiation. As a result,
the vocabulary contains lexical items of different chronological periods and different morphological
properties.» (Manolessou and Ralli 2016: 2043-2044)

133 We will formalize this representation in section 6.3 below by using the formalism of Construction
Morphology.
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a. Greek: Ancient — Modern b. Hungarian: xiv/xv — xx century
aftos On
‘3SG.EMPH’ 2sG.pOL’
autos eafto sou on onmaga
afto- on-
5L 5L

FIGURE 24. Intensifiers, reflexives and Ccmarkers across time (1): Greek and Hungarian

Another language in our sample, i.e. English, displays a situation similar to
that of Greek and Hungarian, though it also shows some noteworthy differences.
In English, the .marker self- corresponds, strictly speaking, to an element that
belongs to the intensifiers-reflexive continuum. It is, however, disputable wheth-
er this element is syntactically free, given that it is always linked to forms of the
paradigm of personal pronouns. In Chapter 4, sections 4.2.2 and 4.3, the presence
of self'as a noun with the meaning of ‘a person’s essential being that distinguishes
them from others’ (oED) — therefore belonging to the pool of lexical sources of
intensifiers — was considered, from a synchronic point of view, as a sufficient
condition to consider the noun self'and the intensifier-reflexive PRO-self together
as possible sources of the . marker, similarly to other Germanic languages. Given
the diachronic perspective of this chapter, it should be noted that the noun self'is
not the source of the intensifier, but rather the opposite, as the current compound
pronoun PRO-self'is a univerbation given by the Old English intensifier self (al-
ternative forms: silf, sylf, seolf) preceded by the dative or accusative forms of the
personal pronoun, some of which undergo a phonological process of reduction of
the vowels in unstressed syllables (for example, myself < me self).'* The intensifi-
er self in Old English, when combined with object personal pronouns, effectively
disambiguated the interpretation of 3sG pronouns, which could otherwise be inter-
preted both as co-referent with a preceding subject or not.

139 Compare Ko6nig and Siemund (2000: 46) and the literature discussed for more details and alternative
hypotheses.
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(144) Old English (Zlfric of Eynsham, Letter to Sigeweard 1129; cited in Konig
and Siemund 2000: 45)
se Haelende sealde hine sylfne for us
‘The Saviour gave himself for us’

These compound forms of the reflexive pronoun have been used from the Early
Middle English period as intensifiers in place of the simple self (Konig and Sie-
mund 2000: 46). From the seventeenth century, the noun (the) self has developed
as a substantivization of the intensifier and with the sense of ‘what is typical and
intrinsic of a person’. This series of developments is summarized in Figure 25.

(the) self

self Pro-self

)

self-

FIGURE 25. Intensifiers, reflexives and Ccmarkcrs
across time (2): English

The black arrows indicate that, unlike in the case of Hungarian and Modern
Greek, it can be assumed that the noun (the) self can be in synchrony interpreted
by speakers as the source of self- as a unit in compounding.'* Furthermore, a for-
mal similarity between the possessive pronoun and the first element of the com-
pound reflexive pronoun is still apparent today, and therefore allows the latter to
be synchronously analyzed as a sequence of a possessive and the noun (the) self.

The situation is rather different in Turkish. In this language, the . marker oz-
has a syntactically free counterpart that can occur as an adjective or a noun. The
meaning of the noun (‘essence, self”) points to its inclusion within the pool of
lexical sources of intensifiers. However, 6z does not display any grammatical
function in Turkish on the intensifier-reflexive continuum.

140 See the schema of compound . markers of type I in Chapter 4, section 4.4.
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About this anomaly, some considerations must be made. The lexicon of today’s
Turkish is the result of a number of policies and reforms which have affected the
new Turkish state that arose in the Anatolian peninsula in the last century, starting
from the decline of the Ottoman Empire at the end of the First World War. First
of all, a reform of Ottoman Turkish took place following a puristic orientation
aimed at the removal of (almost) all words of Arabic and Persian origin, and with
the intent of a cultural democratization of the lexicon: the Arab-Persian layer was
considered a factor that created a gap between the language of culture and the
language of people. In Lewis’ (1999) words:

«The mixture of Turkish, Arabic, and Persian, which Turks call Osmanli-
ca and we call Ottoman, was an administrative and literary language, and
ordinary people must have been at a loss when they came into contact with
officials.» (Lewis 1999: 8)

In addition to the claim of democratizing the language, a nationalistic intent was
also driving the language reform. This intent provided the method for carrying
out the reform: the lexicon was artificially enriched with words formed with roots
and morphological processes considered as peculiarly Turkish.'*! The sense of
Turkish purity is also manifested by the name Oztiirk¢e (‘pure Turkish’, which
includes the adjectival use of 6z ‘pure’) that designates Reformed Turkish, as
opposed to Osmanli Tiirk¢e ‘Ottoman Turkish’. After the Second World War, a
wave of borrowings, mostly from English, enriched the Turkish lexicon — a pro-
cess shared by many other European languages.

The coinage of dozens of words is the effect of the Turkish linguistic re-
form. From &z have been derived for example: dze/6zgii ‘peculiar (of)’, ozgiir
‘free’, 6zek ‘center’, 6zel ‘private’, dzerk ‘autonomous’, dzet ‘summary’, ozgiil
‘specific’, dzgiin coined to mean ‘original’, but used as ‘authentic’. Some de-
rivatives, on the other hand, pre-date the reform: dzen ‘care, attention’, 6zge

141 Some newly introduced processes are not actually attested in the Turkish tradition, but are ideological-

ly considered Turkish on the basis of a theory (Giines-Dil Teorisi ‘theory of the language of the sun’)
— encouraged for a certain period by Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in person — who argued, among other
things, that Turkish was the first language to take shape (an idea inspired by the theories exposed in
La Psychologie de quelques éléments des langues turques, by Viennese Hermann F. Kvergi¢), and that
all languages, including those recognized as non-Turkish, are ultimately derived from Turkish (Lewis
1999: 57-58).
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‘other’, dzenti ‘emulation’ (Lewis 1999: 144). The terms introduced by the
reform may even involve elements of word-formation of foreign origin — dze/
is formed with the suffix -(s)el/-(s)al, which actually issued from French: com-
pare cultur-el ‘cultural’ — or derive from words and processes of Turkish ori-
gin, which, however, display a non-compositional and arbitrary meaning — e.g.
ozgtirliik, formed from 6z ‘self” and giir ‘abundant’, means ‘freedom’, although
from its constituent elements it should mean ‘abundant of self, of essence’.
This is not a case of semantic drift, but of arbitrary coinage, which also in-
volves the aforementioned 6zgiir, almost certainly a backformation from the
noun (Lewis 1999: 120).

The formations with dz- as a ..marker certainly do not display a non-compo-
sitional meaning; however, they are most probably recent consequences of the
Turkish pressure to introduce purely Turkish neologisms in terminology. For
example, the dictionary of A. Vahid Moran in its 1945 edition (tkB1) reports —
in addition to some of the formations with ¢z listed above — only dz-indukleme
‘self-induction’ and ¢z-sayg: ‘self-respect’ as formations with .marker. The 1985
edition of Moran’s dictionary (tkB2) instead reports a substantial number of other
compounds, including éz-giiven ‘self-confidence’, 6z egindini ‘auto-suggestion’,
6z-kavrama ‘self-concept’, 6z-kdsniiltigii ‘autoerotism’, oz-veren ‘self-sacrificing’,
oz'yanma ‘self-combustion’.

Concerning the use of ¢z as a .marker, the choice of this element over the re-
flexive intensifier kendi could be linked to the fact that in other Turkic languages,
words cognate to 6z are still used as intensifiers today, and can also be found in
the languages such as Uzbek: compare o zing bilasan ‘you yourself know’ (uzB1:
578). In addition, formations with these correspondents of Turkish 0z are indeed
used as ..markers, for example, Azerbaijani dziinii-tanqgid ‘self-criticism’ or Uz-
bek o’z belgilash ‘self-determination’.

At the end of this section, we can observe how the cases of major discrepan-
cies between the trends observed at the end of Chapter 4 for the . markers in
the languages of Europe — i.e. the cases of Hungarian, Modern Greek and Turk-
ish — can be reduced to the general tendencies if considered from a diachronic
perspective as the permanence in synchrony of markers, which in other phases
of the language (or concerning Turkish, in related contemporary varieties) have
had syntactically free counterparts regularly belonging to the intensifiers-re-
flexive continuum.
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6.1.2 Absence of syntactically free correspondents

Unlike the markers seen in 6.1.1, in this paragraph we will consider the . .mark-
ers that lack a corresponding syntactically free element altogether. To this cate-
gory belong the various outcomes of Ancient Greek auto- in Romance languages
and Maltese and Breton em-.

We have seen in Chapter 4, section 4.3, how the case of AuTto- and Breton em-
are the clearest cases of derivational processes among . markers, both from a
semantic and from a formal point of view. However, the case of auto- appears to
be a result of contact phenomena: the loan of a series of formations and eventual-
ly of a word-formation process from one language (simplifying: Ancient Greek)
to another (each of the languages where Auto- is synchronically productive). As
such, auto- will therefore be considered more carefully in the second part of this
chapter in 6.2.4.142

On the contrary, Breton em- is a case of the development of a prefix with re-
flexive function, or, according to our proposal, of contrastive coreference, start-
ing from native material. We can find insights on the origin of this element in
historical grammars and dictionaries (Fleuriot 1964; Lewis and Pedersen 1961;
Loth 1982). The sources mentioned suggest for em- a quite usual pattern for pre-
fixes cross-linguistically, i.e. its evolution from a preposition: the Indo-European
locative preposition ambhi/mbhi (PokorNY: 34). Cognate prefixes are also found
in preverbs of other Celtic languages, as the Irish Gaelic imb- — corresponding to
the Irish Gaelic preposition im/imm ‘around’ — the Welsh preverbs am-/ym-, the
Cornish preverbs am-/em-/ym-, and again in Breton in the prefix am-. In these
latter languages, the forms ym- and em- are used to form reciprocal and reflexive
verbs —-Middle Welsh yd ym-gerynt ‘that they loved each other’, Cornish em-lathe
v honan ‘to kill himself”,'* Middle Breton em-rentaff ‘se rendre’ — while in Irish,
it is the form imm- which developed the use of preverb of reflexive or reciprocal
value — imm-un-cualammar ‘we had heard from one another’ (Lewis and Peder-
sen 1961: 263-264).

2 From a synchronic point of view, see above Chapter 2, sections 2.2.4-2.2.5, for a discussion of the

status of auto- in Italian. See Chapter 4, sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.9, for a discussion of the outcomes of
the Ancient Greek auto- in Romance languages and Maltese respectively.

143 In the example from Cornish, honan is the intensifier cognate to Welsh Aunan, see Chapter 4, section

4.2.4, above.
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In Old Breton, the presence of the preverb was sufficient to convey the value of
reflexive and reciprocal, while in Middle Breton, in order to indicate reflexivity, it
became necessary to precede the preverb with a pronoun agreeing in person with
the subject, but having a non-nominative form. In modern Breton, a further devel-
opment leads the third person singular masculine pronoun to generalize for all per-
sons, and the original preverb becomes the second element of a complex reflexive
marker: en em (also in a reduced form 'n’em/’n’en) (Fleuriot 1964: 331-332).

It is not clear how for Breton em- and the other similar Celtic preverbs a re-
flexive and reciprocal meaning develops from the locative meaning ‘around’, but
from a diachronic point of view, the current use as a .. marker — which, it should
be reminded, is of limited productivity — appears to derive directly from the bound
use of the preverb rather than from the subsequent use as a marker of reflexivity
(i.e. en em). Concerning the development of the reflexive and reciprocal meaning
from the locative one, some examples, including that of the Welsh noun ym-ladd
‘battle’, from /laddaf ‘kill, put to death’, would suggest the possibility that it is
rather the reciprocal that emerges first, through an interpretation of the preverb
ym- from ‘around’ to ‘each other’. Further research in this direction might shed
light on this development, which, if confirmed, would constitute a counterex-
ample to the usual cline in the development of reciprocal markers from reflex-
ive ones, substantiated by examples in many languages (cf. Konig and Siemund
1999: 58, Figure 3, 59).

6.2 Spread of contrastive coreference markers: Loanwords,
calques and triggers of productivity

This paragraph will outline the spread of formations and . markers from An-
cient Greek to the contemporary European languages. The survey will in chron-
ological order touch on Ancient Greek, Latin, ancient attestations of some Euro-
pean languages, the relationship between Romance languages and neoclassical
lexicon, and finally, on the possible instances of contact among languages of East-
ern and Northern Europe.

Through the path outlined, we aim at providing an overview of the possible mu-
tual influences among European languages with respect to the formations exam-
ined in this book. Another aim is to highlight the major and clearest cases of con-
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tact or cross-linguistic influence, while also pointing at other plausible instances
of contact which should be more carefully investigated in future research. In some
cases, we will bring forward the hypothesis that the development of formations
with . markers might have emerged independently from contact.

At any rate, in the outline we will show how Ancient Greek and its . marker
auto- undoubtedly played a central importance against which the autonomy and
relevance of other contact phenomena considered will inevitably be compared.

6.2.1 Ancient Greek

In 4.2.1, it has been noted how the .marker auto-, originating in Ancient
Greek, is synchronically represented and (to varying degrees) productive in vari-
ous European languages. It is therefore worthwhile to take stock of Ancient Greek
and of its . markers.

In Ancient Greek, auto- as a unit compounding had its most likely source in
the intensifier autés, -té, -t6. Puddu (2005: 206-222) compares the main elements
with the function of intensifier in Greek (autos) and Latin (ipse), and analyzes
them in the light of the literature devoted to this functional category.

In the context of traditional grammars, three uses of the pronoun autés have
been identified:

1. a predicative use with the meaning of ‘same’, ‘in person’ (compare Latin
ipse);

ii. an attributive use with the meaning of ‘same’ (Latin idem);

iii. an absolute use as a third person pronoun (Latin is). (Puddu 2005: 207-208)

Puddu notes how the emphatic value of autds persisted throughout the clas-
sical era in the nominative and as an adjunct, while in the other cases its value
is exclusively that of anaphoric pronoun, which anticipates its function as a
personal pronoun in Modern Greek (Puddu 2005: 208). The analysis of autds on
the basis of the dimensions of variation of the category of intensifiers proposed
by Konig (2001), shows that autds is distinguished from the reflexive (heauton,
formed by the Homeric reflexive pronoun 4é and autos), agrees in gender, num-
ber and case, but not in person, with the constituent to which it refers, and
is characterized by the adverbial (inclusive and exclusive) and the adnominal
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functions of intensifiers. It should be added to these features that autds can also
act as an emphatic possessive (an attributive intensifier in Konig’s 2001 terms)
in connection with the possessive pronoun.'* The possibility of autds to act as
an attributive intensifier may explain its compatibility in word-formation with
the semantic class of oBJECTS in the conceptual map of POSs shown in Chapter
5, section 5.1.1%

Moving on to the use of autds in word-formation, let us start with an analysis
of the development of the value of compounds with auto- from the archaic to
the classical age. Sforza (2007) analyzes the importance and the evolution of the
meaning of some formations with aufo- attested in Homer and in the Greeks tra-
gedians Aeschylus and Sophocles. If in Homer these formations have a particular
connection with the sphere of life, a greater connection with death and with re-
flexive actions that result in bloodshed is attested in the tragedians. Beyond liter-
ary interpretations, Sforza’s observations show the presence of formations with
auto- already in the archaic phase of Greek literature, and shows how the subse-
quent semantic developments of these formations, although involving profound
changes of meaning, remain within the scope “of subjectivity, even in the cases
in which the subject is not actually affected” (Sforza 2007: 112; our translation).
This lack of affectedness, which actually corresponds to the absence of direct
reflexivity, can be seen especially in compounds with auto- used in tragedians.
These compounds do not necessarily express an action perpetrated against oneself
(e.g. the killing of oneself, the suicide), but can instead indicate the fact that the
action is carried out on the génos, that is, on a family sphere closely linked to the
subject, and therefore only indirectly affects the subject himself. In later times,
then, terms such as auto-kheir or authéntes (corresponding to the lat. parricidas)
develop in the language of orators a more generic value of ‘material performer’
or ‘he who acts with his hand’, as the former reflexive value disappears (Sforza
2007: ibidem).

While considering examples of various kinds, Sforza limits his conclusions on
Ancient Greek to the observation of the functions most closely related to reflex-

144 The described state of affairs evolves in the attestations of Attic prose: “[...] while in the first and sec-
ond person emphatic possession is still marked by adding autoii/autén to the possessive, in the third
person the genitive of the reflexive pronoun [heautoii] is used.” (Puddu 2005: 200, our translation)

145 On the diachronic evolution of this compatibility with objects in the Romance outcomes of Greek auto-

see 6.2.4 below.
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ivity and the involvement of the ego. By broadening our perspective to a wider
range of examples and considering the compatibility of auto- with the various
areas of the conceptual map of POSs, it is possible to identify and exemplify the
different functions already spotted in the previous chapter for contemporary Eu-
ropean languages.

What distinguishes Ancient Greek aufo- from the ..markers currently present
in the languages of Europe is its remarkable productivity with bases belonging to
the class of OBJECTS, STATES or PROPERTIES, with the meaning of ‘in itself, per se, es-
sentially’: auto-phos ‘the light itself”, auto-thermotés ‘heat in itself, natural heat’,
auto-thermos ‘hot in itself” — compare in Italian auto-fluorescente ‘fluorescent in
itself’. This function appears to be absent or only sporadically attested in today’s
European languages.

As far as the domain of (both concrete and abstract) oBJECTS is concerned, auto-
also shows — as already observed for ..markers such as German eigen- or Finnish
oma- — the function of contrastive possession (personal belonging, peculiarity):
auto-kheir ‘by one’s own hand’, auto-némos ‘which is governed by own laws, lit.
of own law’; moreover, there are also examples with states: autd-boulos ‘acting
by his own will, lit. of own will’ (compare to German eigen-willig), aut-eksou-
sios ‘who has absolute power’ (comparable to eigen-mdchtig: eksousia ‘faculty,
license, freedom’ from ékseimi ‘to be lawful, granted, possible; it is possible’).
In this function, auto- used to be in competition with another marker, idio- —
idio-genes ‘of its own, particular nature’ — which is also attested with bases of
the class of AcTIONS — idio-sunkrasia ‘particular temperament, lit. own, particular
mixture’ from sunkerannumi ‘to mix together’.

The analysis carried out on the . .markers of Ancient Greek shows how the
situation of this language — whose attestations extend over a very long period of
time (about a thousand years in the sources of Roccr) and include a high variety
of text types — is only partially comparable to that of modern European languag-
es. If we consider in particular the languages that today display an outcome of
Ancient Greek auto- as a productive ..marker — i.e. Modern Greek, Romance
languages and Maltese — it can be noted that productivity is largely ensured
by formations with bases belonging to the class of AcTions. However, perhaps
because of the influence of katarévousa on dimotiki, auto- in Modern Greek is
also present in some formations with bases of the class of oBjecTs (see Chapter
5, section 5.2.3. above).
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FIGURE 26. Semantic Map (4): Ancient Greek auto- and its compatibility with POSs

We have already considered this discrepancy between Modern Greek, Romance
and Maltese languages in Chapter 5. In the next few sections, we will consider the
possible influences that most likely produced the observed discrepancies in the data
of a variety of languages, and we will propose a diachronic explanation for them.

6.2.2 Latin

Before examining the first available attestations of , markers in Germanic and
Slavic languages, let us briefly consider the situation of Latin.

In this case, instead of starting from translation correspondents of formations
in languages already analyzed, we proceeded on the basis of the conclusions ob-
tained from the analysis of modern European languages: we have thus browsed
the lexicon in search of complex lexemes characterized by the presence of the
typical sources of ..markers. In Latin, as mentioned in the previous paragraph,
the intensifier — that is, the functional category to which most of the sources of
ocmarkers belong — does not appear in any . formation. Other sources that are

206



frequently used as .markers in word-formation are the reflexives and — in the
case of markers with a function of contrastive possession — attributive intensifi-
ers. Concerning the latter, in Latin this function was performed by the intensifier
itself, i.e. ipse (Puddu 2005: 200), while the adjective proprius, -a, -um — from
which the attributive intensifiers of many Romance languages will emerge — in-
stead has the lexical meaning ‘peculiar, characteristic’ (similarly to Ancient Greek
idios, -a, -on): this adjective does not form compounds in Classical Latin either.'*

A more articulated discussion is needed if we consider the reflexive pronoun se.
A handful of formations present in today’s Italian, such as seducente, semovente,
sedicente, may suggest the existence in Latin of some kind of productive pro-
cess involving the reflexive pronoun se.'*” If we exclude the adjective sedicente,
based on French soi-disant (1470, TLF), the origin of the other two adjectives cited
above can in fact be traced back to two verbs already attested in Classical Latin:
sémoveo ‘to remove, to move away; set aside’ and sédiico ‘lead, draw aside; se-
duce, corrupt’. It should be emphasized that the present participle semovente (=
‘moving on its own’) implies an interpretation of the element se- different from
that of the Latin verb — ‘(to move) by itself” vs. ‘(move) away’ — and must be
considered a later construction obtained by reanalyzing the adjective as se (refl.)
movente (LTL). As a matter of fact, in Classical Latin the prefix sé(d)- has a differ-
ent value, conveying the idea of deprivation or removal, and is attested in a large
series of more or less idiomatized lexemes (e.g. séciriis < sé (= sine) + cira), as
well as, in isolation, as a privative preposition whose meaning is similar to sine
(+ aBL) ‘without’ (WALDE-HOFMANN sub voce). In verbs, the prefix indicates sep-
aration, but has the value of ‘aside, apart’, therefore of a separation from a whole,
and at the same time of isolation from that whole. Think of the difference between
excliido “do not let in, keep out; remove’ and séclitdo ‘close outside, isolate; to
separate’.'*® In WaLpe-HormaNN (506-507), sé(d) is, however, etymologically

146 Formations with proprio- in Italian, as proprio-cettore (first attested in 1958), proprio-cezione (20th

century) (GRADIT) are in fact contemporary technical-scientific terms borrowed from English — propri-
o-ceptor, proprio-ception (1906, OED).
47 The presence of suicidio in Italian and of similar lexemes in Romance languages is actually a loan from

French, created by using Latin neoclassical material (DELI).

148 Other verbs with this structure identified in CALONGHI are: sécedo ‘to move away’, sécerno ‘to secern,
to separate’, sécubo ‘to sleep alone’, segredior ‘to go aside’, ségrego ‘to separate, divide from the
flock’, seiugo ‘separate’, séiungo ‘separate, divide, disjoin’, seligo (se(d)- + lego) ‘choose’, separo
‘separate, disjoin; distinguish’, sépono ‘put away, set aside, keep’, sévehor ‘move away from’, sévoco
‘call aside, apart, recall’.

207

LOVLINOD ANV ANOYHOVIA



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

connected to the root of the reflexive *sye/*se: from an original meaning ‘for
oneself’, it would then develop on the one hand the value ‘isolated, without’, and
on the other the value ‘aside’.

The step of reanalysis undergone by the prefix se- within the lexicon, from a
prefix conveying the idea of distancing to reflexive, is probably mediated by the
verb sédiico, which from the original meaning of ‘lead/draw aside’, develops in
Late Latin in the writings of Christian authors the value of ‘corrupt, deceive’,
thus ‘seduce’. In this value, it is possible that a reanalysis (consider diico ‘lead,
conduct’) of the verb as ‘lead with oneself, to oneself” took place later. It remains
to underline that this reanalysis never led to the development of a truly productive
procedure either in Latin or in Romance languages. It is on the other hand ques-
tionable whether in Latin the prefix se- has ever developed the semantic shift from
locative to reflexive.

We can therefore conclude that in Latin no process of word-formation compa-
rable to those seen in the last chapter for contemporary European languages ever
existed. The only procedure with native material that could at best correspond to
a procedure with . .markers has an affixal character, and, as in Breton (see 6.1.2
above), emerges from the verbal domain by an element that acts as a prefix. It
is, however, doubtful that the prefixation with se(d)- had in (even late) Latin the
distinctive semantic characteristics of . markers.

A final addition to complete the survey of Latin concerns auto-. In Latin, some
formations with auto- are attested, but they are very few,'* always formed using
exclusively Greek elements and mostly having a direct correspondent in Ancient
Greek. It can be safely concluded that they are therefore simple loans from An-
cient Greek.

149 The formations with auto- attested in Latin according to LTL are: authéméron (authémeron ‘medicina

vel pharmaca quotidiana’), authenta (A. Greek authéntés), authenticus (A. Greek autentikos), authep-
sa (A. Greek authépsés), autochthones (A. Greek autékhthones), autogénis (autogenés), autographus
(A. Greek autégraphos), automatopeeetus (A. Greek automatopoiétos ‘automatorum ad instar fac-
tus, qui per se ipse movetur’), automatum or automaton (A. Greek automaton), and some derivatives
thereof, aiitopractor (autopraktor ‘qui aliquid per se gignit aut perficit’), autopyros or autopirus (from
A. Greek autos and purds ‘wheat’: ‘panis cibarius, hoc est factus ex farina, cui nihil, aut sane parum
admodum furfuris demptum sit’, therefore ‘pure wheat, wheat in itself”).
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6.2.3 Contrastive coreference markers from native elements

In the previous paragraph, we have seen how in Latin there is a substantial lack
of word-formation processes comparable to the ..markers of contemporary Eu-
ropean languages. Proceeding chronologically from Antiquity towards contem-
porary Europe, the first European languages for which substantial evidence is
available are the Germanic languages and among them Gothic.

It is a well-known fact that the attestations of Gothic consist for the most part
of translations of the Bible from Greek, carried out in Moesia by the Arian bishop
Waulfila in the second half of the fourth century. However, only a few parts of
the translation have been conserved down to the present time: the Gospels and
the Letters of Paul from the New Testament, and some fragments of the book of
Nehemiah from the Old Testament (Dolcetti Corazza 1997).

As for the formations with . markers, only two compounds are attested con-
taining the compound unit si/ba-, whose corresponding syntactically free element
is the intensifier silba. The two formations in question are silba-siuneis, New
Testament Greek autdptes, ‘eyewitness’ in Luke 1,2,'° and silba-wiljis, Greek
authairetos, ‘volunteer’ in Corinthians II 8,3. Both formations would appear to
be structural calques of Greek formations involving both the left elements autos
and silba, and the right elements. We observe a perfect correspondence in the
case of silba-siuneis, where dpsis has the same meaning of siuns, i.e. ‘view’. The
correspondence is lower in the case of silba-wiljis: the head of authairetos is in
fact a deverbal adjective hairetos ‘chosen’ from the Greek verb hairéo meaning
‘to take, to grab; to have in one’s own power; to choose’, while wilja ‘will’ is a
noun. The relationship between the constituents and the general meaning of the
compound is also the same in the two languages, especially for silba-siuneis and
autdptes, both paraphrasable as ‘he saw with his own sight’. It is possible that in
the case of silba-wiljis, the presence of a translation correspondent that does not
mirror completely the form of the New Testament Greek compound may depend
on the fact that to render the sense of ‘voluntary’, a calque using a verb with a

130 In the Gothic and Greek texts silbasiunjos and autéptai respectively, i.e. plural nominatives. The sin-
gular nominative is the one proposed by Streitberg (2000) in the dictionary attached to the Gothic Bible
edited by Streitberg himself. Dolcetti Corazza (1997: 31) nonetheless proposes a nominative singular
form silba-siuns of the class in -7, instead of the class in -ja of the form silba-siuneis, in accordance with
the inflectional class of the noun siuns ‘view’.
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meaning similar to hairéd would not have been transparent, or because the com-
pound silba-wiljis was already available in the Gothic lexicon and suitable for
translating authairetos.

Not all compounds with auto- of the original New Testament Greek, however,
have been translated in Gothic using compounds with silba-. There are a total
of 14 occurrences of auto- in the New Testament, of which 6 correspond to pas-
sages whose Gothic translation is preserved. Apart from the case of authairetos,
which in another passage is rendered by silba wiljands — written as a phrase in
Streitberg’s edition, but also interpretable as a compound'®! — other occurrences
of the New Testament Greek auto- are translated in Gothic with lexemes of equal
meaning, but not by compounds.'>

It can be concluded that the two formations with silba- found in Gothic under-
g0, like much of the lexicon found in the Gothic Bible, the influence of the New
Testament Greek source. It should be nevertheless noted that the form silbawiljis
is only partially justified by a comparison with the Greek source.

While for Gothic a direct influence of Biblical Greek is obvious, for the ancient
phases of English and German the problem arises of verifying whether the model
of the outcomes of *selba as . markers is dependent on models originating in oth-
er languages — such as Greek. In the ancient phases of these languages, we attest
formations with a native . marker (with self- and selb- respectively), too. Some
of them — self'wille and selb-willig — are comparable to the Gothic compound
silba-wiljis.'>* However, the classical language that could have acted as a model
for English and German in their ancient phases — which conventionally last up to
the 12th and 11th centuries, respectively — is rather Latin than Greek. As we have
seen, however, Latin does not display any ..marker. As for Greek compounds
with auto- in the New Testament, the text of the Vulgate of St. Jerome — which is

151 See also in modern German for the cases of use of the participle present with se/bst-, in which the
spelling can be as a single word (selbstbewegend...) or as separated words ((sich) selbst bewegend...).

152 The verb authentéo ‘I rule absolutely, I have full authority” is rendered using the verb firaujinon ‘dom-
inate’, derived from frauja ‘lord’; autarkeia in two different occurrences is coherently translated with
ganauha ‘sufficient (n.), sufficient means’ from ganohs ‘quite, a lot’; autématos ‘(which moves) by
itself, (which moves) spontaneously’ is rendered simply using the intensifier silba.

153 «In Old English the number of recorded compounds is 13, of which half exhibit the prefix in the ob-
jective relation. The only survivals of the Old English compounds in Middle English are self~will n.
and its cognates; these, together with the plant-name self-heal n. (which may also have been common
Germanic) are the only representatives in that period of the prefix-formation.» (oEp) We will examine
examples like self-heal later in this paragraph.
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the most widespread biblical text in Latin circulating in medieval Europe — never
presents morphologically complex formations that could have constituted a mod-
el for the formations of German and Old English.!>*

In the historical lexicographic sources, we can also find some formations at-
tested in the ancient phases of English and German concerning a domain of the
lexicon, such as that of popular botanical terms, which easily hosts native lexical
structures. We found two formations that have correspondents in German and
English, are structurally similar and date back to the higher stages of both lan-
guages:

i. Old High German selb-ezza («Kreuzkraut [...] lat. senecio» KoOBLER) and
Old English self-ate (‘wild oat?” BoswORTH-TOLLER)

ii. Old High German selb-heil («nhd. Weisenaugentrost, [...] lat. euphrasia»
KosLer) and Old English self-heal (prior to 1400 «A name for various plants
believed to have great healing properties, esp. Prunella vulgaris (Common
S.), Sanicula europaa, and formerly Pimpinella Saxifraga.» oED).

If we turn to Slavic languages and especially to Old Church Slavonic, we have
a situation similar to that of Gothic, but about six centuries later. The first attesta-
tions in Old Church Slavonic date back to the tenth century, and are considered to
be the result of the evangelization promoted by the Byzantines, which affected the
South Slavic area starting in the second half of the ninth century with the mission
of Constantine (later called Cyril) and Methodius in Moravia (Central Europe, in
an area corresponding to the current eastern Czech Republic and western Slova-
kia).'>* The affinity with the case of Gothic lies in the fact that the evangelization
of the Slavs proceeded, at least initially, from the Byzantine Christian East rather
than from Latin Christianity, with the consequence that in shaping the first literary
attestations in a Slavic language, Greek rather than Latin was the model.

134 To give an example, in the passages in which the Greek text has authairetos and autdptés, and the
Gothic Bible has the formations seen above, the text of the Vulgate has voluntarii ‘volunteers’ and the
periphrases qui ab initio ipsi viderunt ‘who from the beginning saw for themselves’, respectively.

155 Among the Glagolitic codices, on average older than the Cyrillic ones, the Kiev folios (dated to the
10th century) are recognized as a Moravian redaction. This does not necessarily mean that the arche-
type was composed in Moravia, but it simply means that the peculiar linguistic form of the code is
recognizable as belonging to the Moravian area and the local uses of scribes and scriptoria. On the
problems of interpretation concerning Old Church Slavic see Picchio (1980).
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Therefore, if we examine the attestations of formations with sam-(o-) in Old
Church Slavonic, in many cases we can go back to a Greek formation that con-
stitutes the model. Among the passages of the New Testament in which there are
formations with auto-, only two are preserved in the Old Church Slavonic transla-
tion: of these, only one is a formation with sam-(0-). In Table 17, we can see the
other formations attested in Old Church Slavonic, and for how many of them a
New Testament Greek model is recognized.!>

TABLE 17. , Formations with saz-(o-) in Old Church Slavonic (Kurz)

correspondent in New Tes-

tament Greek Greek translation

lemma in Kurz

presumable borrowings

samovidvch ‘eyewitness’ autoptés, epoptés idem

samovlastens ‘autocratic,

high-handed [eigenmachtig] auteksotisios idem

samovlastocy ‘monarch’ - autarkhos
samovolons ‘voluntary’ authairetos / hekousios idem

samoglaswvns (liturgical chant) - idiomelos | automelos
samodrvZitelb ‘monarch’ autokrator idem

samodrvZvce ‘monarch’ autokrator / tropaioikhos idem

samodélvnikv ‘author, creator’ autourgos idem

samoprichodei ‘defector ho automolon idem

samotvorvns ‘earned by oneself’ | idioktetos idem

presumably independent formations

samoizvolvnv ‘voluntary’ ethelothuton idem
samoljubbco ‘selbstsiichtiger , .

J , & philautos idem
Mensch
samorastyi ‘that arises from . , .
. , automdatos phuomenos idem
itself, rural
samochotoné ‘on one’s own will' | hekon idem

other formations

samovidoné ‘evident’ — _

samovlastv ‘free will’ - _

samochots ‘free will’ — _

1% The formations with . marker in Old Church Slavonic are taken from Kurz.

212



From the table we can see that in many cases (12 out of 17) a Greek archetype
has been recognized (see “correspondent in New Testament Greek” in Table
17), only in nine cases a compound with auto- could have constituted the model
(see “presumable borrowings” in Table 17). In the remaining six cases, in one
case (samorastyi) there is an adverbial phrase plus participle, where the adverb is
a compound with auto- (automdtos phuémenos), and finally, in one case (samot-
vorensv) we have a compound with idio- (idioktétos). In two cases (samovlastvco
and samoglasenv), a Greek archetype cannot be identified in the New Testament,
but compounds with auto- or idio- as possible correspondents or sources of the
Slavic formations can still be proposed (autarkhos and idiomelos | automelos,
respectively).

Consequently, Old Church Slavonic formations with samo- show that they de-
pend on (New Testament) Greek lexical models even more than Gothic. At the
same time, many formations are structurally rather independent from the Greek
model, which they translate to the point that it can be concluded that their forma-
tion is independent from and perhaps chronologically preceeding the Greek mod-
els. The case of samorastyi is significant because it structures the concept which
in Greek is expressed through an adjectival phrase (automdtos phuomenos ‘spon-
taneously born’) with a compound. But even more interesting is samochotone,
which, despite having a structure similar to Greek autokinétos or automdtds,
therefore, literally, ‘that moves by itself”, translates instead the Greek adverb hek-
on ‘voluntary, spontaneous’.

Summing up, in the ancient phases of some European languages (Gothic, Old
Church Slavonic) the direct influence of Greek can be recognized. One could
argue that Ancient Greek constitutes the source model of . markers in Germanic
and Slavic languages, where an autochthonous model was simply absent before
Greek influence. However, if on the one hand we consider the discrepancies with
respect to the model language that can be observed in the formations attested in
sources translated from Greek and, on the other hand, the fact that languages such
as German and English — which in the ancient phases did not undergo a Greek in-
fluence — display arguably indigenous formations, we can maintain that ..markers
were already present in Germanic and Slavic languages.

However, a different picture must be drawn regarding the subsequent produc-
tivity of these processes. If we take English as an example, in the lemma relating
to the so-called prefix self-, the editors of the Oxford English Dictionary observe:
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(145) Self- first appears as a living formative element about the middle of the
16th cent., probably to a great extent by imitation or reminiscence of Greek
compounds in dvto-. The number of self-compounds was greatly augment-
ed towards the middle of the 17th cent., when many new words appeared in
theological and philosophical writing, some of which had apparently a re-
stricted currency of about 50 years (e.g. 1645-1690), while a large propor-
tion became established and have a continuous history down to the present
time. (OED-online)

In Figure 27, we can observe the increase of . formations with self- in English
across the centuries. By dividing the formations with self- according to the date of
first attestation in periods of 50 years, an evident growth in the number of forma-
tions is observable only during the seventeenth century, therefore in conjunction
with the development of modern science, but also precisely with the progressive
diffusion of the knowledge of Greek in Europe (see below in 6.2.4). Another
peak, however, occurs between the early 1800s and the first half of the 1900s —
the same period in which, as we will see in 6.2.4 as well, AUTO- emerges as a
productive element in Romance languages.
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FIGURE 27. Increase of  formations with se/f* in English (source: 0ED-online)
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In addition to the influence of Greek, the latinate stratum of the English lexicon
should also be considered. This stratum appears to be compatible with the process
considered, but also, since the 16th century many of the formations with self- have
had as their basis lexemes belonging to this non-native layer: in the formations
attested between 1550 and 1599, the formations with a [+ latinate] basis are 21
out of 62 (33.87%), while in the following fifty years they grow to 130 out of 189
(68.8%).

A last noteworthy phenomenon is the loss of compatibility of self- with bases be-
longing to the class of oBIECTS, and the concomitant loss of the value of contrastive
possession. The clues pointing to this development consist in the fact that the oEDp
indicates as obsolete the formations attested between the beginning of the 1600s
and the middle of the 1700s, in which self- indicates «relating to oneself, one’s own,
personal, individual, private, intimate». Consider the example in (146) below:

(146) Selfe-guiltinesse commonly makes men partiall, in judging others. (1641,
D. Cawdrey)

In the example selfe-guiltinesse means ‘one’s own guilt’ or ‘personal guilt’ and
thus indicates a contrast between one’s own responsibility in a deed and the re-
sponsibility of someone else.

In a slightly earlier period (the last attestations of the oED date back to 1654), we
also observe the disappearance of the use of self- accompanied by a possessive as
an attributive intensifier as in (147).

(147) He considered that many Towns in Picardy were under the self Forces of
Spain (1654, Earl of Monmouth)

In this case, the use of self basically corresponds to that of own (‘under Spain’s
own forces’), and in fact, from that moment on, the function of the attributive
intensifier in English will be exclusively performed by the adjective own, whose
first attestation in the oED as an attributive intensifier, reproduced in (148), is
however recorded already in the mid-16th century:

(148) If they would keep their own counsel, he, for his part, would never confess
any thing to die for it (1551, PF Tytler)
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6.2.4 Romance languages and neoclassical lexicon

We have already noted in 6.2.2 above that in Latin no . marker is available, if
we exclude the cases of Late Latin formations with the prefix se(d)- and of the few
borrowings with auto- from Greek. A similar situation characterizes Romance
languages up to the second half of the 19th century. Only in recent times did An-
cient Greek auto- start to occur in these languages in an increasingly rich series
of formations, until it became a fully productive process during the 20th century.
Let us retrace the stages of this development in more detail.

In the ancient phases of Romance languages, Latin was the main language of
culture, so a small number of Greek borrowings were recorded in the lexicon.
This situation has a turning point with Humanism and with

«the massive adoption (especially when compared with the small group of
Greek loanwords of Middle Latin tradition, many of which linked to the ecclesi-
astical or rhetorical sphere, already present in the ancient vernaculars) in the var-
ious philosophical, historical, rhetorical-poetic and scientific sectors of Classical
Greek lexical forms which did not make their way not only in Latin and Medieval
vernaculars, but sometimes not even in Classical Latin.» (Tesi 1994: 28)'%

Before 1400, only a few formations with auto-, more precisely authentic (1304-
1308 GrapiT and DELI) — French authentique (1211 REY) — the corresponding ad-
verb autenticamente (1357) and its derivative autenticare (1400) are attested in
the Romance vernaculars — but they were already attested in Medieval Latin. The
absence of the linking vowel -o- in the Greek compound authéntes, due to the
presence of a rough breathing on the second element, made the formation unana-
lyzable.!*

As for the knowledge of Greek, it should be noted that the first chair of Greek
in Western Europe has been endowed in Florence in 1397, and that before this

137 «[L]a massiccia riassunzione (specie se confrontata con I’esigua schiera di grecismi di trafila medio-
latina, molti di ambito ecclesiastico o retorico, presente nei volgari antichi) nei vari settori filosofici,
storici, retorico-poetici e scientifici di forme lessicali greco-classiche non penetrate non solo nel latino
e nei volgari medievali, ma talora neppure nel latino classico.» (Tesi 1994: 28; my translation)

138 According to Beekes (2010: 169), authéntes «point[s] to earlier *¢ving, the full grade of the root of
avoo ‘to accomplish’», a fact that likely rendered the compound opaque already in the Classical Greek
period. More recently, the opacity of loanwords such as authentique is also demonstrated by the pres-
ence of orthographic variants such as auctentique (1403 ReyY) in French, probably due to the influence
of the outcomes of Latin auctoritate (m).
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date, the knowledge of Greek and its literature was most likely limited to very
few people. The scarce diffusion of the knowledge of Greek must have remained
so until the end of the fifteenth century — that is, until after the fall of Constan-
tinople (1453) and the subsequent movement of Greek-speaking exiles from the
areas conquered by the Turks. On the other hand, the fact that many Greek texts
circulated primarily in Latin translation even after the rediscovery of Greek in the
West, made humanistic Latin the true and major vector of Greek loanwords into
the lexicon of European languages (Tesi 1994: 37-41, n. 1-3). While vernaculars
gradually gain importance and domains of use at the expenses of Latin starting
with the Humanism, Latin and Greek continue to constitute a stock of lexical
material for technical-scientific terminologies (Marello 1996: 53-58). The for-
mations with AUTO- drawn directly from Greek date back to this period. From
the first attestations indicated by GrabpiT and REy, it appears that the Italian for-
mations are attested later and often presumably introduced through French. The
formations recorded for Spanish in CoromiNas are generally the same ones that
are attested in the same period in French, but, similarly to Italian, they tend to be
attested later (see Table 18).

TABLE 18. Dates of first attestation of Ancient Greek loans with AUTO- in Italian,
French and Spanish

Italian French Spanish
GRADIT ReY COROMINAS
autarchia (1829) autarcie (1793) autarquia (1884)
autocrate (1788) autocrate (1768) autocrata (1835)
autocratore (1793)
autocrazia (1765) autocratie (1794)
autoctono (1796) autochtone (1560) autoctono (1884)
autodidacte (1557)
autografo n. (1745) autographe n. (1580)
automa (1589) automate (1532) automato (1582)
autonomia (1739) autonomie (1596) autonomia (1702)

autoschediasma (1728)

French, in addition to having a higher number of attestations, is credited as a
source of some Greek borrowings in Italian, as autocrate from French autocrate
and autografo fromFrench autographe. These examples are a sign of the cultural

217

LOVLINOD ANV ANOYHOVIA



AT THE BOUNDARIES OF WORD-FORMATION - CONTRASTIVE COREFERENCE IN 30 EUROPEAN LANGUAGES

influence of French on Italian, which corresponds to the increase of the political
influence of France on Italy, whose peak will occur in the 18th century and in the
Napoleonic age. The cultural influence, due to the knowledge of the language
and the spread of French and French publications, continued in Italy between the
18th through the first half of the 20th century (Marello 1996: 64-66). But in this
period, French was important not only in Italy, and its political and cultural cen-
trality, before giving way to the Anglo-American socio-cultural hegemony, has
left important traces in technical and scientific lexicon. In this time, a number of
neoclassical formations, unknown to classical Greek, were produced from Greek
material. Furthermore, a new wave of formations emerged in this period, combin-
ing a Greek element with a Latin one.

Concerning the formations displaying 4AUTO-, we have examples of both kinds.
Formations unknown to Ancient Greek are, for example, the French formations
in (149):

(149) autophage (1854 REy; first attestation in Italian 1875 GRADIT)
autoscopie (1903 according to REy, but oeD attests it in French already in 1860)
autotomie (1882 REY)

All these formations are subsequently borrowed into English and German, as
can be seen from their first attestations in (150).">°

(150) English: autophagy 1860, autoscopy 1861, autotomy 1887 according to OED
German: Autophagie, Autoscopie 1863, Autotomie 1884

Examples of Greek-Latin hybrid formations with A UTO- are the ones in (151),
which are also later attested in English and German.

(151) French: autoclave (1820 REy; first attestation in Italian 1865 GrRADIT),
automobile (1861 as adjective REy; first attestation in Italian 1892 GRADIT)
English: autoclave 1820, automobile 1876 as adjective, 1881 as noun
German: Autoklav 1822, Automobil 1896

139 The dates of the German forms, when indicated, are those reported in the corresponding English lem-
mas of the OED.
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The stream of influences across European languages is therefore multi-directional
and mutual, and if there has been an enduring importance of French in producing
and spreading neoclassical formations, especially in the technical-scientific domain,
other culturally and politically hegemonic European languages, such as German and
English, have quickly adopted many French formations with aufo- and have con-
tributed to their diffusion. The most surprising consequence of the spread of these
words and concepts, however, concerns Modern Greek. In this language, both for-
mations with affo- dating back to Ancient Greek (aftokhir ‘suicide’, from the afore-
mentioned Ancient Greek autokheir) and formations based on European models
(aftokinito ‘automobile’ calqued on French automobile, aftokatastrofi ‘self-destruc-
tion’, first attested in 1878 according to eIM1, calqued on English self-destruction)
occur side by side. It is worth noting that in Modern Greek, French Greek-Latin
hybrids are turned into calques made up only of Greek lexical material.

Turning back to Italian, the importance of French has been increasingly un-
dermined, especially during the twentieth century, by the growing importance
of English borrowings. Some of them are semantic calques or translations —
often of the latinate stratum, such as coalizione from coalition or conformista
from conformist — adapted loans — assenteismo English absentee-ism, rostbif (an
obsolete orthographic form of) English roast-beef — and finally, more recently
non-adapted loans. Focusing on translations, a particular type of them is the
structural calque, in which a complex formation in one language is structured
with native material in another language, while maintaining the motivational
relationship (at least at the lexeme level) between the elements involved. Think
of the case of the Italian VN compound grattacielo to reproduce the English
synthetic compound skyscraper.

At the beginning of this section, we have anticipated that in recent times, Ro-
mance languages have experienced an increase in the number of formations with
AUTO- connected to the crucial innovation of applying the process — which previ-
ously involved exclusively learned bases of the Greek stratum or to a lesser extent
of the Latin stratum — to Romance native bases.

In Italian, it is possible to observe the presence of formations with auto- dat-
ing back to before the nineteenth century with exclusively Greek material, while
the Greek-Latin hybridization occurs later, and follows, as we have seen, French
models. On the other hand, the hybridization between aufo- and Italian bases oc-
curs only as late as the end of the 19th century. Iacobini (2003) proposed that Eng-
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lish influence triggered the productivity of Italian formations with auto-, without
mentioning a possible mediation from French. Certainly, the formations indicated
by lacobini as an example (e.g. self~government, self-defense) are attested earlier
in English than in any other European language, since they date between the 16th
and 17th centuries. Furthermore, the distance between the first Italian and French
attestations of these formations does not allow any speculation concerning the
direction of a possible influence (see Table 19).

TABLE 19. Interaction between English self- and Romance AUTO- in French and Italian

English French Italian
OED TLF GRADIT
self-defence (1651) auto-défense (inizio XX sec.) autodifesa (1896)
self-government (1691) (autogouvernement) autogoverno (1890)
self-moving agg. (1607) automobile agg. (1866) automobile agg. (1892)
self-accusation (1662) autoaccusation (1903) autoaccusa (1960)
self-criticism (1857) auto-critique (1866) autocritica (1892)

However, it should be remembered that at the turn of the twentieth century,
French is still a crucial contributor of neoclassical technical terms that radiate
towards Italy, but also towards the British Isles — consider lexemes such as pho-
tography, bureaucracy, in addition to the aforementioned automobile. 1t is there-
fore probable that, even if the models for single formations with auto- indeed came
from English — which they certainly did with increasing frequency and without
intermediaries starting from the mid-twentieth century — the neoclassical pattern
with the combining form auto- is probably drawn from the Romance language
with the highest degree of innovations and productions in terms of neoclassical
coinages and Greek-Latin hybrids, i.e. French.

Obviously, the routes of contact and of lexical borrowings are anything but
univocal and unidirectional. An example is the presence in English of some for-
mations with auto- at the end of the nineteenth century, along with a second ele-
ment of the latinate stratum which might suggest a French influence on English,
although the dates of first attestation do not support such conclusion — English
auto-destruction dates back to 1888 (oED), while French auto-destruction to 1898
(TLF).'® A second example is a lexeme such as Italian autocoscienza, which is

160 1t must be noted, however, that self-destruction is attested prior to 1586, according to the oep.
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recognized as a calque on the German Selbst-bewusstsein, rather than on English
self-consciousness (Klajn 1972: 127).

The last step of the path from Ancient Greek to modern languages therefore
takes place after the second half of the 19th century, with the joint action of
the flourishing neoclassical lexicon and the model of English formations with
self-.

On the one hand, the presence in the neoclassical lexicon of formations with a
stressed second element which can also occur as a syntactically free noun (e.g.
Italian (auto)grdfico, (auto)biografia, (auto)mobile), makes these formations
more easily segmentable in comparison, for example, with cases of tonic accent
on the first element as in autoctono, or at the morphological boundary like autop-
tico, or the cases of crasis of the vowel -o0-, as in autarchia. Segmentability prob-
ably favoured the diffusion of the process beyond specialized fields. Furthermore,
the English models, although displaying the native element self- as their first el-
ement, have in many cases a latinate base (see the examples in Table 19), which
has certainly facilitated their segmentability and therefore their borrowing into
Romance languages.

A final observation on the complex pattern of borrowing of Greek auto- into
Romance languages that shows the mediation of English concerns the functions
of these ..markers and their pattern of compatibility with the bases with which
they combine. Due to the emergence of the attributive intensifier own, the pro-
gressive exclusion of self from attributive intensification has been observed in
English. In word-formation, this exclusion corresponds to the progressive exclu-
sion of self- — but the same holds for German selbst- — from the compatibility with
bases belonging to the class of oBJECTS and, more generally, from the function of
contrastive possession, which is instead conveyed by eigen- in German, and ex-
pressed with the adjective own in English.

On the other hand, we have noted that affo- in Modern Greek and especially
auto- in Ancient Greek are compatible with bases belonging to the class of oB-
JEcTs and with the function of contrastive possession. The mediation of the more
recent English model can explain the discrepancy that we have observed in Chap-
ter 5, section 5.2.3, and above in 6.2.1, between AUTO- in Romance languages
and the . .markers of the ancient and modern phases of Greek, a discrepancy that
would not be otherwise easy to explain.
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6.2.5 Eastern and northern European languages

The path that has led to the development of the prefix AUTO- in Romance
languages certainly requires a deeper scrutiny of the hypothesis that the Greek
influence during the humanistic and Modern Age also affected the development
of markers in languages, like English, where an indigenous . .marker is available.
However, though eventful, that path is nonetheless quite clear.

In this paragraph, we will consider a set of clear lexical parallels between com-
plex lexical items in different East and North European languages. In contrast to
the case of AUTO-, the contact pattern appears less clear and would require, in
order to be exhaustively proven or excluded for sure, more solid evidence than the
one that we will provide in this chapter.

The phenomenon in question concerns the presence of a double system of
ccmarkers in Germanic, Slavic, Baltic and Finnic languages.'*' But more than the
presence of two specialized markers on two distinct areas of the conceptual map
of POSs, what is striking is the presence in all these languages of a certain number
of similarly structured formations using lexical elements of the same meaning, so
much so that the presence of structural calques can be identified.

Some examples of these parallels are given in (152).

(152) ‘in person’: German eigen-hdndig, Croatian viasto-rucni, Polish wlasno-
reczny, Lithuanian sava-rankiskas, Finnish oma-kdtinen
‘obstinate’: German eigen-willig, Croatian svoje-voljan ‘voluntary, capri-
cious’
‘arbitrary’: German eigen-mdchtig, Lithuanian sava-valiskas
‘stubborn’: German eigen-sinnig, Russian svoe-nravnij
German teigen-kopfig, Croatian svoje-glav, Czech své-hlavy

It can be noted that these formations display some common features: in different
languages, comparable elements contribute to structurally similar formations hav-
ing similar meaning. First, markers whose syntactically free correspondents have
functions that are substantially similar occur as modifiers: eigen corresponds to
wlasny and oma, i.e. attributive intensifiers, and své, svoe and savas have (reflex-

161 For a synchronic survey of this double system of markers, see Chapter 5, section 5.2.3, and Figure 5.

222



ive) possessive function, just like eigen and its aforementioned correspondents. !¢

The bases with which they combine are also comparable: German Hand corre-
sponds to Croatian ruka, Polish reka, Lithuanian ranka and Finnish kdsi; German
Kopf corresponds to Croatian glav, Czech hlav, etc. Furthermore, concerning the
affixes used, German -ig, Polish -ny, Russian -nij/-nyj, Lithuanian -iskas, and
Finnish -Vnen all productively form adjectives from nouns.

It could be objected that with regard to productive ..markers which combine
with bases belonging to the class of AcTiONs, series of formations are also identi-
fiable across languages — see, for example, the following series of formations of
the same meaning:

(153) English self-pollination, Italian auto-impollinazione, German Selbst-
bestdubung, Russian samo-opilenie, Modern Greek afto-epikoniasi, Al-
banian veté-pjalmim

Undoubtedly, it is possible and even probable that various models are trans-
ferred from one language to the other, but in the case of the . markers in the for-
mations cited in (153), these are productive and widespread processes for which
it is therefore in many cases difficult to determine whether they are directly based
on models in another language, or if they are indigenous formations based on a
productive schema.

As for the examples in (152), what is peculiar is the fact that there is a core of sim-
ilarly structured formations, which use lexical elements characterized by the same
semantic motivation, each of which has a meaning roughly comparable to that of its
structural correspondents in other languages. In addition to this aspect — shared with
the examples in (153) — the formations in (152) are also characterized by the fact:

i. that the markers used differ from the main . marker (eigen- vs. selbst- and
similarly oma- vs. itse- or ise-, wlasno- or své- vs. sam-(o-), sava- vs. savi-);

ii. that the lexical source is the reflexive possessive or the attributive intensifi-
er and — at least in the case of Baltic and Slavic languages — that this scheme
is limited to a few formations;

162 On the marker sava-, its formal opposition to savi- and the issue of its identification with the possessive

marker savas see Chapter 4, section 4.2.5, above.
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iii. that the contribution of the marker can be interpreted exclusively in the
attributive sense of contrastive possession — we can therefore define
them as markers of contrastive possession in the strict sense: . mark-
ers;

iv. that the meaning of the resulting formations is compositional to a limited
extent, and that the pattern of divergence from compositionality is parallel
across different languages.

However, as we have seen in Chapter 5, section 5.2.3, in Germanic languages,
in Finnish and Estonian, these markers are also compatible with bases belonging
to the class of AcTioNs, in which case they can instead convey contrastive coref-
erence as well.

As for Balto-Finnic and Baltic languages, the recent attestation of these lan-
guages (apart from sporadic attestations of nouns and phrases, the texts available
date back to the sixteenth century) does not allow us to draw conclusions on their
most ancient phases, but a diachronic study of the lexicon, starting from the first
attestations, would certainly help shed more light on this phenomenon. It is nev-
ertheless possible to hypothesize a dependence on the influence of the Germanic
culture in various periods and starting from remote times (see Dahl and Koptjevs-
kaja-Tamm 2001). This can lead us to exclude on the one hand that Balto-Finnic
languages could be a propulsive centre of the model underlying the formations
listed above in (152). On the other hand, it is also unlikely that the Indo-European
languages of the Baltic group developed the model autonomously.

Given the presence of ancient sources, the hypothesis of the influence of
German on Slavic languages can be put to the test more concretely by first
comparing the current situation with the data available from older attestations.
In Table 20, we can see some examples of the parallels between formations
with ,marker and German formations of similar structure concerning Slavic

languages.'®

163 The comparison privileges structural comparability between the formations, while the correspondence
of meaning may show some discrepancies, for example, Czech svéhlavy and Russian svoenravnyj
translate German eigensinnig (also because the structurally more similar German eigenkdpfig is today
obsolete). On the other hand, svévolny and svoevolnyj translate both the structurally similar German
eigenwillig and the somewhat different eigenmdchtig.
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It should be noted that for Polish, in the lexicographic sources consulted, no
other formations with ., marker were found besides those listed in Table 20,
a fact that makes Polish a little marginal compared to other Slavic languages
considered, including Russian. However, we can find additional correspondents
of some German formations with eigen- translated with noun phrases with the
attributive intensifier wlasny and the order Noun Adjective: e.g. korzys¢ wlasna
‘self-interest [Eigennutz]’. This possibility is also present in Czech for other
formations with eigen-: Eigen-kapital ‘equity capital’ is translated with viastni
kapital, Eigen-tor ‘own goal’ corresponds to Czech viastni branka. It should be
added that in all the Slavic languages considered, it is also possible to find a
formation that has ‘will’ as its basis, which, however, combines with sam-(0-)
as first element, instead of one of the ,markers seen in Table 20. For exam-
ple, Croatian and Serbian samo-voljan ‘arbitrary, capricious’, Czech samo-volni
‘spontaneous’, Polish samo-wolny ‘arbitrary’, Russian samo-wolnyj ‘arbitrary’.

TABLE 20. _ Formations in Slavic languages and their German correspondents

LOVLINOD ANV ANOYHOVIA

German base | Croatian Czech Polish Russian
vlastorucan
. . . viast- wlasnorec- | sobstven-
eigenhdndig hand | (Serbian ., e
L norucni zny norucnyy
svojerucan)
feigenkopfig head | svojeglav svéhlavy - -
eigenarti manner. , , svoenravnyyj,
8 g P = svérazny - Vs
temperament svoeobraznyj
. L. . svojevre- , .
seinerzeitig time - - svoevrémennyj
men
eigenwillig will | svojevoljan | svévolny swawolny svoevolnyj
eigenmdchti ower (Serbian svémocny - svoevlastnyj
8 g P svojeviastan) Y Y
eigenniitz, advantage ,
g g 8% - - svoekoryst
profit

Drawing back our attention to the data of Old Church Slavonic seen above in
6.2.3 in Table 17, we can see how in fact a formation similar to the current Cro-
atian and Serbian samovoljan, Czech samovolni, Polish samowolny and Russian
samowolnyj, i.e. samovolbns, was already attested in Old Church Slavonic. If
we consider on the other hand Old High German, we have a similar situation.
At the time, eigen- was not available as a compounding element in the func-
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tion of  marker (see eiganbuoh ‘New Testament, lit. book of the legacy, of
the inheritance’, based on the noun eigan ‘property, part of an inheritance’).!%*
Furthermore, formations constituting the ancestors of eigenwillig ‘voluntary’,
Eigenname ‘proper name’, teigengewaltig ‘arbitrary’' were formed with the
ccmarker selb: selb-willig, selb-namo, selb-waltig (KOBLER). The availability
of eigen as a ., marker emerges from the Middle High German period, during
which eigen-willec or eigen-nuz appear, but, for example, sélp-(ge)walt resists
unchanged (LEXER).

This piece of evidence might support the hypothesis of a German influ-
ence: German introduces an innovation, and this innovation expands into
neighbouring linguistic areas, such as the Slavic-speaking area. Additional
evidence could come from the presence in the Slavic context (from the data
we gathered only in the southern and western varieties) of formations all con-
verging on the schema  marker-‘head’-suffix: Czech své-hlavy, Croatian svo-
jerglav.'®® The peculiarity of this example is that the corresponding German
formation, eigen-kopfig, is today obsolete in German (the online edition of the
DupEen does not report it), but it is attested in modern German at least since
Luther (GRIMM).

The vanishing of eigenkdpfig in today’s standard German and the presence of
similar structures in other languages influenced — we hypothesize — by German,
could be an example of ‘fase sparita’ in Bartoli’s (1925) terms: the area outside
present-day Germany which has been subject to German cultural influence retains
forms that in the original area have gone into disuse due to further innovations.

Furthermore, from a historical point of view, the possibility that German may
have influenced these languages (Czech, Serbian and Croatian) is very high, con-
sidering that these areas of central and southern Europe have been progressively
included into the political sphere of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire, and because
of that German language and culture have become of crucial importance, espe-

164 In Old High German, eigan as adjective is synchronically derived by conversion from the past parti-
ciple of the verb eigan ‘have, own’ (Grimm). The verb became obsolete in later phases also due to the
overlap in the Early New High German period with the verb eignen ‘possess’, derived from eigen ‘own’
(cfr. Frithneuhochdeutsches Worterbuch: http://fwb-online.de/go/eignen.h1.3v_1646838051; accessed
5th May 2022).

165 Tt is attested in Luther: ‘sua ipsius auctoritate factus, eigenméchtig’ GRiMM.

1% A formation based on a similar schema but with the main . marker is also present in Hungarian: on:fejii
‘stubborn’, where fej ‘head’.
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cially in Bohemia, but also in northern Croatia.'®’

However, it should be noted, on the one hand, that many areas of present-day
Poland, in addition to the obvious geographical contiguity with the German-speak-
ing area, have been subjected at various times to German-speaking rulers (first in
the Late Middle Ages the Teutonic Order, then towards the end of the 18th cen-
tury the Hohenzollerns and the Habsburgs). On the other hand, it is difficult to
argue that Russia could have suffered German cultural influences, at least until
the period of Peter the Great and his policy of westernization of Russia. On the
side-lines of the discussion concerning Slavic languages, it should also be noted
that in Hungarian, a language whose lexicon has certainly undergone a strong
cultural and linguistic influence from German, the distinction between a . marker
and a .,marker is absent. In fact, in Hungarian the bases of the class of oBjecTs and
the interpretation of contrastive possession — except for the case of the doublet
on-kezii/sajat-kezii ‘on one’s own’, both involving kez ‘hand’, and the latter based
on sajat ‘own’ — correspond to the use of the same marker on- that combines with
bases of the class of AcTioNs, and conveys the function of contrastive coreference.

In conclusion, the presence of substantial German influences does not com-
pletely support the hypothesis proposed so far of a contact pattern causing the
spread of an innovation that emerged in the German-speaking area towards the
Slavic area (and beyond), because the known scope of German influence on east-
ern Europe is not consistent with the distribution of the supposed calques dis-
cussed above.

At this point, we can put forward another explanation of these parallel series of
formations, noting first that the process that exploits the possessive reflexive as a
cpmarker is already attested in Old Church Slavonic. The only two formations at-
tested are svoje-volbstvens ‘of one’s own will’ and svoje-plemenwvniks ‘compatri-
ot’. The presence of this process in Old Church Slavonic can explain its diffusion
in all the Slavic languages considered. The alternative process, with the attribu-
tive intensifier as a . marker, evidently emerged later, and in fact, it is marginal
in South Slavic and has two different forms in Western and Eastern Slavic: the

1671t is thought that the first works that raised the question of the Czech language and defended its cul-
tural use, dating back to the second half of the 18th century, were not written in Czech, but in German
(Dell’Agata 1972). Furthermore, it is well known that literacy in German was very common in Croa-
tia, especially in northern cities close to present-day Slovenian and Hungarian borders (consider e.g.
Kordi¢ 2021 on the use of German in the public life of Osijek until the Second World War).
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cognates wiasn-(o-) in Polish and viastno- in Czech, on the one hand, and Russian
sobstvenn-(0-), on the other.!6®

A second hypothesis can therefore be proposed. In the ancient phases of Greek,
German, English and Old Church Slavonic, the element that acts as the adverbi-
al and adnominal intensifier also fulfilled the function of attributive intensifier.
This function has gone lost over time and has been progressively adopted by
other lexical elements that previously served as adjectives with the meaning of
‘particular’ (such as the Greek idios) or ‘possessed, possession’ (such as German
eigen and the Polish wfasny and its cognates). The rise of these new elements in
syntax could have had the result, which at this point would have the character of
an autonomous development, of undermining the scope of use of the intensifier
in word-formation as well, with the effect that it therefore progressively lost com-
patibility with the class of oBJECTs and the contrastive possession value, with only
the contrastive coreference function left, along with the compatibility with bases
in the class of ACTIONS.

With this second hypothesis, the phenomenon must no longer be interpreted as
a case of convergence affecting the lexicon, but instead constitutes an epiphenom-
enon of a case of convergence at the lexicon-syntax interface. In this context, the
case of Hungarian would appear as less marginal, because, although Hungarian
too has developed a bipartite system differentiating the adverbial and adnominal
intensifier (involving the marker maga) from the attributive intensifier (involving
the marker sajdr) at an earlier historical stage, the marker on (today external to
the intensifier-reflexive continuum) covered both the functions of the reflexive/
intensifier and the emphatic possessive.

The parallels between German and Slavic languages can certainly be considered
largely the result of an internal development, especially regarding the formations
in which the possessive reflexive is exploited as a marker. However, it remains
possible that the formations in which the _marker corresponds to the attributive
intensifier — certainly later, as shown by the substitution of svoe- with sobstvenno-
in the eigenhdndig type in Russian (compare ancient Russian svoe-rucnyj attested
in the 15th century) — may at least partially have developed based on a model
available in German.

168~ A South Slavic language such as Slovenian also has the attributive intensifier type with a formant,

lastn-(o0-), which is cognate to the attributive intensifier of other Slavic languages: e.g. lastno-rocen
‘autonomously’, with the same structure as German eigen-hdndig’.
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6.3 Diachrony and contact in the light of Construction Morphology

After having carried out this diachronic exploration of the possible explana-
tions for the divergences from the generalizations and tendencies put forward in
Chapter 4 and 5, and after having followed the spread of some . markers across
Europe and across the centuries, we can try to model some of these phenomena by
applying to them the principles and devices of Construction Morphology.

In Figure 28, we have applied the principle of schema unification to a multilin-
gual setting, such as that of Malta and of the heavily influenced Maltese lexicon.

< [self-Inilevaluat]vk ion]njIni < [auto[[X]vk zione]ni]ni
<> [evaluation of the AGENT itself];> <> [PRED; performed on the AGENT itself]i>

< [awto[[evalualvk zzjoni]nj]ni
<> [evaluation of the AGENT itself];>

FIGURE 28. Cross-linguistic schema unification: Maltese awto-

The Romance layer of the Maltese lexicon is known to be influenced by Ro-
mance varieties, especially Italian and Sicilian. The case of awro-, however, calls
for a more complex explanation: . formations such as awto-evaluazzjoni includes
in fact a base that appears derived from English evaluate, rather than from Italian
valutare ‘evaluate’. We can thus interpret this as a case of schema unification
operating cross-linguistically. The form of the Maltese schema has most likely
issued from Italian, but single formations which motivate the Maltese example
depend on English models instead.

A similar situation can be that of Italian auto-, i.e. a morphological pattern that,
as we have seen earlier in this chapter, emerged only in the second half of the 19th
century. If on the one hand the French model has been at the core of the formal
make-up of early . formations, the later motivation for coining new ones, which
is the source of the productivity of the schema, most likely came from English
self~compounds.
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< [self-Tnlylvslvi < [auto[y]ve]vsi
<> [PRED; performed on the AGENT itself];> <> [PRED; performed on the AGENT itself]i>

<[autoly]vsilvsi
<> [PRED; performed on the AGENT itself]i>

FIGURE 29. Cross-linguistic schema unification: Italian awzo-

Despite that, the French model kept on influencing the Italian, which is on the
one hand compatible with verbal bases, while on the other hand — apart from iso-
lated cases — unlike English self-, it is incompatible with STATES.

Other interesting cases that can be modeled with the devices of Construction
Morphology concern more typically diachronic phenomena, such as the case of
Modern Greek and Hungarian.

In these cases, modern . markers derive their constraints from motivation links
that have a diachronic nature, in the sense that can be explained as depending on
formal correspondences with syntactically free elements, displayed in the past
functions that are no longer available to their modern counterparts.

a. schema for compounds with ccmarker whose source is outside the intesifiers-reflexive
continuum

< [source]z, <> [SEM],> <[[xIxlylvilvi <> [[SEM]x R [SEM];J;i>

—_ -

<[source]zu[ylyvilyi <= [[SEM]>

\

< [Cpmarker]Zh[y]Nj]Ni <—>[OWI1 {OBJECT|RESULT}J]|>

< [ccmarker]zi[[W]vi Y]nk]ni <> [EVENT of PRED; performed autonomously];>

b. adverbal intensifier c. attributive intensifier

< [aDV.INT [y]vi]v; <> [PRED; by oneself];> <[ATT.NT [y]ni]vi <> [own OBJECT;];>

F1GURE 30. Compound , markers ITI x Compound . markers/ ,markers V

CcP

230



We reproduce here in Figure 16 the combination of the synchronic schema of
the cases of Hungarian and Greek that we proposed at the end of Chapter 4, in
section 4.4, with the schema for compounds that can have the functions of both
contrastive coreference (..formations) and contrastive possession ( ,formations).

We can further enrich the schema with paradigmatic relations established with
an antecedent historical phase, which provides the motivation that has gone lost
in present times and explains the deviation of the two schemas from the tenden-
cies concerning the sources of ., markers observed in Chapter 4, section 4.3. In
this way, the case of Modern Greek and Hungarian can be reduced to that of
many other languages of the sample, as can be seen below in Figure 31, which
constitutes a modified version of Figure 3 in Chapter 4. For simplicity’s sake,
we will represent the schema for Modern Greek affo- by focusing on contrastive
coreference alone, and we will compare it with the syntactically free use of the
adnominal intensifier of Ancient Greek autos (see above 6.2.1).

a. unattested schema for compounds with the source of a ccmarker

<[aftolerox <> [3sG.EMPH] > <[[X]xlylvilvi <> [[SEM]c ) [SEM];};>
< [aftolrok[Y]vilvi <> [[SEM] R [SEM]]]:>

b. schema for compounds with «cmarker whose source is on the intensifiers-reflexive
continuum

<laftolorox <> [3sG.emprlc> < [[x]a[ylv]vi <> [[SEM]c R [SEM]]i>

\ / Modern Greek

< [Ccmarker]Zh[W]vj y]Nk]Ni <> [EVENT of PRED| performed on the AGENT itself]i>

=~ < [auto's]PROk[y]yj]Yi <> [AGENT itself performs PREDj]i>

Ancient Greek

F1GURE 31. Compound . markers Ila (diachronic motivations for Modern Greek affo-)

It is worth mentioning that in section 4.4 above we have ascribed the case of
Turkish (see sections 4.2.8 and 6.1.1) to the type “Compound . .markers I”” along
with the . markers of all Germanic languages and of Albanian, Georgian (favis-
and tav-), and Basque. However, Turkish 6z- was actually an exception in that
class, given that 6z does not have any function on the intensifiers-reflexive contin-
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uum. The exception of Turkish . marker oz- can be explained and reduced to the
aforementioned type of . markers if observed from the perspective of diachronic
or contact-related motivations in the same vein as the cases of Modern Greek afto-
and Hungarian on-. Further research is needed here, but for illustration’s needs we
reproduce in Figure 32 below the schema for “Compound . markers I’ modified
to represent the case of Turkish 6z- as supposedly motivated by the syntactic use
of the adnominal intensifier of Uzbek, o’z

<[6z)n <> [SELFL> < [[x]ulylvlv <> [[SEMJ % [SEM]];>

<[0z]wlylvlvi <> [[SELF]i R [SEM];}:>

< [ccmarker[[V]y; x]m]ni <> [EVENT of PRED; performed on the AGENT itself]; >

~ <[0’z... [y]vilvi <> [AGENT itself performs PRED;];>

FIGURE 32. Compound _ markers I (diachronic motivations for Turkish dz-)

In other cases, however, the change in the range of functions of the syntacti-
cally free sources of , markers led to a renewal of the markers themselves. This
is the case of Slavic and Germanic ..markers, whose compatibility with domains
different from that of AcTions has progressively reduced over time at the advan-
tage of new .,markers. The case of Germanic and Slavic markers can be taken
as evidence of a recurrent diachronic pattern by which attributive intensifiers,
overlapping in a previous stage with adnominal or adverbial intensifiers, renew
their form in syntax with the consequent formal renewal in word-formation as
well. In this view, the schemas in the Figures presented in Chapters 4 and 5 can be
ordered diachronically, and be read as different stages in the constructionalization
of . markers. Figure 32 here below synthesizes this cline.

The cline sketched in Figure 32 is on the one hand based on the developments
recognized in this chapter. On the other hand, some links are actually hypothesized,
for example, the development of a strictly derivational . marker from compound
cmarkers of type III. The only examples in the sample of ., markers that are recog-
nizable as derivational are in fact either due to borrowing (Romance 4AUTO-), or
have never passed through a stage of compound  marker (Breton em-).

232



The relative position of types I and Ila/b depends on aspects concerning more
whether an element of a major lexical class formally overlapping with intensifi-
ers is available in synchrony or not . Given that the source of intensifiers is also
on a grammaticalization cline as a stage preceding the development of intensifiers
themselves, one might be tempted to put ..markers of type I to the left of . markers
of type Ila/b. However, the presence in synchrony of an element of a major lexi-
cal class formally overlapping with the intensifier in the languages of the sample
is sometimes a matter of degrammaticalization (consider the emergence of (das)
Selbst as a noun from the intensifier and not vice versa), rather than the persistence
of a relation between the source of a grammatical marker and the marker itself.

The horizontal dotted curly bracket linking the upper part of the graph with
its lower part, indicates that each type of compound _.markers can potentially
also constitute a ,marker if the adnominal or adverbial intensifier is identical to
the attributive intensifier (types I and Ila/b), or if an older stage of the language
represented that state of affairs, but it no longer does in synchrony (type III). In
this sense, we can consider that Ancient Greek, old stages of Germanic and Slavic
languages, old stages of Hungarian constituted this case of identity of . markers
and  markers, while belonging to type II.

Compound
ccmarkers 1
3 Compound 3 Compound
ccmarkers IIT ccmarkers IV
Compound
ccmarkers ITa/b
ADN/ADV.INT = ATT.INT —_— ADN/ADV.INT # ATT.INT
C d
orpoun Compound
ccmarkers/
pmarkers [ cpmarkers II

FIGURE 33. Diachronic relations between compound . markers and ,markers.
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When the emergence of new attributive intensifiers occurs, then different out-
comes are possible. On the one hand, the .. markers of Germanic and Slavic lan-
guages lost their function as . markers, and new attributive intensifiers motivated
formations that were marked with the persisting . marker in earlier stages. On
the other hand, we have the case of Modern Greek and Hungarian, where the
ccmarker remained crystalized over the centuries, maintaining its form and its
compatibility with bases on the conceptual space of POSs, while its motivation
links became weaker and weaker. Consequently, they switched to type III . .mark-
ers, but despite the emergence of new attributive intensifiers, they also remained
the (main)  markers.

As a general conclusion to this chapter, the survey of diachronic phenomena
linked to the .. markers of European languages is a testing ground for new appli-
cations of construction morphology beyond the limits of language-specific mor-
phological operations. The survey has shown on the one hand how diachronic
developments and contact can have an important role in shaping the behaviour
of morphological operations, and even in triggering their development in a lan-
guage. On the other hand, the survey has stimulated the application of Construc-
tion Morphology to new unexplored territories, such as the ones of contact and of
diachrony. The concept of motivation links can be fruitfully applied to these new
domains, and allow for wider explanations of word-formation phenomena and for
the strengthening and confirmation of generalizations and tendencies observed in
synchrony.
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CONCLUSION






At the end of this survey, which started from the contrast between Italian and
German, and then widened both horizontally to encompass other European lan-
guages, and vertically to cast a glance on the past stages of some of these languag-
es, we can draw some conclusions.

The concept of contrastive coreference, developed at the end of Chapter 1, con-
stituted a tertium comparationis that was usefully exploited in Chapters 4 and 5
to provide a synchronic overview of the markers used in the languages of Europe
to express it. This overview has been enriched in Chapter 6 with a series of di-
achronic considerations, intended to highlight the evolutionary dynamics of the
current markers.

From a methodological point of view, this research, as an attempt to examine a
portion of the domain of word-formation in a cross-linguistic perspective, has par-
ticularly benefited from a functionalist approach based on the identification of phe-
nomena of interest on a fundamentally semantic basis. At least in the first phase, this
approach was operationally understood in an onomasiological sense. On the other
hand, also in this functionalistic-onomasiological perspective, the formal character-
istics of the phenomena considered have played a primary role, not only because
they are at the basis of the preliminary delimitation of the scope of the study to
word-formation devices, but also because they have been central in the subsequent
analysis of the operations identified in the various languages of the sample.

Also from a methodological point of view, the choice to rely almost exclu-
sively on lexicographic sources — frequently bilingual dictionaries — has certainly
limited the descriptive adequacy of the results of this study. For example, it was
impossible to discern within the data of individual languages between institution-
alized formations and calqued formations strictly dependent on foreign models.
On a more general level, it was only possible to guess the presence of open sets
of productive formations on the one hand, and on the other hand, of unproductive
patterns whose products are closed sets of formations (such as the set of forma-
tions with markers in Polish). However, the use of these sources has allowed
us to define a picture, certainly perfectible, but rather detailed, of the variety of
operations that characterize contrastive coreference in the languages of Europe.

From the point of view of the formal characteristics of the procedures, we saw
in Chapter 4 how most . markers can be recognized as compounding elements,
although frequently characterized by the use of closed-class elements such as pro-
nouns. The Wortbildungsbedeutung of the operations, however, is, as we have
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just mentioned, rather poor in lexical content with which the prototypical compo-
sition is typically endowed. What is remarkable about these operations is not so
much the fact (observed in several points in Chapter 2) that they are placed on the
borderline between compounding and derivation (as is the case, for example, for
the case of affixoids), but rather that European languages mark contrastive coref-
erence in a very regular way with operations firmly placed in a central position on
the continuum. It could be objected that even affixoids are placed in the middle
of the continuum and perform similar functions in different languages. However,
affixoids also often have paradigmatic alternatives in the same language, which
constitute more prototypical examples of affixes, while ..markers lack prototyp-
ically affixal alternatives both within a specific language and cross-linguistically.
The only exception found, Breton em-, appears to be a lowly productive and dia-
grammatically problematic case.

From the diachronic data that we were able to gather in Chapter 6, we have
observed that this non-prototypicality appears to be a stable feature of . .markers.
On the other hand, what does not appear to be diachronically stable are the restric-
tions on compatibility with the bases of the operations. These restrictions appear
to change following the emergence of new (sources of) markers that progressively
erode an existing marker’s productivity domain. The cases observed are mainly
linked to the emergence of markers having as sources attributive intensifiers or
possessive pronouns specialized in expressing contrastive possession.

The synchronic and diachronic survey of  markers in the languages of Eu-
rope was aimed first and foremost at describing the variety of markers attested
in the languages of the sample from the point of view of their sources and of
their compatibility with different classes of base words. However, parallel to this
aim, a theoretical contribution was also pursued, i.e. the application of the con-
cepts and formalism of Construction Morphology to the cross-linguistic study of
a word-formation pattern. This theoretical backing allowed us to represent the
ccmarkers of Italian and German (auto- and selbst-, respectively) at the end of
Chapter 2 by using constructional schemas with inheritance links and paradigmat-
ic relations that show the differences in the motivation network of the word-for-
mation patterns in the two languages. Later at the end of Chapter 4, the same
theoretical devices have been exploited to represent the tendencies observed in
the ..markers of the whole language sample of European languages. The cases of
Italian and German constituted two among at least four different types of  forma-
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tions, some belonging to (non-prototypical) compounding and some to derivation.
This typology expanded in Chapter 5 by the addition of two further types when
discussing ., markers and their interaction with , markers. The formalism of Con-
struction Morphology has been used to formally define synchronically observable
word-formation types, thus paving the way for further exploration of contrastive
coreference cross-linguistically and for using Construction Morphology in the
domain of morphological typology.

However, after discussing the diachrony and contact phenomena concerning
European . markers in the first sections of Chapter 6, we engaged in an additional
expansion of the scope of application of Construction Morphology. We attempt-
ed to apply its concepts and formalism beyond synchrony and across different
language systems, in order to capture and represent the deviations from the ten-
dencies concerning the sources of . markers observed in Chapter 4. The result of
this attempt has been two-fold. On the one hand, the case of English and Italian
influence on Maltese . formations or of the combination of English and French
influence on Italian can in this way be interpreted as a kind of schema unification
that operates across language systems, and that is an instance of multi-lingual
language competence. On the other hand, the reinterpretation of diachronic influ-
ences of older stages of a language to more recent ones in the light of Construction
Morphology has allowed us to conceive of these influences as motivation links.
Following this observation, type IIl compound . markers can be seen as type I or
IT compound . .markers, in which the motivation link, constituted by a paradig-
matic relation with the functions of intensifier or reflexive, is not synchronic, but
diachronic. This insight obtained through the application of constructional sche-
mas and other devices of Construction Morphology strengthens the hypothesis,
presented in the conclusion of Chapter 6, that the types identified in Chapter 4 and
5 can be seen as different stages on a constructionalization cline for . markers.

In Chapter 2, we revised a number of boundaries within word-formation and
between word-formation and related fields and subfields, such as syntax and in-
flection. After the survey of . markers in the languages of Europe — a pattern that,
as we have mentioned at the beginning of these conclusions, thrives at the bound-
ary between compounding and derivation — we can stress even more the need for
a more flexible approach to the definition of the subfields of morphology. What
we can learn from . markers is that word-formation patterns displaying rather
different formal features can compete and interact for expressing pretty similar
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functions. In this sense, constructional schemas are a crucial device for capturing
this kind of competition, while motivation links, especially paradigmatic relations
with syntactic patterns, allow us to deal with phenomena that border on syntax as
well — consider the case of German past participles as bases of . formations, or
the different case forms of Estonian ..marker ise-.

Regarding the perspectives of further research in this area, it is evident that
the diachronic dynamics concerning . .markers should be investigated in greater
depth. For example, the kind of emphasis/intensification of the meaning of the
bases that is found in some Ancient Greek formations (auto-thermos ‘hot in it-
self”), but also in Old High German ones (se/b-skoni ‘natural beauty’), should be
analyzed more carefully, also considering that this kind of meaning of . markers
appears as very rare in modern languages.

From a synchronic point of view, however, the generalizations and tendencies
resulting from this study should be tested on languages outside the European area,
genealogically distinct from the languages considered here, and especially typo-
logically different from the languages of our sample. However, it would be im-
portant, in the case of the widening of the sample, especially in terms of an ampler
typological variety, to refine and operationalize more precisely the criteria for
distinguishing word-formation products from the products of syntax.

Another direction for further research might be the identification and analysis of
the closest paradigmatic alternatives to which . markers can be opposed. Here we
do not have in mind the alternatives with the same or similar function — the allo-
tropes (to borrow a term of inflectional morphology) — like German eigen-, but the
operations that constitute an alternative to ..markers in a structured and well-de-
fined system of traits — a paradigm in narrow sense — such as the relationship be-
tween centre and periphery that we considered as a fundamental component in the
definition of the concept of contrastive coreference at the end of Chapter 1. Exam-
ples of these alternatives can be, considering, for instance, Italian word-formation,
the prefix co- (expressing union or reciprocity) and the neoclassical combining form
etero- (which basically reverses the pattern of expectations concerning an action by
remarking an unexpected distinction of agent and patient of an action). As in this
study, in the case of an analysis of these paradigmatic alternatives, an approach
based on the semantic identification of the phenomena of interest also appears to
be of fundamental importance in order to embrace, in a single survey, formations
belonging to different classes of word-formation patterns.
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