ARE EXCLUSIVELY ATTRIBUTIVE ADJECTIVES
“TRANSPOSITIONAL”? —

SOME COMMENTS ON THE NATURE OF LEXIOAL RULES
AS OPPOSED TO SYNTACTIC TRANSFORMATIONS

Barpans FrEDOROWICZ-BACZ

The Juogelloninn Updversily of Crocow

Standard derivation of atéributive adjectives from predicative relative
clauses first proposed in (Chomsky 1957) and later developed by Smith {1961;
1964) has been put into question only recently (see e.g. Levi 1973; Baler
1978; Berman 1974). Earlier voices of the few opponents of this derivation
(notably Winter 1965; Bolinger 1967) have apparently had little effect on the
popular opinion among TG linguists since Chomskyan analysis of attributive
adjectives has remained unaffected for nearly two decades and by many
linguists is still recognized as the only valid description (for relevant stabe-
ments see e. 2. Sussex 1973:111; Kaluza 1975:76).

Counterevidence to the accepted analysis pointed out as early as 1965
(Winter) has been either ignored altogether or considercd in terms of recog-
nized exceptions which can easily be accounted for in a TG by means of & set
of appropriate adjectivizing transformations deriving adjectives in question
from sentential sources other than predicative relative clauses. This opinion
concerned mainly two Iarge groups of attributive adjectives for which no un-
derlying N-be-Adj. structures could be proposed, namely: deadverbial and
denominal adjectives. It was tacitly assumed, though never really worked
out in detail in terms of concrete lists of underlying structures and sets of
appropriate transformations (see Berman 1974:145) that exclusively atiri-
butive deadverbial and denominal adjectives derive from underlying senten-
ces with relevant adverbs and nouns, respectively, and thus, they were dis-
regarded by generative grammarians as easy and uninteresting cases which
did not constitute any danger to the fundamentals of the Standard Theory
as they could be accounted for within the limits of the transformational
grammar, provided appropriate transformations were postalated. The view
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that denominal and deadverbial adjectives are derived from underlying sen-
tences has probably led some transformational grammarians to adopting the
name ‘transpositional adjectives’ as a cover term used in reference to all
adjectives that do not have predicative counterparts.

The view implying a syntactic origin to morphologically derived adjectives
i8 by no means an invention of gencrative grammarians, for already Jesper-
senl {1931) suggested that deadverbial adjectives came from sentences with
adverbs (sce Jespersen’s analysis of ‘shifted subjunct adjuncts’ in MEG. IT:
285 ff.). Marchand (1960) used the epithet “transpositional’® (ie. syntactic) to
deseribe adjectives in NP’s which were merc renderings of grammatical rela-
tions transposed from their underlying sentences (see also Marchand 1966},
In Marchand’s (1966:133) opinion Adj-N phrases are nothing more than
“morphologie combinations which go back to ultimate kernel sentences”
and “a morphologic syntagma is nothing but an explicit syntagma — the
sentence”’. A similar analysis of Polish derived adjectives has been proposed
by Doroszewski, known among polonists as his conception of syntactic inter-
pretation of lexicology (“skladniows interpretacja stowotwérstwa’) (Doro-
szewski 1952:282); examples of syntactic interpretation of Polish derived
adjectives can also be found in Bartnicka (1961:212 - 219).

In this paper the assumption that exclusively attributive adjectives derive
transformationally will be put to quostion on the basis of cross-linguistic
evidence from English and Polish. It will be tentatively suggested that in the,
semantic component these adjectives are present in NP’s in their attributive
position and function, arguments in support of this proposal being founded
on the observed similarity in general characteristics between processes res-
ponsible for their putative derivation and lexieal rules of word-formation.

An sattempt at a transformational account of exclusively attributive
adjectives along the lines of syntactic interpretation involves two main
tasks: first, one has to see whether it is possible to postulate uniform deep struc-
ture sources for NP’s containing attributive adjectives related to adverbs or
nouns, and second, the exact proeess of changing adverbs and nouns into
attributive adjectives needs to he worked out which means formulating rele-
vant transformational rules and specifying conditions under which they may
apply. There appear to be major problems with accomplishing the first task as
attributive adjectives apparently come from highly versified sources depend-
ing not only on the given adjective but also on the kind of noun this adjective
modifies in an NP. What is more, among exclusively attributive adjectives
one can find groups of items for which no sentence sources at all can be pro-
poscd, and which are neither denominal nor deadverbial. The term ‘transposi-
tional adjectives” applied to these items implies a gross oversimplification
gince, by definition, they have no corresponding "N+-be-f Adj® predications.

- By way of examplc one type of such nonpredicate adjectives will be men-

Are exclusively atiributive adjectives stransgpositional’’ ? as

tioned here: namely, adjectives which from the point of view of their semantic
function can be described as “intensifying’. o

Intensifying adjectives belong to the class of adjectives that appear only
in attributive position functioning, in some undefined semantic sense, as
intensifiers of the nouns they modify. The type is encountored both in English
and Polish and in both languages these “intensifying’ adjectives tond to have

negative connotation,® cf,,

(1) He is just « bloody fool (*a fool who is bloody)
[ can’t open the blasted door (*the door is blasted) _
Don’t talk to the stupidfblithering idiot (*the idiot is hlithering)
He is @ lowdown cheat (*a cheat who is lﬂwd{}wn)l ,
(2) 8. On jest po prostu skodiczonyn idiolg {*idiot{a.} l{tér}"]cst ,slmnczcnny}
b. Nie moge otworzyé {tych) preekletych drzws (*drzwi, ktore sg prze-
klete)
c. Bylem ostatnim glupcem, gdy sig 7 toba Zenilem (*glupiec, kifér}' jeezt
ostatni; *ostatnio glupi)
d. Tak wicieklego cymbala dawno nie widzialam (*cymbal, ktory jest
wéciekly)
It is very difficult, if not impossible, to find any pa.raphr?,ses for Adj-N phrases
underlined in {1) and (2). Thus, proposing any sentential S:[}'-LII:CBS to account
for these NP’s transformationally would be a highly artificial af.n‘d* totally
unmotivated undertaking, not to speak of the apparent impossibility of a
uniform transformational handiing of these examples. |

Berman (1974:145) observes that attribusive adjectives that seem to be
related to adverbs constitute the largest group of exceptions to the standard
analysis of attributive adjectives. In this paper 1 shal} discuss ‘0111}: some
aspects of putative transformational derivations of exclusively attributive de-
adverbial adjectives modifying miscellaneous nouns. ‘

Deadverbisl adjectives found in NP’s such as those in (3} appear 1:-0 he
related to adverbs oceurring in predicative constructions such as those in (4)
from which they might be considered to be derived. Morphological st@ctyre
of the head-nouns in (3) does not secm to matter in the task of cs‘t&bl;shmg
the relationship between the adjectives of NP's in (3) and their cognate
adverbs oceurring in the underlying structures of (4), ef,,

(3) a. a potential murderer {*a murderer who is potontial)
b. an absolute idiot (*an idiot who is absolute)
¢. a real danger (*a danger which is real)

i Lt S - STV TN

1 Dr Kasnowski has pointed out to me an oxample of the El_lgllish Nlji uijinus]y
belonging 10 the group under eonsideration, In which the intanslf}-'mg_ adjective hasa
positive implication, of., He i3 a fantasiic sport {“a sport who ig fantastic}.



36 Barbara Fedorowicz-Bacz

d. & true friend (*a friend who is true)

e. & definite improvement (*an improvement, which is definite)
(4} a. He is, potentially, a murdercr

b. He is, absolutely, an idiot

e. It is, really, a danger

d. That is, truly, a friend

¢, That ig, definitely, an improvement

C«:mEaiiclf_j]r*in,,g'v Polish translational cquivalents of the NP’s in (3) it is possible
to distinguish a corresponding group of Polish attributive adjectives related

to adverbs occurring in predicative structure i
dver 8 corresponding to the Engli
predicative structures of (4), cf. : “g e

(5) a. potencjalny morderca, (*morderca, ktéry jest potencjalny)

b. abzolutny idiota, {*idiota, ktéry jest absolutny) )

c. autentyczne niebezpieczenistwo (*niebezpieczenstwo, ktére jest au-

' o tentyczne)

. prawdziwy przyjaciel (t*przyjaciel, ktéry jest prawdziwy)
zdecydowana poprawa (?*poprawa, ktdéra jest zdecydowana)
:].‘0 putencja%niei Jjest morderca — On, potencjalnie, jest morderca
To absolutnie jest idiota — On, absolutnie, jest idiota
To { realnie

rzeczywiscie

(6)

T o o

o

} Jest niebezpieczeristwo — To jest rzeczywidcie

. | | o niebezpieczenstwo,
. 0, naprawde, jest przyjaciel — On naprawde jest przyjacielem
e. To zdecydowanie jest poprawa. |

It can be noticed that adverbs in the Polish examples of (6) do not pattern
congmistently. It seeras to me that they sound hetter when placed before the
copula bg,.rc’ if that copula is stressed. I have placed commas around some D;f the
a.d_verbs‘ In (6) but many seem equally possible without commas though cer-
tainly, intonation (which is marked here by the commas) is a significant factor
often determining the acceptability of these sentences. How it works and n
what way exactly 1t influences the meaning of these sentences are questions
that will not even be speculated about in this paper. For the contrastive
purposes of this study it should be pointed out, however, that whereas English
ady—;:ctwes of the group under discussion are invariably exclusively attri-
butive, some of their Polish equivalents can be used in i)redica,tive position,
{cf. ex.amples 5d, 5e). Another contrastive observation hinges on the question
of lexical productivity in the two languages as exemplified by differences in
the number of adjectives created from adverbs present in ‘the equivalent
underlying structures of English and Polish. English examples in (7) cannot
be rendﬂered by congruent NP's in Polish although their underlying strue-
bures, given in (8) are congruent in both languages, cf.,
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(7) a. aprobable murder — *prawdopodobne morderstwo (but: morderstwo
jest prawdopodobne)

b. the precise service it renders -- *dokladne uslugi jakie wyéwiadoza
athlete } {*przypuszﬂz&lny} { atlets }

G o {murder&r *mozliwy morderca
*widoczny
d. an appatent counterexample — {Uczywisty] kontrprzyklad
pozorny
% ewentn&]n}rl
*pstateczny |
* alktualny ]
f. his actual address — jego (faktyczny | adres
{rzeczywiaty
g. the exact physical characteristics he had divined (Jespersen 1931)
_ * dokladna take charakterystyka fizyczna jaka przewidzial.
(8) a. It was, probably, a murder — Prawdopodolinie bylo to morderstwo.
b. This is, precisely, the service it renders -- To sa, dokiadnie uslugh
jakie wySwiadcza

e. an eventual husband — { malzonek

; ; an athlete Przypuszezalnie] |
0. et possbly, {a. murderer} o {Muiliwn Ze } Jesan
atleta
morderca
widocznie |

wyraznie | kontr-

d. It iz, apparently, a counterexample — Jest to < e S5
> SPP R . oezywiscie{ przyiiad

kpnzomie |
e. He has eventnally become & husband — Ostatecznie zostal mezem
ktycznie | |

_ *fzktﬁa[nia }’ JREPETes

. This is exactly the physical characteristics he has devined —- Jest to

dokladnie taka charvakterystyka fizycena, jaks przewidzial.

Spectal constraints seem to be blocking Adj. Preposing in the Pohish cxamples
of 7a and 7h but I am unable to specify their nature at present. It seems that
they depend on some lexical properfies of nouns merderstwo and wslugi In
Polish since adjectives prawdopodobny and dokladny can freely be used in at-
tributive position when modifying other nouns, e.g. prewdopodobne zaloficzentef
rozwigzanie, dokladne sprawozdanie/plany, etc. Examples Te, 71 would provide
useful material for the practical pedagogical English-Polish grammar since
they are instances of what Lado (1957:83) calls ‘deceptive cognates’, 1.c. lexi-
cal items which are similar in form (and probably the origin, too) but differ
in meaning in two languages thus being a frequent souree of language errors n
foreign language learning. Eventual and actual in 7e and 7f must not be ren-

f. This is, actnally, his address — Jest to {
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dered by the formally “equivalent® Polish adjectives ewentualny and aktualny
which have a different meaning in the lexicon of Polish. Adjectives possible
and apparent from the English examples 5c and 5d cannot be transiated by
means of what are their literal equivalents in Poligh, namely, adjectives moZliwy
and widoczny since the eooceurrence of these adjectives with nouns in Polish
seems to bo restricted to [— human] nouns in the former case, ¢.2. moiliwe
wyjscie z sybuacys, (Enme) mosliwe rozwiqzanie (But: co za niemodliwa dziewczynal),
and [+-concrete] nouns, in the latter case, of. widoczna plamsa. Since the mean-
ing of the adjective widoczny in Polish is not quite the same as the meaning of
the adverb widocznie, which undoubtedly is equivalent to apparently in English,
the fact that it does not occur attributively in (7d) can be cxplained if we as-
sume that widocznie (in the sense of apparently) does not have a cognate adjec-
tive m Polish. Synonymous adjectives oczywisty and pozorny can be used as an
equivalent of apparent in (7d), just as prrypuszczalny may substitute mozliwy
in some cages of attribution to {+human] nouns {see the possibilities in 7c,
7d}. In the case of the Polish examples in (7f) and (7g) Adverb-to-Adj change
does not apply at all because a possible cognate adjective ostateczny cannot mod-
ify [+human] nouns in Polish (cf. oestateczne stowo, ostateczny sqd but *osta-
teczny czlowtek) in the first case (see 7f) and because it would change the mean-
ing of the comparative construction involved in the modification of the noun
charakterystyka in the second case texample 7g). In English, Adv-to-Adj
transformation s apparently possible in structures of comparison but in Polish
it seems to be blocked under such conditions.

Berman (1974:149) makes an interesting observation concerning English
deadverbial adjectives of the type discussed here. Namely, she notices that
whereas NP’s such as those in (3) can occur at various places in a sentence their
underlying adverbs are restricted to predicative position. Consider examples
given in (9) and (10},

(9) a. He made a real contribution
You must come up with o definite alternative
It is necessary to keep ahead of potential rivals (Berman 1974:149)
He gave me the exact reason for your absence
I don’t know his actual housewife
. * He made, really, a contribution — He really made a contribution
* You must come up with, definitely, an alternative # You must
definitely come up with an alternative
- ¥ It’s necessary to keep ahead of, potentially, rivals # * It’s neces-
sary to, potentially, kecp ahead of rivals
d. * He gave me, exactly, the reason of your absence # ?He exactly
gave me the reason of your abscnce
¢. * Idon’t know, actually, his housewife % I don’t actually know his
housewife

{10)

T e PR TR
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If the adverbs in question were placed near thelmain verbs of the s%ntencea. in
(10) these sentences might become grammatical in some cases but their mwa-aﬂ:‘ux}tg;l
would differ from the meaning of the relevant examples in (9) as they wuu1

modify the verbs instead of the nouns in question, It scems Fha.t .the only pos-
aible sources of the underlined NP’s in (9) would be something like,

(11) a. what was, really, a eontributrio‘n

b. what is, definitely, an alternative

c. those, who are, potentially, rivals

d. what was, exactly, the reason

e. one who actually is Lis housewife | |
The same observation applies to the Polish NP’s cn:.mta,ining dea:dverbml adﬂ oe-
tives of the type under discussion. Their underl.yfng &dv?rbs in Jahefpliféa. ive
gource sentence are restricted to predicative pDS.lt_IDIl. Object }'ﬂP 8 0 (3 -}r ;;e
semantically different from the constructions Wl‘!ﬂh adverbs given in (1 }; The
underlined NP’s from {12) seer to have been derived from the relative clauses

suggested in (14}. .
(12) & Nie bedziemy uwzgledniad oazywtstyck pomylek
b. Nalezy podja¢ konkreing decyzje
¢. Nie znam jego faktycanego nazwiskae
d. Liczymy na pewny sukces | -
{13) a. Nie i@dziem_y, oczywiscie, uwzgledniad pomylek # * Nie bedziemy
uwzgledniad, oczywidcie, pomyle_k
b. Nalezy konkretnie podja¢ decyzje ;é
* Nalezy podjaé, konkretnie, desyzje
¢. Faktycznie nie znam jego nazwiska #
#* Nie znam jego, faktycznie, nazwiska
d. Na pewno liczymy na sukeces #
? Liczymy na sukees na pewno
(14) a. to, co oczywiscie jest pomylka '
b. cog, co konkretnic {juz) bedzie decyzja
¢. to, co faktyeznie jest jego nazwiskiem
d. coé, co na pewno bedzie sukcesem o
The observation that adverbs underlying cert.a.%n attribative a(it]t:ut;vea Ei
restricted to predicative position in the underlying sentenﬂeis;:rjmi t-gbzzivf
out an important insight concerning the nature {}f_ exlel..mne y & fﬂ Lo
adjectives related to adverbs. An attempt at formulating if in terms of a si1g

' ' ; Ve
ficant generalization prior to & putative transformational rule, however, giv

‘rise to a whole series of problems. - |
First of all, in Knglish as well as in Polish 1t1s not the case tha,’r: HBPIEFT
with adverbs such as those in (4) and (6) must have corresponding }-

congtructions. E.g. adverbs in the predicative senbences of (15) are morpholo
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gically related to the relevant adjectives in (16) but they cannot be treated ag

their underlying sources, because of the obvi : _
J vio :
tween (15) and (16), cf. us differences in meaning be-

{15) a. That is, basically, g mistake; Zasadniczo, Jjest to blad
b. It was, definitely, a man; To, stanowezo, byt czlowiek
(16) a. That is a basic mistake ; Jest to zasadniczy blad
b. It was a definite man: To byl stanowczy czlowiek

Secondly, the constraints on Adverb S0l b
1 : tb-to-Adj shift depend both th
mmvolved and on the noun to be modified, of., - AR SSlverl

(17} a. truly an improvement # * g true Improvemens
b. truly a friend = a true friend
¢. definitely an improvement = g definite improvement
d. definitely a friend = * 5 definite friend
(18) a. naprawde popraws £ 7 * prawdziwa poprawsa
b. naprawde przyjaciel = prawdziwy przyjaciel
e. zdecydowanie popraws — zdecydowans poprawa
| d. zdecydowanie przyjaciel = * zdecydowany przyjaciel
Thirdly, there are examples of NP’s containing deadverbial adjectives which are
nﬂot related to constructions with torresponding adverbs in predicative posi-
an b}lt appear to come from sentences with higher adverbs, i.e, from gent-nlsmess
m which the cﬂrr_eapondjng_ adverbs modify deleted declarative verbs imi_‘:lied
by the peﬂomatlve analysis. Underlined NP’s in the Polish exam ples of (19)
z{;eai ;?za;‘tléa.ll)lfr c];‘:’l&.ted to the sentences in (20) rather than to the predicative
(19) a. P*rzer;i?@my Polak chodzi do teatru dws razy w roku.
b. Co tr:?eci statystyczny obywatel posiads telewizor,
(20} a. Przecietnic (rzecz uymujac), Polak chodzi do tcatru dws razy w roku

b. Staty.stycznie (rzecz ujmujac/patrzae) eo trzeci obywatel posiada
telewizor. |

(21) a. * Polak, kidry Jest przecietny
* Ten, kto przecigtnie jest Polakiem
b. Co trzeci obywatel, ktéry jest statystyczny

¢ * Ten, kto/ktéry statystyeznie jest co trzecim obvwatelem
.Fourthly, even the generalization concerning the impossjbi]it£ of placing ad
verbs underlying deadverbial attributive adjectives in positions ot-he?* 1;h.a,1%r th ’
one after the copula be is not without exceptions. E. g. The Polish object NP is
(22} seems to me to be more related to the construetion in (23) with the corres-
ponding adverb modifying the main verb rather than to the putative sour;':-e
sentences in (24) with this adverh in predicative position, of
(22) Widad wyraing poprawe | S
{23) WyraZznie widad¢ poprawe
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(24) a. ! Widaé {Egé} eo wyraZnie jest poprawa

b. Widaé, Ze wyrainie jesf poprawa

Considering the numerous problems posed by the idiosyncrasies of the data
examined here it might be concluded that postulating a syntactic description
of attributive deadverbial adjectives in terms of a set of Adv-to-Adj transfor-
mations would he an extremely difficult and uneconomical undertaking since
the number of constraints required for such rules, assuming that they can be
formulated, seems to outweigh the value of possible generalizations these rules
might capture.

N¥’s containing deadverbial adjectives can be classified into many types
from the point of view of the kind of noun these adjectives are used to modify,
and various other aspects of these adiectives cguld still be considered contrasti-
vely. Yet, an cxamination of relevant examples invariably points out one fact;
that there are no uniform sentence sources for these adjectives as exceptions to
the suggested generalizations can be found in the case of nearly every type.
The same conclusion applies to English and Polish denominal adjectives in
NP’s which have often been described as having sentential origin (for discus-
sion see Lees 1960; Fedorowicz-Bacz 1974). As can be easily noticed it is not the
case that simple sentences eontaining nouns in various functions are convert-
ible into relevant Adj-N constructions even if corresponding denominal adjec-
tives are available in the lexicons of English or Polish. E.g. although we have
they study medicine—medical students ov the sun gives energy —solar energy
in English and delegaci sq z Warszawy —deleguct warszawsey or film pokazuje
historie — film historyczny in Polish, we do not have e.g. they hope for promotion+»
* promotional hopes; they study history-o* historical students nor praca dolyczy
untwersytetu (opisuge go)+> * praca wniwersylecke or oni shuiq ojczyinic+s
* sluzba ojezyzniana, ete. Besides, 1t is entirely unpredictable what suffix 4 given
noun converted into a surface adjective will take, not even whether it will con-
vert into an adjcotive at all. 2

It seems that a theory deriving Adj-N collocations from underlying sen-
tential (or phrasal) sources will have to be provided with a special filtering
deviee to check all combinations produced by appropriate transformational

? The following quotation from Bolinger (1967:31} illustrates the point quite clearly:
“Therc seemms to be no good reason, for example, why Civil War had noun-| neun Dndon
Forces on one side and adjH noun Confederate Forces on the other, or sny reason Losides
spooch level why a man with a tin hat uses construction matersuls while one with o cap
and gown, uses snstructional materials — word-formution is a transformational wilderoess.
We may say o medical man for ‘a doctor’ but not *a dental man nor *a swrgicel nan
for ‘s dentist’ and ‘a surgeon’, Wo koep o dental appointment and o medical appointnent
with a dentist and a doctor, but not an®* electrical appoiniment with an eloctrician. Thero
are legal minds i the law but not *Botaniced minds among botanists™,
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processes against the list of Adj-N collocations really found in a given langunage
in order to filter out combinations that are not used. In terms of the TG the-
ory a filtering device so conceived would mean a specification of a number of
appropriate conditions on either the surface Adj-N collocations, sirailar to Perl-
mutter’s (1971) surface structure constraints or on particular adjectivizing
transformations (as conditions on transformations — see e.g. Chomsky 1971).
Since an inventory of Adj-N combinations acceptable in a given language will
be needed in any case, and it cannot bo supplied without consulting the inven-
tory of Adj-N expressions in the vocabulary of & competent language user,
introducing & complicated theoretical apparatus in order to account for relevant
NP’s seems a fairly uneconomical undertaking. A derivation of Adj-N phrases
restricted by the acceptability constraints applicable only on the surface and
conditioned pragmatically by the actual appearance of relevant Adj-N com-
binations in the language strikingly resembles conditions characterizing lexical
processes of word-formation in that the products of both have to be checked
against a list of existent items. In word-formation processes such ¢.g. compound-
ing, a lexical derivation from underlying sentential sources has been gencrally
accepted (see e.g. Lees 1960; also Nowakowski 1974) and it was assumed that
all results of the derivational procedures applied there would have to be checked
against the list of actual compounds given in the lexicon. ‘

Morphoiogical idiosynerasies and the lgek of uniform decp structure sour-
ces, as well as the necessity of involving a complicated theoretical apparatus
that would still have to rely on the information provided by the vocabulary
of a competent user of a language cast serious doubts on the assumption con-
cerning transformational derivation of exclusively attributive adjectives.
Similarity of conditions characterizing derivation of Adj-N phrases and some
processes of word-formation (e.g. compounding} suggests that the analysis
of rclevant Ad)-IN phrases might be considered as a lexical process. In order
to determine the character of derivations responsible for NP’s containing ex-
clusively attributive adjcctives a clear-cut differentistion between syntactic
(i.c. transformational) and lexical processes has to be established and a gencral
characteristics of lexical rules as opposed to the syntactic ones needs to be
given. The status of lexical rnles is not yet established as no complete theory
of the lexicon exists in the transformational grammar at present.®

% Nov much has been writton on the nature of the transformational gramimar lexi-
con. The most prominent positions goom to be the two works by Grubor {1965; 1967)
apart fromm Chomsky (E970), Papers and arcieles relating to the structure of the lexicon
have boen mostly concerned with the plaece of loxteal insertion in the TG model and the
decomnponential analysis of cortain. loxical itemng (mainly verbs) — see o. g. MceCawley
{10868). Postal {1972), Filinore (1968}, Bolhinger {1971) and the definiiion of the term
‘related loxical entry” — Gi'&;en{lgﬂ!}], Beciker Makkai (1969), McCawley (1868s). In-
dependunt studies of loxis are eonducted in Great Britamn with an extensive application,
of tho so-called “tochnique of collocation’ — see e. g. Halliday (1966) and Sinelair (1966),
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Bolinger (1967) assumes the existence of two distinet types of trarusﬁ:}rmta-
tions: ‘syntactical’ and lexical, which from the point of view of some essential
differences in their respective characteristics should be kept separate 1n a gram-
mar (see especially Belinger’s (1967) footnote 6 on page 7 where, among others,
he savs: “Lexical transformations and syntactical transformations, I think
belom; at different places in a grammar™). His statement of the differences be-
tween the two types of rules comes to observing that “lexical coinages” (by
which he nnderstands products of lexical transformations) are “tied to a time
and a place” unlike “free-flowing syntactical transformations that move as
smoothly in one direction as in the other™.

To illustrate the differences between “syntactical’ and lexical transformas-
tions he juxtaposes the regular Passive transformation with the set of rules in-
volved in the derivation of English prenominal modifiers in -tng and -ed ap-
pearing in attributive pesition with or without object complements, producing
NP’s such as: & slow-walking man and o mortifying remark from the man walks
slow and the remark mortified John (1967:6 - 7) and observes that while any
new verb found in a Subject-Verb-Object structure can casily shift into Pas-
sive without any danger as to the acceptability of the resultant sentence (e.g.
They napalmed the village—the village was napalmed), the great majority of
predieations representing the ‘man-walks-slow” type “are not transposable to
attributive position” (ibid.) as shown in examples of (25) and (26):

(25) a. — the man walks slow —a slow-walking man

— the girl loves home —a home-loving girl (with a possibility for
the predicative use, of: the girl is home-
loving)

— the child behaves badly —an ill-behaved child (also: the child

ig ill-hehaved)
h. - the vision scared X —a scary vision®
— the remark flattened X —a flattening remark
_ the experience shattered X —a shattering expericnce

(26) a. — The secrefary erases mistakes+>* a mistake-erasing secretary +#
* the secretary is mistake eras-
ng

» _ the wife wakes her hushand+* a husband-waking wife

*the wife is husband waking

t Seary and deceptive stand lor scaring and deceiving Lisies, Boe Clmmsk}’.{iﬂ_ﬁﬁ:
277) in this eontext. As oxamples in (25b) show. howovor, homsky s goneralization
that vorbs hving the syntactic features [4-[ | Abstract]... — .. [ - Aninata]], i.e._, ‘L'{'.'-I‘bﬂ
allowing abstract subjects and animate objocts, srein rvariably to havoe an adjectival
uso, has counterexamples. (Sec also Bolinger 1967:7).
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but: — the man hates women—a woman hating man # * the man is
woman hating
b. — the remark angered X++ * an angering remark
— the experience broke X->* a breaking experience
and: — the remark affected X++an affecting remark (“causing {perhaps

angered him) pity”)
(because of the different semantic features on the underlying Verb and the cor-
responding -ing participial adjective) (see Bolinger 1967:7).
Corresponding rules that might be proposed in order to account for equivalent
NP’s in Polish will also have the characteristics of lexical processes rather than
that of syntactic transformations proper since their outputs like the outputs
of the relevant derivations in English will have to be checked against the list
of modifier-Noun collocations actually encountered in the language. of

>
(27) a. — profesor nie cierpt kobiet —nie cierpigey kobiet profesor
— kolejka jezdzi wolno »wolno jezdzacs kolejka (‘ciucheia’)
— dziewezyna tanczy na linie —tariczaca na linie dziewezyna (“tan-
- cerka na linie’)
— pomoe domowa dochedzi do pracy —dochodzaca pomoe domo-
wa (‘dochodzaca’)
— uezenn dojezdzajacy do szkoly »dojezdiajacy uezen (“dojeidza-
facy’)
b. - ohraz przerazit X'a—przerazajacy obraz
— uwaga pochlebita X’owi - pochlebiajaca uw&ga( i )
="\ pochlebna
— scena wzruszyla X'a »wzruszajaca scena
— ciezar przytlaczal X'a —przytlaczajacy ciezar
— przezycie zalamalo X'a-—-zalamujace preezycic
(28) a. -- sekretarka wymazuje bledy-+* wymazujaca bledy sekretarka
- — zona budzi meza+* budzaca meza Zona
— ma# chodzi do kina+* ? chodzacy do kina maz
— praca zadowolita recenzentdw-+* ? zadawalajaca praca
— nwags rozzlodeila X'a —* rozzlaszezajaca uwaga
{powadzcnie} . . X 'arospuszezajace picniadze (powo-
— . . rozpuscily .
plenigdze dzenie)
Structures given in sentences of (25) and (27) have corresponding NP’s which
may be described as products of relevant adjectivizing rules yvet sentences of
(26) and (28) do not coin lexical expressions of the Adj-N form. Thus, adjecti-
vizing processes noted above cannot be deseribed as syntactic transformations
since they do not produce grammatical results in all cases, the grammaticality
of their putputs being dependent on the existence of a relevant Adjective-N
collocation established in the given language.
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Kurylowicz (1969:27) observes that complicated lexical processes can be
analysed as processes implying transformations and that lexical processes
implying transformations (similar to the typical syntactic T’s in that they
derive lexical items from underlying sentences) include mainly those in which a
change in the syntactic category of part of speech is observed. In his opinion
lexical transformations constitute the core of lexicology and as instances of
lexical (i.e. semantic) transformations he quotes the following processes (with
“—"" representing a syntactic T and “}” designating a lexical T):

(29) a. derivation of the Polish verb zieleni¢ sie (to be green) from the
adjective zielony (green)

zielony —~ l iest zielony
zielens sie
b. derivation of the Polish adjectives; zapiekly, opuchly from v erbs
zapiec, opuchngé, respectively:

2apLec — \[ zapieczony; opuchnqc --| opuchniety
zapiekly b opuchly

¢. derivation of the Polish compound adjectives: sodrooki, stwobrody
from relevant adj-N phrases:

modre oczy -+ o modrych oezach
v modrooki

stwa broda — | z siwa broda
v stwobrody

In Gruber’s (1967) conception of translational lexicon processes traditional-
Iy referred to as morphological derivation and conversion are described in terms
of transformational rules of affixal and non-affixal word-extension, which, as
he demonstrates, belong to the lexicon (sce Gruber (1967:115) for transforma-
ttonal derivation of some causative verbs in English). Gruber claims that word-
extension, whether productive or non-productive, affixal or non-affixal, should
be treated in the lexicon, not in the transformational component of the gratn-
mar. In his conception, relevant substitutions and structural changes should
not be caused by means of rules operating after items had been attached to the
derived tree, but should oceur in the course of the process of lexical attachment,
Lexical entries should have underl ying categorical trees rather than unstructur-
ed feature matrices for lexical environment (1967:36, 37) and they should be
able to indicate how the underlying base tree ean be restructured while beconi-
ing a tree terminating in phonological matrices (1967:115).

Berman (1974:185) peints out another property of lexical processes by
observing that “it is s well-recognized fact in diachronie linguistics that lexieal
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items formed by even such productive rules as -er nominalization typically move
away from the generalized meaning of their “source’ to a more idiomatic, nar-
rower, meaning’’. She quotes a Hungarian verb dltet, literally meaning: cause-
to-sit from #l-(sit), actuslly used in the meaning of o plant (crops, trees ... ete.),
as an example of a derived verb whose meaning is totally unrecoverable from
the meaning suggested by the morphological structure. The equivalent Po-
lish, verb: zasadzic (posadzid) can also he quoted here as an instance of an out-
put of a word-extension transformation applied to siedzeec which has adopted a
narrower meaning of plant (c.g. trees, bushes, lettuce, etc.), if posadzic is analysed
as derived from siedzieé in appropriate structures: spowodowad, Zeby siedzialo
or spowoedowac, ie siedzi or spowodowad stedzenie by relevant causative trans-
formations. Vartous propertics distinguishing processes discussed here as ‘lexi-
cal’ from the processes describable in term of classical transformations such as
the Passive T, indicate that a theory of lexicon specifying types and number of
lexical rules (transformations) is badly needed within the generative grammar.

A tentative list of features characterizing lexical processcs as different from

classical syntactic transformations can be formulated as follows:

{a)} Syntactic rules {or syntactic transformations) describe syntactic processes
in the transformational component of the grammar whereas lexical rules
(or lexical transformations) describe processes in the lexicon (predominantly
word-formation processes), and thus belong properly to the lexicon.

(b) Syntactic transformations result in sentences whereas lexical fransforma-
tions form lexical elements (words or phraﬂea}.

(¢) Outputs of lexical rules have to be checked against a list of existing Jexical
items. In other words, the “grammaticality”’ of the output of a lexical rule
depends, in part, on the presence of a word or phrase that matches that
output in the lexicon.

(d) Lexical transformations frequently involve a change of the syntactic part-
of-speceh category of the items involved.

(e) There is no morphological regularity in lexical processes whereas outputs
of syntactic transformations that introduce new morphemes (e.g. Agree-
ment T, Passive T and others of the group called “cosmetic transforma.-
tions’ by Krzeszowski (1974) are practically exceptionless.

(f} Outputs of word-formation rules have a tendency to grow (see the results
of productive affixal or non-sffixal word-extention transformations} and
change (e.g. by narrowing the meaning) while outputs of syntactic trans-
formations do not change meanings that casily.

(z) While syntactic transformations operate in terms of recognized structural
relations such as Subject-of, Object-of, ete. {e.g. the formulation of Raising-
Transformation depends on the notion of grammatical subject) structural

* This point is made quite effcctively in Berman (1974:187).
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information of this type is largely irrelevant for lexical rules {e.g. nominal
compounds as well as A-N phrases containing denominal adjcctives can
be analysed in terms of syntaco-semantic case relations or in terms of
Gruber’s and Jackendoff’s thematic relations, not necessarily in terms of
corresponding sentence structures),

Since derivations proposed here for NP’s with exclusively attributive deno-
minsl and deadverbial adjectives can be characterized in terms of the proper-
ties typical of lexical rules, enumerated in points (b}, (¢}, (d), {e), and (g) above,
they will have to be classified as lexical rather than syntactic (i.e. transforma-
tional) and in view of the evidence presented the assumption that exclusively

attributive adjectives are derived transformationally {i.e. by postlexical trars-
formations) cannot be maintained.
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