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English nominal compounds and their Polish equivalents
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0.1.

'This paper belongs to the domain of lexico-semantic studics, I shall dis-
cuss here certain aspects of the relationship between English and Polish
nominals, taking English nominal compounds and their Polish cquivalents
as the starting point for my discussion. The choice has been dictated by two
factors:

a) nominal compounds are present in both languages, the two construc-
tions being often congruent?,

b) sentential origin of English compounds seems to be well established
{cf. Lees 1960, 1970a, 1970b), while any attempt at making other types of
nominals our point of departure would lead into a number of controversial
issues (c.g. of. Chomsky 1970 and references there; in case derived nominals
are taken into consideration).

Since I am interested in nominals from the viewpoint of primarily lexical
studics, nothing will be said here about such extra-lexical formations as rela-
tive clauses, gerundives, infinitives, complements and guotative material
of various provenancec.

T A list of congruent constructions would include:

a) loan translations and borrowings: o.g.: redskin “czerwonoskdry™, blockhouse
“blokhauz (through German, but of. OED “apparcontly earlier in English'™); motoreyele
“moloeykl”, blooddonor “krwiodawea (probably commaon origin). Bluebeard “Sinohrody”,
ote,

b} forms of which no sommeon origin could ho ascertained: e.g.: lenglerm “dlugoter-
mmowy”’, longhatr “dlugowloay”, half-circle “polkole’ selfportrait “autoportret”, seiflove
“samolubstwo’, wunipolar “jednobicgunowy”, waiertight ‘‘wodoszezelny”, waterfall
“wodospad”, gasmeter *‘gazomierz”’, woodeut “drzeworyt”.
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In this paper I would like to suggest that contrastive lexical studies?2
might be considerably facilitated if the following four hypotheses were cor-
rect. The hypotheses are:

1. ALL NOMINALS at some level of representation are structurally
complex items and may be thought of as reflexes of underlying structures
congisting of predicates and arguments;

2. ALL NOMINALS are preformed in the course of the nominalization
process BEFORE they are inserted into trees;

3. native speakers’ knowledge of nominals includes among others their
knowledge of two types of properties which they are able to aseribe to both
the ready-made (=gencrated) nominals and to referential indices (in the
underlying structures of complex nominals; of. hyp. 1 above); these proper-
ties are: a)field properties (operating in terms of generality-specificity mark-
ings}, b) “role” propertics;

4. in addition to nominalization transformations there should be posited
in the Jexicon a set of (probably) universal lexical redundancy rules, ie.,
operations which specify: a. role recategorization range, and b. field recat-
egorization range. The two operations are comparable to what has been
known as “‘metaphorization processes” (in the broadest possible sense of
the term “‘metaphor’).

1.1.

To claborate and illustrate what is meant by the above hypotheses it
will be most convenient to start with hyp. 3. It has been assumed that native
speakers are capable of attaching te theindexical argument the derived nom-
inal (and possibly to some of the semantic primitives from which the nom-
inals are derived) speecific semanto-functional “roles”, so that each nominal
has one PRIMARY role and may have (to be specified by the role-recat-
egorization rules}one or more secondary roles having, however, never more
than one role for one derivation®. Thus, it seems that native speakers would
mark nominals like e.g.: fork, pistol, shotgun, lighter, or washing machine
etc., as primarily - Instrumental; time, day, afternoon, Middle Ages would
be marked as-+Temporal; fleld, assembly plant, doctor’s office, hermitage, brew-
ery -+ Locative; boy, teacher, servant, brewster, car thief, poet, and pickpocket
would be primarily 4+ Agentive. It is also possible that + Objective, as well

* Contrastive lexical studies may be of two types: a. semantosyntactic studies, b.
inveatigation of field properties. This paper deals exclusively with a-typc studies. A very
good example of h-type analysis is Hartmann (1973).

3 Thus, I have implicitly accepted here Weinreich's notion of lexieal item, i.e.,
one form — one meaning unit (cf. also McCawley 1968).
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as -+Source and +Goal might be included among the primary roles—the
first to account for such forms as K. drafice, employee, or P. odlamek *‘hit,
fragment”’, jadlo “foodstuff (lit. “smth. to be eaten”)”, najmimorda “counsel
for the defence’, or lukocie “sweets”’. The two other roles could be assigned
to forms like Church, Heaven, school (+Goal), and mine, treewell (--Source).
It seems that both +Source and +Goal may be reinterpreted as + Locative
and (as all other roles} as +Neutral—the latter being an unmarked role
different from --Objective.

1.1.1.

The proposal put forth is similar to Fillmore's ('ase Grammar in the senso
that roles discussed above are algo meant *“‘to identify the underlying syn-
tactic-semantic relationship (...} whether through affixation, suppletion,
use of clitic particles, or constraints on word order” (Fillmore 1968:21).
Tt differs from Fillmore’s grammar in that I do not think that “cases” are
assignable ONLY IF a given specific verb requires them in its frame. Roles
seem to he both predicate-determiners AND predicate-determined with

- various degrees of susceptibility to the determinative function. --Neuter

(by definition), 4 Objective and +Agentive (in this order) seem 1o come
closest to the typical predicate-dependent role, which hecomes evident as
soon as nominals marked primarily with these cases are inserted into larger
constructions (phrases, clauses, sentences). And vet in view of the fact that
ALL roles may be recategorized and often no (surface) sentence frame is
necessary for the native speaker to predict such recategorization, claim 1
below seems as plausible as the rival claim 2:

1: given a predicate with its case frame, the native speaker is capable
of assigning to the predicate the proper arguments (role unmarked arguments
are listed in a Dictionary),

2: given two (possibly more) role-specified arguments, the native speaker
is capable of specifying their predicate.

It is claim 2 that will be defended here for two resons. First, it allows a unt-
form treatment of both abstract and non-abstract predicates and argu-
ments?. Secondly, one may hope to explain within a framework of this type
some collocational properties of nominals (j.e., why certain nominals neces-

i Abstraet arguments may be thought of as referential indieces (‘‘cornceptual enti-
tics which individual speakers create in interpreting their experiences™) mon-abstract
arguments being NP’s. Abstract predicates correspond to what has been referred to as
“atomic predicates” by the generative semanticists, they are often equivalent to logical
predicates {*‘not’’, “be a part of”’, *be ineluded in”’, “and”, “but’, etc.). Non-abatract
predicates are verbs, prepositions, certein adjectives, and derivational suffixes of certain

types.
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sarily collocate with coertain predicates, e.g. dogs bark, horses neigh., etc., and
also why certain +Agentives cooceur with certain -+ Instruments).

A possibility was mentioned for speakers to be able to recategorize ar-
guments without frame extension. Here are some examples of such redun-
daney rules:

a) + Locative//--Source: mine, well, sea, spring, ete,

b) +Temporal// 4 Locative: war, battle, moon, play, ete.

c) +Agentive//+ Instrumental: kisser, opener, sender, ete.

d) The reification process (cf. MeCawley 1968:130-132) may also be
thought of as a type of case reassignment operation: e.g,

John weighs 200 pounds (+ Agentive®.-—— |- Neuter)

John’s dissertation is lying on the piano (4 Result? -~ -+ Neuter)

In some cases the reassignment is related in as yet unclear way to the
topicalization operation (in the sense: “promotion of semantic material”).
Fillmore’s subject formation rules seem to fall within the range of this type
of phenomena.

Compare, for instance, the attested English compounds with the hypo-
thetical ones:

Attested: (Lees 1970b) Hympothetical:
I:'Il {4+ Ob actlve) +N2{ + Inetrument) Nz +N1{ + Goal}
{ -} Hource}

cough s,rup syrup cough
fly paper paper fly®

chastity belt belt chastity
coke machine machine coke

water pistol pistol water

1.2,

By field properties I mean an indexical (possibly numerical) specification
of nominals, so that each noun N, in the lexicon presupposcs that there is
at least one noun N ; more general than N, and at Jeast one noun N, _, more
specific than NI Thus, it is assumed that the speaker-listnener “marks”,
for example, the item weapon as more general (within a particular field) than
gun, which in turn is more general than firearm and pistol respectively. Such

b It is assumed in this paper that Properinumss Nouns will have +Agentive
as their primary role,

¢ In some cases I would assign a different role from Lees’ Objectives and Instru-
mentals. Such decision, however, would not influence ray conclusions since what I try
te show here is that topicalization entails role recategorization and not that it changes
any #pecific role into some other specific role.
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specification is necessary to properly identify the set-theoretical relation
of proper inclusion of the two arguments in c.g.: pethway, palmiree, trowtfish,
marriage relationship, or foodstuff (cf. 2.2. below). In case the condition put
forth above is not fulfilled (i.e., the lexicon lacks a particular N, ., or N, _,)
the more general or more specific nominal will be created in the process of
morpho-syntactic nominalization (the black pistol over there) or a field recategor-
ization takes place {(a thing, an instrument). With a hypothesis of this form
one might try to account for the fact that items like object, thing, stuff, enstru-
ment, person are felt to be “related” to some other nominals, or the fact that
diminutives, augmentatives and adjectival, genitival or prepositional phrases
often correspond to one another. It is not clear whether referential indices
could be marked with respect to their generality-specificity properties. In-
tuitively, one would have to reject this possibility. As a result, one would
have to postulate two distinet types of operations resulting in nominals:
those having ready-made nominals as their arguments (of. 2.2.—linking
processes) and thosc operating in terms of indiecs (non-linking processes}.
In consequence the relation of inalicnable possession and such relations as
“part of”, “type of”, “sort of”’ would be relations between two names and
not two distinet conceptual entities. This paper leaves this guestion open
since it bears no direct influence on what follows?.

1.3.

The four hypotheses entail two assumptions which seem to be acceptable
within both Chomsky’s 1870 framework and generative semanticists’ approach.
Namely, it is assumed that: a. the number of nominals 1s infinite, and b.
that any phonologicaily possible word or sequence of words may be domi-
nated by an NP node (ot its cquivalent S, NP-nades, a referential index, ete.)
at Sﬂnvanint of the derivation (as a result of some nominalization transform-
ation, the “‘guotation-nominal formation™ included). |

Evidence supporting the hypothescs has been taken from current dis-
cussions in theoretical linguistics (cf. ¢.g. Chomsky 1970; Bach 1968; McCawley
1968, 1970; and Karttunen 1968, 1970) as well as from studies of lexical
intertranslatibility® or historical linguistics. From historical linguistics I
have accopted Rozwadowski’s assumption (Rozwadowski 1904) that semantic

* When the paper was proscnted ab the 6th International Polish-English contrastivo
conference in Kazimierz (April 24-27, 1974) my attention has been drawn to the corm-
plexity of the problem by Dr W. Browne (of Zagrch) and T. P _K.rzeszowskl {of
1.6d%). I would like to thank them for their comments which resulted in changes made
in gection 1.2. :

8 Clontragtive lexical studies of type a. {of. note 1) have been carTled out for some
time as studies of lexical intertranslatibility (ef. Binnick 1370).
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changes and semantic processes operating in “living” languages arve subject
to the same set of rules and, specifically, that every noun (i the IE family
of languages) may be reduced to s binary structure if semunto-gyntactic,
morphological and historical aspects of the item are simultaneously taken
Into consideration. Furthermore, syntactic word groups, ﬂompnunda,ﬁ@riv&d
nominals and reot formations are but stages in language history and any
decision made with respect to one class of nominals (for instance, cnmpmmd.;)
will have to crucially bear on treatment of all other clagses. If a linguistic
theory aims at giving accounts of typical situations and not exceptinné (and
for most IE languages rool forms are rather exception than rule), the theory
will have to take note of such facts?, h

2.0,

Difficultics English grammarians have had with finding an unequivocal
criterion for the English compound are well known, so instead of repeating
various arguments of e.g. Bloomfield (1933 : 227 ff.) Jespersen (L9ﬁ5:134—.142j
and Lees (1960: 113127, 180-185) I shall limit my English examples to such
rtems which have been accepted as bona fide compounds in one of the three
above mentioned monographs.

In Polish truc compounds are relatively easy to distinguish from syntactic
groups but the space between the syntactic group and the compound encom-
passes a par of complex units different from both compounds and groups.
These are the so-called juxtapositions and coneretions®, This four way split
of complex nominals points to the fact that in addition to phonological and
semantic criteria Polish grammarians conld make much tnore extensive use
ot inflectional and word positional evidence than their Enulish collessues,
Fornlly, the four units may be differentiated as follows:

A. Compounds consist of two units of which at least one has morphological
form different from the form it would have in isolation (in the dictionary)
or i « free syntactic group. Typically, the first member of a nominal
compound represents 2 nominal or adjectival stem extended with the
vowael -0, or w verbal stem extended with -7, ¢.u groszoroh money-grubber
rudobrody “red-hearded”, golibroda “barber”. Their scecond member in niost
cases 15 2 noun of a form identical to the one it shows in isolation, thougeh
it may also represent a deverbal or denominal stem (as in stogldw - :gh}uﬁ“
& hundred-headed (monster)?”, diugouch : . ueho, o oo Clong-cared one”

* My paper owes (o Romwadowski (1904) nnweh inore than the evideneo LIAEERIIT 1
the scction. Basieally, T follow most of the insights presented 1o his inonograph.
" The terms have been given as equivalents of Polish: zestawienio and zrosty re-

spectively i Golab. 2. et al. (1068},
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ludojad : . jadady,,, “man-easter”). The first member of the true com-

pound is indeclinable.

B. Concretions like compounds are united by a penultimate stress (strong)

and specificd {cf. Jespersen 1963) meanings, but unlike the former show
government and agrecment typical of syntactic groups. Permutation
of their members (mcaning preserved) ig possible, in which case there is
no morphological modification of their structure though the new formation
is stressed like a syntactic group, Declination of both members is highly
irregular and there seems to be a marked tendency to make the first member
indeclinable. Examples: sztukamigsia) “boiled beef” (indechin.}, wniebo-
wziecte Assumption”, Wicdkanoc “Easter”, widzimiste “whim™ (indeel.),
psiakrew “‘scoundrel” {both members may be declined}. |

C. Juwxtapositions are united by highly specialized meaning and reference.
Normally no permutation of their members is possible, Both members
are declinable and both are fully stressed. E.g.: Boe Narodzenie “Christmas’™
Bolestaw Chrobry “B. the Brave”, maszyna do szycie “‘sewing machine™.

D. Free syntactic growps are word groups which show no characteristic fea-
tures of A, B, and C.

2.1.

When 1 said that compounds may be congruent in the two languages,
I meant congruent in the sense of Marton (1968:56), 1.c.

If & Polish sentenece or phrase consists of A, B, C, in this order and the
English cquivalent sentence or phrase consists of A’, B, C’ in this order,
then they are congruent if cach of the pairs A :: A, B : : B’, C:: (U consists
of equivalent items belonging to the same word class and having the same
syntactic function In each of the sentences. _

On closer examination, however, onc has to come to the conclusion that
over 90%, of linglish compounds and « very large number of nommal pheases
which are not compounded will not be congidered congruent to their Polish
cquivalents. Thus, English nominal compounds have their equivalents n:

u) Polish adjectival phrases (udjectives ave invariably denoninal):
millstone @ : kamien mlynski
wood alecohol @ : alkoho! drzewny
gunpowder :: proch armatni
car mechanic @ : mechanik samochodowy
milk bar :: bar micezny
police dog :: pies policyjny

bh) Pobish genitival phrases
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ecarthquake :: trzesienie ziemi
car thief :: zlodziej samochoddw
mad house : : dom wariatow
Iron Age :: epoka Zelaza

heart failure : . zawal serca

c) Polish prepositional phrases
chewing gum :: guma do zZucia
washing machine : : maszyna do prania {=pralka, pralnicza)
nosebleed : : krwawienie z nosa
baking powder :: proszek do pieczenia
shaving eream :: krem do golenis
d) Polish derived nominals
rattlesnake :: grzechotnik

chimneysweop : : kominiars
windnull : : wiatrak
darkroom : : ¢iemnia
silkworm : : jedwabnik

air rifle : : watrédwkas

Now, in view of these data and given the fact that nominal phrases ate
crucial in ease contrastive studies arc to have practical applications, one has
to modify the notion of congruence by restricting the demand for the identity
of word order. The demand has to be maodified NOI because Poligh is a “free
word order langunage” (it is not!) but because thete is an overriding principle
which might be tentatively formulated in the following way: whenever two
nominals (two “nouns” or their equivaients) form a syntactic group (are not
compounds), a corresponding compound will have the two nominals permuted;
whenever a compound corresponds to a derivative its sccomd element is
replacable by a suffix.

Similarly, the demand for the word-class identity seems to he inoperative
if an equivalent phrase includes two or more referential indices. This revision,
however, would need more of the theoretical apparatus which has heen pre-
sented in sect, 1 above.

An altcrnative would be to say that examples under a—d contain only
equivalent but not congruent constrnctions. Yet this solution would force
one to make intuitionally implausible claims to the effect that a competent

bilingual sees no difference between relations subsumed under a—d above
and those listed as e—g below:

e) Polish root-nouns

arrowhead :: grot
saw dust :: trociny
blackmail : : szantaz
CIrosseye © : Zez
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sleepwalker : hinatyk
redwing : : drozd (rdzawoboczny)
bull ring :: arena
limestone : : wapieh
blackbird : : kos
and most of other behavrihi eompounds.

£} Polish sentence- equivalent descriptions:

evespot :: oko w keztalele plamki barwnikowej, prymitywny organ
wrzroku u nizezych gatunkéw zwicrzat,
impregnated-tape metal-are welding : : spawanie lukowe elektrods me-
| talowa owiniets tadmg izolacyjng
and a vast number of other scientific and technical terms.

g) Polish translation equivalents (phrases of diffcrent referential source):
nuteracker : : dziadek do orzechdéw (lit. ‘‘grandfather--for-Fnuts gen. pl.”)
ladybird : : boza kréwka (“God’s little cow dimin.”’)
waterwheel :: miyn wodny (‘‘water mill”—Adj. phrase)
watcrtower : : wieza cidniefi (pressure gen. pl. tower”’—Gen. phrase)

2.2.

I contrastive language studies aim at constructing a Contrastive Gener-
ative Crammar, one might expect that CGG would predict the inter-language
lexical equivalence, or, in other words, CGG will be able to explain wI}y certaln
classes of compounds correspond to derivatives and others to syntactic phrases
(in case a class of a particular type does not exist, CGG should account for
this fact). |

In the present scction I shall try to re-classify English compfmnds and
look whenever possible for any regularities among their Polish equivalents. |

In accordance with what has been said in section 1.1, epmpmmds will
be viewed as sets of indexical arguments “in search of their predicates™.
This could lead to classifying all compounds into two basic types:

A. surface reflection of underlying LINKING!! processes,

B. surface reflection of underlying NON-LINKING processes.

Type A comprises all compounds whose members may be thought D.f as 11.1-
dices which do not have to be specified with respect to roles and which will
have to be specified with respect to generality - specificity properties (bub
of. 1.1.3. Predicates here are of the abstract character similar to those known
from. class logic. Linking compounds are of two types:

11 By linking and non-linking processes I mean processes presented in Weinreich
(1966},
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A-1. PAT‘HWJ.’EY: arguments arc linked with the
predicate identical to the one which specifies the operation of class

inclusion; 0 ar
o ﬂndﬁmumz;;;f the two mgumen.ta the more specific one is topicalized.
; l? IR0, G{?dﬂ”ﬁ , troutfish, marriage relationship. Polist ‘
& ents of compounds which el hale wve uslic vk Lequly-
tives (anless stylistically marked) -
disregarded.

: I [" ; . I

bt | i ;
B 1 l:'a,t:;} {mm:e ]a11g1.1ag¢i:—speelhe} predicate due to the operation
e determiner topicalization redundancy rule;

A-2.1, f;ﬁ;hfll-&x absj;rmrt predicate correspouding to the
s ‘ﬂ‘M ER logical class intersection operator, topicalization
8 determined by extralinpuistic factors.

E.g.: fighter-bomber, director- 5
SEriE, . ’ clor-composer, girl child, girlfriend, serv

help of an abstract

- root words or deriva-
. In both cases second member tends to be

ant girl, man

Since & correspondin i
ing class of Polish compounds (e.«

0 L2 : 8 (e.o. statek Jubo-ka-
warnid, ??%EMGSGMHM, trawler-przetwdrnia) are of relativ el g
Pnlls}} equ:valents of A-2.1. will be simplexes (r
or adjectival descriptive phrases. :

A-2.2 QUICKSILVER: one arcument,

caltzed.

Eo.: '
m;gﬁ d;a{?n;ute, di.::wkrmm, dry dock, short cul, White House, white meat. Tn most
s Folish equivalents are adjectival phrases or compounds In b;’mth CASCS

the same topicalizati
toplealization pattern Lolds, Exocentric compounds scem to have

no predictable equivalents unless horrowe +
Lorohdin Blucheos wrrowed from Eoglish: paleface, redskhin,

ely recent origin,
0ot words and derivatives)

componunds, predicate topi-

Tvpe B Ee
mspﬂ}_}f & F;Z:Z}:;?;ﬁ 3{;1’1:11;2111/1]1‘[15 whose nlerr]]:-el's are indices specified with
e e b, ave fo be speeified with respecet to generality-
. by’ markings. Predicates here are those required by a gi ‘
frngm. Nou-linking compounds may represent two general tV}}]e:: e s
= - " ) - -
B-1. I‘l.(ﬂlf‘(lf the tw::s argumnents has been preformed b{;f(ll‘{‘-
t-1+(_lﬂ process (r.e., none of the two aﬁ'gutﬂﬁnﬁ is
tive or a deadjectival derivative), S
}3—2. one of the arguments is a deverbal derivative
n Polish most nominal compotinds represent tvpe B-2 while i
both types seem equally productive. w R

the composi-
a deverbal deriva-

Iinglish
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of the y—+x order, while with a different topicalization pattern (e.g. fen house)
one expects derived nominals as equivalent constructions. A similar pattern
representing B-2 type (c.g. cinema gotng) would be related to equivalent
prepositional phrases in Polish.

This part of the paper was rather a report on work in progress and the
observations made eannot be accepted yot with any degree of certainty. It
seems, however, that within this framework it would be possible to predict
some of the student’s “avoidance techniques™ (i.e., to explain why they say
“Phen John entered the huilding where automobiles were put together”,
rather than “Then John entered the automobile assembly plant”) and to
prepare a set of exercises for practising correspondences between English
compounds and Polish phrases and derivatives, Or vice Versa,
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